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ABSTRACT 

Over the last decade a new organisational entity has appeared in Canadian police forces. Based 

on post-9/11 US homeland security and developments in digital surveillance technology, real-

time operations centres (RTOCs) have quietly sprung up in cities from Vancouver to Halifax. 

Sold as providing digital backup to responding officers, they are fundamentally restructuring 

how data is acquired and used and shifting the relations of power between police and citizens.  

 Based on interviews, site visits, access to information requests, and various international 

trade shows, this thesis investigates the inception, development, operation, and likely effects of 

RTOCs on policing. It first deploys an STS framework to unravel the processes of heterogenous 

engineering and sociotechnical co-construction involved, and identifies ‘real-time situational 

awareness (RTSA) ’as the sociotechnical imaginary at the heart of the RTOC project.  

 On this basis, the thesis then isolates the modally distinct yet operationally interconnected 

dispositifs of surveillance, power, and policing at work in RTOCs: a pre-emptive, yet event-

based and hyper-reactive, risk-driven surveillant assemblage that serves to extend policing into 

new digital data spaces. It then draws on research into analogous surveillance systems to 

postulate the likely dangers involved: hypervisibilization, mission creep by design, context 

collapse, and the reification of racist, classist, or gender-based prejudices in novel sociotechnical 

procedures. The thesis then places these conclusions within the discourse on intelligence-led and 

big data policing to identify a fundamental shift in the operational logic of police intelligence 

work caused by RTOCs and RTSA towards the prioritization of tactical reactivity and 

immediately actionable intelligence over strategy and preemption, as well as non-consensual or 

exploitative information collection over transparent or democratic methods. 
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 Finally it argues that, in terms of progressive resistance and reform, this research makes it 

clear that police forces are struggling to develop a response to the ongoing digitalisation of 

society, and have become captivated by the only model on their horizon: the military and 

counter-terrorism theory of RTSA. Prohibiting individual technologies will not prevent the 

hegemony of this rationality: we need alternative systemic approaches to citizens, data, and 

governance. 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 

A project like this has many beginnings, this is one: the sales representative hit enter, and I held 

my breath. My shirt was already damp and my heart was pounding, but I dared not let the 

expression on my face change as I prayed that I'd done a good enough job scrubbing my online 

presence. The software interface blinked for what felt like an eternity through an elaborate UI 

depicting all the databases and websites it was searching: Facebook, Twitter, Instagram, blogs, a 

bundle of surface web search engines, and other icons I couldn’t catch. I was at the Milipol trade 

show booth of Verint, the largest and most infamous Israeli producer of surveillance technology 

(Murdoch 2018), and when questioning the veracity of their “cyber intelligence data mining” 

platform had gotten out-bluffed into letting the sales representative run the demonstrated search 

on my email address. Not that I was in any real physical danger, but if the search results 

uncovered my more critical utterances on the morality of private surveillance companies, the 

interview was definitely over. I had also just come from speaking with the representative of Bler, 

another Israeli surveillance company, who had gleefully told me of their successful operations to 

hack the telecommunications network of a medium-sized African country. The interface blinked 

once more and spat out… an old, supposedly anonymous blog from 2015 in which I had railed 

against the logic of security measures passed by Europe, the UK, and the US in the wake of the 

ISIS-inspired attacks. That was it. It didn’t even find my Queen’s University bio page, or my 

(private) Facebook and Twitter pages, or any other mentions across the internet. Nothing that 

even a simple Google search would have turned up; instead just this blog registered to a different 

and defunct email address. I thought about that incident a great deal over the next two years as I 

interviewed corporations and police officers involved with similar surveillance technologies. The 

booth had been so futuristic; all sharp angles and geometric shapes, screens full of digital 
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outputs, terminals in sleek and secretive nooks, like something straight out of the latest sci-fi 

thriller — and then it had simultaneously succeeded and completely failed to do the one thing it 

was supposed to do. 

 This is another beginning: at the same time, in these earliest of stages, I was still focused 

on specific technologies and their usage in policing. Having read all together too much Deleuze I 

was deeply intrigued by the specific capacities of surveillant assemblages — what were their 

limitations, but also their potentialities — and how did these capacities affect and effect policing. 

It seemed to me that treating these technologies in isolation was an error, that in conjunction they 

would form more complex — ‘emergent ’in the Deleuzian terminology taken up by theorists like 

Delanda — capacities, and that these were worth treating in detail. In the course of my initial 

research to map out the lay of the police surveillance land in Canada I stumbled, purely by 

accident, upon the Ottawa Police’s announcement that they had opened their Strategic Operations 

Centre (OPSOC), designed to provide their frontline responders with “virtual backup” (Police 

2016). I almost ignored it because it contained no obvious mention of the kind of high-tech, 

flashy surveillance I was interested in, but out of sheer reflex I sent out an access to information 

request and received, relatively promptly, a vast trove of files detailing the inception and genesis 

of OPSOC. At first blush, these documents revealed that the individual technologies like CCTV, 

data mining, facial recognition, predictive policing, etc were just isolated glimpses of a far larger 

story, one of the construction of a “single, service-wide operational view and situational 

awareness (map- and geolocated)” for “real-time intelligence” intended to culminate in a 

“regional fusion centre.” For someone steeped in the heady discourses of the post-9/11 security 

state, those were alarm bell words. Underneath the introduction of novel surveillance 
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technologies apparently lay the construction of whole centres, platforms for the surveillant 

assemblage, veiled by innocuous-seeming language about crime statistics and managing patrol 

routes. Had the War-On-Terror, post-Snowden, Five Eyes global surveillance,  

international/domestic boomerang finally come to Canadian municipal police too?  

 It turned out that there was little to no research on real-time operations centres (RTOCs) 

despite the fact that they numbered in the dozens all across the US and Canada. There were, 

however, strong academic research fields that could be brought to bear upon them, particularly 

surveillance studies, critical security studies, and critical criminology. Each brought relevant 

genealogies and analytical frameworks with which to grapple with the illusive object, 

emphasising some aspects over others, and in concert enabling a more multi-faceted and 

comprehensive approach. Surveillance studies had, over the preceding three decades, done 

extraordinary work differentiating the multifarious forms and effects of surveillance from early 

bureaucracies and state-formation, through the revolutions of digitisation, computerization, and 

dataveillance, and into the burgeoning big data era of algorithms and machine learning. In the 

same period, and with a lot of fruitful overlap, critical security studies had very effectively 

uncovered how risk and threats are constructed by, and as external to, political discourse — and 

how these constructions are then embedded within practices and technological infrastructures. 

Critical criminology’s sub-field  dealing specifically with policing strategies, rationalities and 

their effects provided crucial approaches particularly towards trajectories of intelligence-led 

policing and the function of technology in policing. At the same time, the incident of 

simultaneous success and failure of Verint’s surveillance system made it clear that close 

technical attention to the discrepancies between the promised ideal and the operational reality 

was essential to a critical analysis.  
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Science and technology studies 

  Science and technology studies (STS) provides a number of powerful analytical 

frameworks with which to pay such close technical attention, and this thesis draws upon them 

first to ask what the rationales and ideals were for developing the RTOCs and how they played 

out and were materially operationalized in the processes of construction. Going back through its 

many germinal trails, STS provides a wealth of analytical concepts through which to understand 

the complex process of technological development. STS strands like SCOT (Bijker et al. 1987) 

and ANT (Latour and Woolgar 2013) insist, to varying degrees, upon on the inextricability of 

social and technological processes, elements, and actors in the construction of any entity. These 

approaches argue that one cannot properly understand the forms and outcomes of technological 

change without grasping the social elements such as the knowledges, practices, economics, and 

politics within which it was occurring (Bijker and Law 1992: 11). Inversely, they also argue that 

the production of knowledge, scientific or otherwise, is equally a product of the technologies, 

politics, and practices involved (Latour 1987; Latour 1999). As such, they contend, one cannot 

actually clearly differentiate between these nominally separate domains, to which end they 

deploy terms like sociotechnical or technoscience to capture this confluence (Law 1991; Akrich 

and Latour 1992; Jasanoff 2004). As these and other STS scholars (Winner 1978) have 

exhaustively argued, deterministic reduction to a single economic, technological, or ideational 

driver for change fails as an explanation for the particular forms for knowledge, technology, 

society, etc. Further, theorists have argued that the privileging of one explanatory variable not 

only leads to the epistemological occlusion of another, but also normatively to either the denial 

of the politics involved in the project (Winner 1985) or to a misleading political narrative 
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(Feenberg 2002).  The constructivist sociotechnical approaches thus provide a crucial analytical 

toolbox with which to identify and analyse the interaction of the rationalities, histories, practices, 

technologies, politics, and economics involved in the development of RTOCs. Of particular use 

in this research, as I will outline in greater detail in Section I, are the three clusters of concepts 

around the theories of sociotechnical imaginaries, user and technology co-construction, and 

technological relationality.  

 Sociotechnical imaginaries are a relatively recent conceptual approach that seeks “to 

investigate how, through the imaginative work of varied social actors, science and technology 

become enmeshed in performing and producing diverse visions of the collective good” (Jasanoff 

2015: 15). It combines the sociotechnical constructivism of the field (although Jasanoff tends to 

hold less radically constructivist views than the super-symmetry proponents like Latour, Callon, 

Law, etc) with a focus on the ideas held by the actors in the field — particularly ideas regarding 

the kinds of societal structure that the technologies are intended to support or bring about. This is 

not dissimilar to Callon’s (1987) approach to what he calls “engineer-sociologists,” who 

necessarily develop a “precise plan” for “the social universe in which the vehicle would function” 

(84). This approach contends that planners and developers have more than just an isolated 

technical function in mind: they are conceiving of, and attempting to realize, a societal function 

that includes within it a conception of that society. Using this approach allows us to get at the 

desired societal structure and its politics, economics, and relations of power, in a technological 

project. Through this approach, this thesis’s first contention is that there is a sociotechnical 

imaginary at the heart of RTOC development that I, following most of the RTOC developers, 

call Real-Time Situational Awareness (RTSA). RTSA imagines a sociotechnical policing 

strategy that utilizes networked surveillance systems, data-mining, and GIS interfaces to provide 
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real-time ‘intelligence ’for frontline officers responding to incidents. It acts as a projected, or 

even presumed, future of policing and provides an internally coherent mental roadmap to the 

solution of a range of accepted problems, the most prominent of which is the rise of a digital 

environment to which they feel professional pressure to respond. 

 However, while imaginaries can be real in their effects, as Section I argues, they rarely 

survive their manifestation in the same form. The reality of their instantiation, their material 

construction, is the complexity of sociotechnical development that researchers like Akrich and 

Woolgar (Woolgar 1990; Akrich 1992) identified in the co-construction of technology and users. 

Akrich’s work (1992) on scripts and users in particular can be reformulated to ask, first, how a 

sociotechnical imaginary involved in the “composition of a technical object constrains actants in 

the way they relate both to the object and to one another,” and second,  how it affects the 

“character of these actants and their links, the extent to which they are able to reshape the object, 

and the various ways in which the object may be used” (206). By examining the processes of 

configuration in which technologies shape their RTOC users, but also in which the users shape 

the technologies by implementing them in varying networks and usages in the RTOCs, Section I 

reveals how, and in what form, RTSA is translated into material and operational reality. On this 

basis, my second conclusion is that, unlike Fusion Centres that inhabit a separate and 

“interstitial” position between law enforcement agencies and federal or national security 

agencies, RTOCs were constructed not just within individual police services, but specifically 

organizationally and architecturally around the dispatch unit and responding to calls for service. 

This foundational design structurally determined the operational orientation of RTOCs towards 

events and incidents to which the police have traditionally responded. Beyond the institutional 

architecture of RTOCs, this examination of the tension between imaginary and reality also 
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provides the foundation for the subsequent critical analysis in Sections II and III of the power 

structures thereby constructed and shines a light on the inherent configurability of RTOCs, 

enabling a conceptualisation of the sociotechnical structuration of RTOCs. 

 By deploying material semiotics as understood by John Law and Annamarie Mol (Mol 

2002; Law 2009; Law and Singleton 2014) we can approach configurability as structural as well 

as processual, and grasp it as a systemic feature of RTOCs — not a bug. While I don’t 

necessarily agree with some of the more radical “ontopolitics” claims about multiple co-existing 

realities (Law and Singleton 2014), material semiotics ’framework of networks of actants 

stabilised through enactment and the resultant fluidity or multiplicity of functions in a networks 

(De Laet and Mol 2000) provides a powerful prism into the structural functionality of RTOCs. 

From this perspective, this thesis’s third contention is that RTOCs are fundamentally designed as 

relationality platforms: a core structural feature is the ability to expand by incorporating new 

databases, surveillance devices, analysis suites, and institutional partners into its network and 

facilitate their interaction. Out of this structural expansivity comes an operational proliferation: 

new technologies and partners afford new practices and purposes, enabling a functional 

multiplicity in which RTOCs appear to be serving one mission but actually perform an 

increasing array of overlapping and entangled operations. In other words, mission/function creep 

are intentional features of RTOC structure.   

 

Surveillance and security studies 

Surveillance studies and security studies have frequently drawn on STS in order to adequately 

grasp the inter-relations between the kinds of sociotechnical dynamics described above and the 

exercise of surveillance power or the materialization of discourses of risk.  Surveillance studies 
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turns, at its core, on the critical analysis of the ways in which visibility, power, and knowledge 

are made to operate together in surveillant systems. It examines the rationalities by which the 

system is configured, the materials and architecture in which it is built, and the effects the 

resulting apparatus has upon people, governance, knowledge, and politics. Over the decades, the 

field has developed a broad conceptual toolbox with which to tease out the wide range of 

surveillance modalities deployed across nearly all sectors of society: surveillance, sousveillance 

(Mann and Ferenbok 2013), dataveillance (Clarke 1988), the surveillant assemblage (Haggerty 

and Ericson 2000), the panopticism (Simon 2002), post-panopticism (Boyne 2000), the 

oligopticon (Latour 2005), the ban-opticon (Bigo 2008),  and more all respond to the typological 

need to conceptualize the proliferation of surveillance regimes. They identify an extensive range 

of axes and variables by which visibility, power, and knowledge are structured in themselves and 

to one another, the most revealing of which in the limits of this thesis were hierarchical structure, 

governmental rationality, and the architectural materiality of digitisation — however, economic 

structure plays an equally vast role in determining not just the politics of police budgets, but 

more encompassingly the twin global industries of security technologies and surveillance 

capitalism. 

 Following the processes of sociotechnical development revealed in the first analytical 

step, this phase takes an equally sociotechnical approach to the surveillance regimes of four key 

apparatuses, or dispositifs in the Foucauldian parlance, intended to highlight the copresence of 

material, discursive, and performative elements: centralised CCTV command and control; Active 

Operating Picture (AOP) interfaces; data mining suites for the police records management 

system (RMS); and open-source intelligence (OSINT) practices, particularly around social 

media. This approach pays close attention to the sociotechnical devices and practices through 
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which, and the rationalities for which, objects are visibilized. I use the term visibilization 

(Brighenti 2010) to highlight the fabricated nature of these objects and uncover how the different 

dispositifs can construct new objects of knowledge for the RTOC, and how in so doing they alter 

existing relations of power between the police and the populace by bringing new, hitherto non-

public spaces and social relationships into the police gaze. 

 Simultaneously, security studies provides a theoretical framework through which to 

understand the shifting discourses and rationalities of threat and risk and the effects of 

implementing these rationalities in technologies and practices. Researchers such as Valkenburg 

and Van Der Ploeg (2015), Schouten (2014), Bellanova and Fuster (2013), or Gates (2011) have 

teased apart the constructivist dynamics between security technology, practice, and rationality to 

show how “generic definitions of security problems are ‘translated ’step by step into concrete 

policy, technological requirements and specifications, designs of security workflows, and indeed 

technological configurations” (Valkenburg and Van Der Ploeg 2015: 327). This approach 

enables us to trace how the articulation of problems and solutions that make up the 

sociotechnical imaginary of RTSA is realized in the assemblage of dispositifs in the RTOCs, and 

then examine the real-world manifestations of their rationalities.  

 Security studies has also incorporated and applied many of the initial insights of risk 

studies research, showing how risk rationalities affect the structure and performance of security 

dispositifs (Aradau and Van Munster 2007; Aradau et al. 2008; Ceyhan 2008; Amoore 2013) and 

lead to pre-emptive strategies (De Goede 2008; De Goede and Randalls 2009). These 

perspectives lead to the fourth set of conclusions, that RTSA as a sociotechnical imaginary is 

causing the construction of a risk-driven surveillant assemblage characterised by a very specific 

set of modalities: it is pre-emptive in its data collection, yet operationally event-based 
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(“chronoscopic”) and hyper-reactive. From these conclusions I draw a fifth set, arguing that 

although I was not able to gather primary empirical data on the effects of these dispositifs in the 

field, these technologies aren’t wholly novel and systems very much like them have been shown 

to enable and enhance a range of discriminatory and biased practices. It seems highly likely, 

therefore, that this particular configuration of RTSA-based surveillance modalities will not only 

import the same biases, but also exacerbate their tendencies for hypervisibility, mission creep, 

context collapse, and the reification of racist, classist, or gender-based prejudices in novel 

sociotechnical procedures. 

 Surveillance and security studies also provide powerful genealogical contexts within 

which to historicize these developments. Although it is not the purpose of this research to trace 

historical paths for RTOCs or RTSA, there are none the less clear spoors indicating specific 

lineages that need some elucidation as they form the background to many of the arguments 

presented throughout. One of the most consequential contributions of these two fields was to 

thoroughly break down the categorical differentiation between domestic and international, 

military and policing spheres. The creation of the Department of Homeland Security in the US 

post-9/11, and the vast sums of money that subsequently poured into counter-terrorism domestic 

security, spurred an equal outpouring of research into the militarization and the rise of national 

security-style “intelligence-led” of policing in North America (Jackson 2005; Coaffee 2006; 

Lyon 2006; Muller 2010; Adey and Anderson 2012; Balko 2013; Lippert and Walby 2013; 

McQuade 2016c). With regards to surveillance-based systems, Bigo’s work in particular has 

shown how national security agencies and domestic security agencies function on a Möbius strip 

(Bigo 2000; Bigo 2001; Bigo 2008; Bigo 2014) of internal externals and external internals. 

Others, like Schrader (2019) or Graham (2012) have detailed the historical interactions between 
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foreign and domestic security operations, arguing that tactics and technologies (facial 

recognition, ALPR, IMSI catchers, drones, etc) are frequently developed and tested in foreign 

military spheres, then return like a “boomerang” to be redeployed domestically. Security 

researchers have also investigated liminal spaces like international borders (Ajana 2005; Amoore 

2006; Broeders 2007; Muller 2010) and interstitial spaces like Fusion Centres (Monahan 2009; 

Monahan and Palmer 2009; Monahan 2010; Newkirk 2010; Monahan and Regan 2012; Taylor 

and Russell 2012; Regan and Monahan 2013; Regan and Monahan 2014; McQuade 2015; Regan 

et al. 2015) as the sites in which this blurring and transference occurs. 

 These historical trajectories all form well-established backgrounds for the development of 

RTOCs, however no such body of work exists for situational awareness in security and policing. 

A Google Scholar search for “situational awareness” yields hundreds of results, mostly for 

patents, across a wide range of fields: cyber security, hospitals, personal cars, disaster warning 

and relief, human/machine systems, ergonomics, nursing, pilots and aviation, augmented reality, 

and many more. Almost all are from a practitioner or policy perspective and include only brief 

definitions or historicizing context. One more extensive report (although still very much within 

the practical rather than the reflectively analytical vein) from the US Defence Advanced 

Research Projects Agency (DARPA) (Nofi 2000: 1) defines situational awareness as “the result 

of a dynamic process of perceiving and comprehending events in one's environment, leading to 

reasonable projections as to possible ways that environment may change, and permitting 

predictions as to what the outcomes will be in terms of performing one's mission.” This 

understanding of the concept fits within the few other historicizations (Endsley 1995; Endsley 

and Garland 2000) that place its origin in military aviation and naval command and control 

(indeed the DARPA report above was published by the Center for Naval Analyses), from which 
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it then migrated into disaster management and a truly startling array of further areas (Stanton et 

al. 2001). The DARPA report goes on to say that while defining and measuring situational 

awareness is complicated, developing systems with “electronic networking technologies that will 

enable military staffs quickly to develop shared situational awareness” (3, emphasis mine) is 

paramount to modern military decision making. There are, thus, strong associations at least 

between situational awareness and the discourses around Revolution in Military Affairs (RMA) 

or the Total Information Awareness programs, yet the concept also appears in nursing and office 

chair design literature. As a result of this rather surprising heterogeneity of spheres and the types 

of publications in which it can be found, it seems that situational awareness, while it has a clear 

military background, has become something of a management buzzword, albeit one with strong, 

if conceptually vague, implications for surveillance and digital information technology. 

 As such, rather than discard it as an empty trend or jargon, or just assume that the 

military connection is the relevant narrative, this project considers the prescriptive mode and 

conceptual vagueness of definitions like the following one on “cyber” situational awareness to be 

programmatic: “situational awareness by necessity involves both technical and cognitive 

challenges in that the basic data used for developing situational awareness consists of some kind 

of underlying estimate of the state of the world which, in turn, is the result of some kind of data 

processing” (Franke and Brynielsson 2014: 20). Thus rather than trace a genealogy through the 

myriad spheres in which this signifier (whatever the signifieds may actually be) appears, this 

thesis remembers its military origins and then treats it as an empty signifier around which a 

sociotechnical imaginary for policing is articulated and assembled. In other words, expanding 

upon the purely discursive ontology of Laclau and Mouffe (Laclau and Mouffe 2001), it 

considers the definition of the term to lie in the material semiotic network in which it is 
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articulated. This is the sociotechnical imaginary I, and most of the RTOCs, explicitly call Real-

Time Situational Awareness: an imagined, and differentially implemented, policing strategy that 

utilizes networked surveillance systems, data-mining, and GIS interfaces to provide real-time 

‘intelligence ’for frontline officers responding to incidents.  

  

Policing studies 

While surveillance and security studies do overlap extensively with the policing studies subfield 

of criminology, it is from within this field itself that we gain another crucial vein of inquiry; 

particularly from the perspective of the ongoing conflict between critical policing studies and the 

more “traditional”, to borrow Horkheimer’s classic differentiation (Horkheimer 1937), version of 

the field. Among other things, these two parties disagree in their approach to the various policing 

models that exist in North American policing, lately most emphatically with regards to 

community-based policing and intelligence-led policing (ILP). While critical policing studies 

(Ericson and Haggerty 1997; De Lint 2006; Sanders et al. 2015a; McQuade 2016b) dovetails 

with security and surveillance studies in its concerns about the effects, or lack thereof, of these 

strategies on power relations, discrimination, and police violence, the more policy-oriented vein 

(Ratcliffe 2008; Carter 2009; James 2013) focuses on tweaking and improving existing systems 

in search of a policing ideal. The former also tends to be highly skeptical of novel technologies, 

while the latter embraces them as enhancing objectivity and professional performance. These 

conflicting frames, described in far greater detail in Section III, provide a crucial tension through 

which to understand the choices, developmental trajectories, and subsequent effects involved in 

constructing and operating RTOCs and RTSA. 
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 These discourses enable an approach to understanding RTOCs and RTSA as models or 

strategies of policing, and to identify them as a starkly divergent variant of intelligence-led 

policing. From the perspective of a policing model, RTOCs and RTSA appear as solutions — the 

sociotechnical imaginary at work again — to a range of well-known issues with community-

based policing and older forms of ILP. However, in the implementation of this imaginary, novel 

governmental logics within RTSA, particularly around risk rationality, merged with established 

ILP rationalities to form a different understanding of intelligence work. Thus, this thesis’s sixth 

conclusion is that this new strain of ILP emphasizes tactical reactivity and immediately 

actionable intelligence over the older ILP mode of strategy and preemption, as well as non-

consensual or exploitative information collection over transparent or democratic methods. From 

this conclusion I then contend, based on existing research in the field of intelligence studies, that 

these changes will, in stark contrast to still frequently espoused values of community policing, 

likely support the hegemony of a realist, more hostile rationality of intelligence work in policing 

in which the general public becomes an intransigent and threatening adversary that must be 

investigated in order to reveal the truth. 

 To summarise, the seven main contentions of this thesis are: 

1. Real-time situational awareness, as a sociotechnical imaginary, is a central developmental 

dynamic in the development of RTOCs. It acts as a projected, or even presumed, future of 

policing by providing an internally coherent mental roadmap to the solution of a range of 

accepted problems. The most prominent of these is the rise of a ‘digital policing 

environment, ’with which agencies feel professional pressure to engage. 
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2. RTOCs, unlike older police intelligence units or newer Fusion Centres, are designed around 

the dispatch unit and intended to support active calls for service. This operational 

architecture fundamentally structures their function and effects. 

3. The attempts to realise these RTSA solutions through the structure of the RTOC came up 

against a number of immutable realities: real technological capacities, individuals ’

capabilities, financial support, and institutional buy-in. The effect of this tension was a 

heterogenous array of processes of ad hoc co-construction between users, corporations, and 

the technologies themselves. This heterogenous engineering produced a functional 

multiplicity of very specific surveillant power modalities: a pre-emptive, yet chronoscopic 

and hyper-reactive, risk-driven surveillant assemblage that served to extend policing’s 

geography of responsibility into new digital data spaces. 

4. This process of constant heterogenous engineering is architecturally intentional: RTOCs are 

fundamentally designed to expand and incorporate new elements into their network and 

enact a multiplicity of policing functions. As such they are best described as highly mutable 

relationality platforms, in which mission creep is a feature, not a bug. 

5. As a result of these dispositifs’ co-construction through established technologies it is highly 

probable that they will import existing discriminatory biases. On this basis, RTSA is likely to 

exacerbate established problems with hypervisibilization, mission creep, context collapse, 

and the reification of racist, classist, or gender-based prejudices in novel sociotechnical 

procedures. 

6. These rationalities, practices, and technologies of RTSA also merged with older intelligence-

led policing practices, creating a different conceptualization and operationalisation of 

intelligence in policing. This new strain emphasized tactical reactivity and immediately 
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actionable intelligence over strategy and preemption, as well as non-consensual or 

exploitative information collection over transparent or democratic methods.  

7. Finally, in stark contrast to still frequently espoused values of community policing, these 

changes support the hegemony of a realist, more hostile, rationality of intelligence work in 

policing in which the general public becomes an intransigent and threatening adversary that 

must be investigated to reveal the truth. 

 

Implications and steps for further work 

 Finally, rather than spending the last section simply reiterating the arguments that led to 

these seven contentions, I prefer to reflect upon the fact that after all the research was done I was 

left with the overriding realisation that RTOCs and RTSA exist because police forces are 

overwhelmed by the complexity of dealing with the changes that digitisation and the internet 

have wrought upon their already overly broad and under-defined societal remit, and there are no 

other alternatives on offer. To provide a more pragmatic set of implications of this finding I re-

approached my conclusions through the lens of current abolitionist thinking. From this 

perspective I draw out their implications for a more effective politics of democratic oversight 

over, and radical intervention in, the structure and function of police services, and suggest steps 

for further work in developing alternative models. The five implications I draw are: 

 

I. RTSA as a sociotechnical imaginary demonstrates that police services ’sociotechnical self-

perception and conceptualisation of their own future continue to be fundamentally captivated 

by those of military and national security institutions and corporations. 
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II. Attempting to reform an existing function with novel technology, e.g. RMS data mining, 

frequently results in a transformation of not just that function but of others to which it is 

connected. 

III. Attempting to perform an established policing function in a new sociotechnical space, e.g. 

social media, alters both that function and the space. 

IV. Merely limiting police access to certain technologies (like live facial recognition or cell-site 

simulators) may curb the most extreme shifts in power but does little to halt the ongoing 

direction of this transformation. 

V. As a result, we need to engage in detailed, alternative solutions-oriented research and 

development work of not just how far policing should be pared down, but more critically of 

on what, if any, alternative sociotechnical, economic, and cultural basis an equitable, anti-

discriminatory, and beneficial real-time, data-driven governance could be built. There are 

potential alternatives being trialed, and it is up to academics and practitioners together to 

design and prototype them. 

 

CHAPTER 2: METHODOLOGY 

 

The methodological assumptions with which one approaches a knowledge production project 

have surprising ramifications, not just in terms of the subsequent choices in method, but far more 

broadly for the ensuing processes of discovery, analysis and reflection. Some of the 

consequences are easily apparent in the structure of the final product, while others may lie 

deeply, subtly, ingrained within. While this section is, primarily, an exposition of the 

methodology I employed in the research of real-time operations centres, it cannot help but also 
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reflect upon the many methodological similarities between this process of knowledge production 

and those employed by the objects of my study. These similarities are not by chance, nor even 

passive, inert parallel processes, but are rather mutually constituted and the products of a rather 

vigorous interaction. Both parties, broadly sketched, are engaged in extracting knowledge from 

what we assume to be only partially cooperative targets (see the language already beginning to 

creep in? Targets! I of course mean objects of study), while also shielding our full intent from 

public scrutiny for fear that exposure would compromise our methodology. Or so I thought, at 

least, when I first set out to delve into the unstudied world of real-time operations centres — the 

reality, it turned out, was a lot more complicated than a simple oppositional binary, no matter 

how mutually constituted. However, for better or worse, that is the methodological frame with 

which I approached this research, and so it is there that we must begin. 

 The assumption, based on the existing research into similar entities - fusion centres in the 

United States - as well as my own previous attempts to uncover information about police use of a 

particular piece of surveillance technology (cell site simulators), was that I was dealing with a 

secretive organisation. The literature on researching surveillance technologies and “institutions of 

(in)security” in Bigo’s terms (Bigo 2000; Bigo 2008; Bigo and Tsoukala 2008; Bigo 2014) 

broadly supported this position, while the resistance researchers in Canada have faced attempting 

to shed light on security agencies has been well documented by scholars including Tia Dafnos, 

Alex Luscombe, Kevin Walby, Jeffrey Monaghan, or Mike Larson (Walby and Larsen 2011; 

Larsen and Walby 2012b; Walby and Larsen 2012; Dafnos 2013a; Luscombe and Walby 2015; 

Monaghan 2015). Monaghan (2015), in his monumental dissertation on the Canadian security 

establishment, writes that “producing data on security governance practices in Canada is not 

easy” (55), because “the myth-making tendencies of the Canadian security establishment tend to 
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occlude “dark sides” in favour of a dominant narrative presenting a more or less smooth 

historical movement towards liberal democracy” (52). In this literature, the institutions ’

intransigence and even outright hostility to critical research becomes a fundamental component 

in the evaluation: their functionality and their secrecy appear inextricably linked as two sides of 

the same coin. 

 None the less, some excellent publications have engaged at length with the difficulties of 

“studying up” (Gusterson 1997; Ortner 2010; Aguiar 2012; Aguiar and Schneider 2016), and 

include extensive discussions of the ethics and methods of gaining access to initially resistant 

organisations. Gusterson (1997), for example, deployed what he termed a “polymorphous 

methodology” to research the work of nuclear weapons scientists: unable to gain access to the 

labs, he collected information from an eclectic array of sources, from newspaper clippings to 

conversations with the scientists he had befriended by joining their social groups. Monahan and 

Fisher (2015) detail nine methods that go beyond the traditional research methods of wooing 

gatekeepers, setting up interviews, snowball sampling, etc. to gain access to intransigent 

individuals or organisations. They discuss attending industry conferences, reducing perceptions 

of threat, cold calling or showing up unannounced, filing access to information requests, or 

downloading and digging through websites. “Clearly,” they write, “some of the best qualitative 

research is defined and enabled by creative improvisation, persistence, social commitment, and 

ethical sensitivity” (713).   

 Two conclusions become very clear from this particular subsection of literature on 

“studying up” methodology. First, proper ethnographic access that would allow for months of 

detailed, in-person observation of police activity is exceptionally rare, especially with regards to 
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high-tech surveillance practices. Second, there is an interesting methodological shift in this 

literature towards direct acknowledgement of the messy, ad-hoc practicalities of research - a 

reality that scholars in science and technology studies (STS) have argued is not only typical of all 

research but is also frequently retroactively erased in the resulting publication (Latour 1987; 

Latour 1999; Latour and Woolgar 2013). From these conclusions I drew a further two 

methodological determinations: First, the data sources and data types would need to be varied 

and open-ended but would likely not include ethnographic observation. This would sharply 

circumscribe the kinds of available analyses. Second, an explicitly STS constructivist 

methodology in the vein of Law’s work (Law 2004) was necessary to properly account for the 

heterogenous types of data, their production contexts, and my acts of fabrication in stitching 

them together.  On the one hand, these determinations played a role in identifying sociotechnical 

imaginaries as my primary research interest. They are compatible with sociotechnical 

constructivism — even if the Jasanoff-ian approach is less ontologically radical than that of 

Latour or Law and Mol (Law 2002; Law and Mol 2002; Mol 2002) — and their presence and 

effects could be investigated without ethnographic access, and indeed a wide array of data 

sources and types would make such an inquiry all the richer. On the other, they highlight the 

need to explicitly outline a methodology that can weave together not just such a variety of data 

types and sources but also the methods used to analyse them. 

 Monaghan argues that, “when the possibilities for researching given “secretive” realities 

are manifold, the research design must evaluate what strategies can be undertaken to explore 

these topics and maximize the production of data” (Monaghan 2015: 57). This is undoubtedly 

true - yet simultaneously one must consider how such disparate data sources and data types can 

be analysed as a whole. To this end, STS-inspired researchers in critical security studies propose 
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a “bricolage” to the practice of data collection and collation (Salter and Mutlu 2013; Aradau and 

Huysmans 2014; Aradau et al. 2014). In this methodology the traditional “cascade” of theory, 

methodology, method, and finally collection and analysis is disrupted. Instead of this strict 

processual hierarchy, a more exploratory approach “braids” moments of collection, collation, 

analysis, methodology, and theory together in iterative and reflexive cycles of knowledge 

generation. Rather than attempting to force the emergent reality into a pre-ordained research 

design, this approach allows what is uncovered to affect the manner in which the project 

continues. My initial assumptions about the secretive nature of RTOCs led to a broad and 

intensive campaign of Access to Information (ATI) requests; however, the scope of some of the 

requests and the disposition of some of the analysts in charge of responding to them had the 

opposite effect and actually aided in brokering access to interviews and observations.  

 At the end of this exploratory data collection process I had collected material from four 

trade shows (Milipol 2017 21-14 November, SCTX 2018 6-7 March, Eurosatory 11-15 June 

2018, and the IACP 2018, October 6-9) and seven police services: the Ottawa Police Service, the 

York Regional Police Service, the Niagara Regional Police Service, the Edmonton Police 

Service, the Calgary Police Service, the Vancouver Police Department, and the Louisville 

Metropolitan Police Department. I was denied access to the Toronto Police Service and the 

Halifax Regional Police on operational security grounds. I selected these sites because sources 

indicated they had RTOCs and, in the case of the only US site, because I was invited while at a 

conference and it seemed like a good opportunity to explore the US side of the story. 

Unfortunately, the Louisville RTOC asked me to sign a non-disclosure agreement when I 

arrived, so I could not include them in the case study, and while I draw on documentary 

materials from the Vancouver RTOC I left it out because I wasn’t able to arrange a site visit as I 
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had with all the others. The interviewees were selected on the basis of their rank: all are, or were 

previously, either the heads of the RTOCs or a person that a head had suggested I speak to. From 

these sites I collected the following materials: 

 

Ottawa Police Service 

From the OPS I received 131 documents totalling 1573 pages through an access to information 

request for all planning and operations documentation that pertained to the RTOC. The 

documents spanned the time from the beginning of the design phase in early 2014 to the date of 

the request in late 2017. The documents were predominately presentation slides, but also 

included a large number of text files, like business cases and progress reports. All received 

materials were read at least once and included in the iterative process of coding, close reading, 

and thematic analysis described in greater detail below.  I also conducted a semi-structured, 1 

hour interview with one anonymous, highly-placed officer of the RTOC on the 1st of March 

2018, and was given a 3 hour site visit by Staff Sergeant Paul Andre Tremblay on the 24th of 

January 2020 from 11am to just after 2pm. I was not permitted to record within the RTOC, but I 

could observe and take notes on everything they did and ask questions of Tremblay and other 

officers in the RTOC. 

 

York Regional Police Service 

From the YRPS I received 2 documents totalling 40 pages in response to the same access to 

information request described above. They are dated from 2017 and 2016 and were presentation 

slides on the technological progress and capabilities of the RTOC. I also conducted a semi-

structured, 30min interview with Superintendent Jim MacSween on the 16th of April, 2019 and 
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was subsequently offered a site visit with him on the 28th of May, 2019. This ran for almost 4 

hours from 10am to 2pm, and included observations of regular work activity, conversations with 

on-staff officers and civilians together with MacSween, as well as demonstrations of various 

technological capacities. Here, too, I was not permitted to record within the RTOC and could 

only take notes. 

 

Niagara Regional Police Service 

From the NRPS I received one document, a detailed business case for the RTOC and the 

Motorola Platform, of 13 pages in response to the same access to information request described 

above, dated to March 2016. I conducted two semi-structured interviews, both 30min, with a 

highly-placed anonymous officer and with the ex-head of the RTOC, Joe Matthews. I was 

subsequently invited to visit the RTOC and did so on the 5th of September 2019. It lasted 4 

hours, from 10am to 2pm, and I was able to observe routine operations and ask McAllister and 

the staff on-site about the technologies and practices they employed. I was not permitted to 

record anything and could only take notes. 

 

Calgary Police Service 

From the CPS I received 10 documents totalling 1008 pages, ranging from 2009 to the time of 

the requests in April 2018 and again in July 2018. The documents were predominately 

presentation slides on various technologies and operational designs, but also included a large 

number of text files, like business cases and progress reports. All received materials were read at 

least once and included in the iterative process of coding, close reading, and thematic analysis 

described in greater detail below. I conducted a semi-structured, 50min interview with Assistant 
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Deputy Chief Ryan Ayliffe on the 12th of December 2018, and a 20min semi-structured 

interview with Chief Dale McFee on the 17th of September 2019. I was granted a 4 hour 

observation visit on July 16th, 2019, from 10am to 2pm, during which I was shown around the 

RTOC, could observation its functioning, and ask questions of the staff on-site. I was not 

permitted to record, but could take notes. 

 

Edmonton Police Service 

From the EPS I received 1 document of 5 pages of presentation slides. I conducted a 40min 

semi-structured interview on the 9th of April, 2019, with a highly-placed anonymous officer. I 

was subsequently invited to observe the RTOC on the 26th of July 2019 for 3 hours, from 1pm to 

4pm, during which we toured the facility and I was able to observe their operations and ask 

questions. 

 

Vancouver Police Department 

From the VPD I received 4 documents totalling 149 pages, consisting of an extensive business 

case for the RTOC as well as presentation slides. I conducted three semi-structured interviews: 

of 50min with Superintendent Earl Anderson on  the 17th of April, 2019; of 15min with Staff 

Sergeant Terry Yung on the 9th of May, 2019; and of 30min on the 18th of September, 2019, 

with C/M Janet Johnston.  

 

Trade shows 

At the trade shows I conducted numerous informal interviews with vendors of all kinds and 

observed their demonstrations. Most were at best useful to form a background understanding of 
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the industry and its culture, and didn't produce anything worth including explicitly in the thesis 

itself (although the material I collected on Vigilant Solutions made it into a different published 

article). However, my interviews and observations with Motorola Solutions and Esri, both from 

the 2018 IACP (October 6 & 7 respectively), are reproduced in the next section. These vignettes 

draw on observations, informal interviews, and brochure material. Much like the police services, 

here too my selection criteria were all-encompassing: everything I could collect was included in 

at least the first reading and coding phase. 

 

Methods and Their Implications 

As I had suspected, I was not able to get proper ethnographic access to RTOC operations. 

Without that kind of extensive observation it was not possible to gather data on the nature of the 

RTOCs usage in the field and on its effects upon policing; the kind of praxeological analysis 

conducted by Mol (2002) was unfortunately not possible. As a result, I indicate clearly in 

Sections II and III when my analysis shifts from my own empirical basis to an argument by 

analogy through similar technologies upon which extensive research has already been conducted. 

In addition, the nature of the methods and materials I was able to access, as well as the order in 

which they were conducted, had a powerful effect on the research. Indeed, it would be 

epistemologically obtuse to think that the first ATI phase did not affect the kinds of information 

acquired in the subsequent interviews, or that the interviews were conducted in the same 

empirical, theoretical, or methodological framework as the document requests were. As often as 

the documentary material generated avenues for exploration I would not otherwise have known 

about, the interviews caused a fundamental re-evaluation of information previously found in the 

documents. Indeed, this process of what one could call differential analytics, or perhaps a form 
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of critical triangulation, is the primary cause for this dissertation’s overall structure: it became 

essential to distinguish between an RTOC’s genesis and the sociotechnical and biopolitical 

desires embedded therein, and an analysis of the reality of their development years later. 

 Aradau et al. (2014) and Law (2004) in particular insist on understanding methods in 

such a bricolage approach to methodology as practices that have tangible effects far beyond any 

attempt at neutral, disinterested, or abstract data collection. While their emphasis with this 

argument is predominately on the shape of the analytical output product and its potential 

sociopolitical effects as suggested by securitisation theories, I would like to expand this 

methodological discussion via Haraway’s theorisation of situated knowledge to highlight the 

effects of my positionality and resultant methods on data collection and analysis. In her famous 

article on situated knowledges (Haraway 1988: 579) argues for having “simultaneously an 

account of radical historical contingency for all knowledge claims and knowing subjects, a 

critical practice for recognizing our own ‘semiotic technologies ’for making meanings, and a no-

nonsense commitment to faithful accounts of a ‘real ’world.” If I wish to apply her exhortations 

to grasp how “the ‘eyes ’made available in modern technological sciences shatter any idea of 

passive vision” (583), then I must also contend with her assertion that “accounts of a ‘real ’world 

do not, then, depend on a logic of ‘discovery ’but on a power-charged social relation of 

conversation” (593) and are not disengaged, but rather embodied, situated, and necessarily 

partial. 

 This situatedness and partiality are not just products of the bricolage methodology, but 

also of my own positionality as a relatively privileged white male seeking an audience with 

institutions who traditionally see people like me as one of their own. It is a reasonable 
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assumption that the access I received, contrary to my initial expectations, is due at least in part to 

this bias. However, the access was far from unstructured on their part, and my methodological 

practice of leveraging the information asymmetry of received ATI documents and their bias 

against those documents amounts to exactly the kind of methodological mirroring I mentioned at 

the outset of this section. My methods, as Aradau et al. (2014: 13) insist, have a “political life” 

transversed by and suspended in a number of intersecting relations of power. The interviews and 

observations were an intricate game on both sides, each party selectively concealing and 

revealing information to further their own ends — and their power to do so is a direct function of 

the privilege accorded to them by the hegemonic forces of the day. The “power-charged social 

relation of conversation” (Haraway 1988: 593) fundamentally conditioned the partiality and 

situatedness of the methods I could deploy and the analysis I could produce. As such, any claim 

to produce replicable — “god trick” in Haraway’s terms — analysis would be laughable. It is far 

more honest to place the research and its methodological practices within the context of their 

production and draw out themes and arguments from that explicit position.  

 It follows, therefore, that this dissertation approaches all data collection, collation, and 

analysis through the context of its production. The observational data collection is approached 

through Claude Rosental’s sociology of demonstrations (Rosental 2005; Rosental 2013; Rosental 

2016; Rosental 2017) to situate it as a form of participant observation in which my presence 

affected what was shown but was not involved or extensive enough to be considered 

ethnography proper. Rosental (2013: 343) argues that “public demonstrations - and especially 

public demonstrations of technology (or "demos") - are important forms of interaction in 

themselves, affecting the structuration of social relationships on a range of scales.” He goes on to 

argue that their “main intended or declared purposes are proving, convincing, or teaching” 
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Rosental (2017: 171) and that an STS approach to the co-construction can tease out the dynamics 

involved between users, technology, and worldview (346). Following this, I treat the 

representatives in a similar fashion to Callon’s engineer-sociologists: they are actively engaged in 

constructing a sociotechnical imaginary indicative of their world view, and as we will see the 

RTOCs were all still very much ‘under construction ’at the time.  

 Concomitantly, the dissertation treats the documents acquired through ATI or from law 

enforcement websites as equally contextualised artefacts. Researchers using ATI have drawn on 

institutional ethnography to understand documents as more than inert texts and instead as active 

components within an institution’s structure and development (Smith 2005; Smith 2006; Walby 

2013). Indeed, documentary material I received provided a rich insight into the internal 

developmental discussions, frequently delineating roles and functions, mapping out potential 

futures for the RTOC, and evaluating various technologies. However, researchers working with 

ATI methods (Larsen and Walby 2012a; Monaghan and Walby 2012a; Monaghan and Walby 

2012b; Brownlee and Walby 2015) also warn that while the documents can provide unparalleled 

insight into the inner debates and workings of an organisation, they are frequently fragmented, 

partial, and decontextualised. Indeed, Walby and Luscombe (2016: 543) are worth quoting at 

length on this:  

researchers should take caution when attributing action and intention to the practices detailed in 

ATI/FOI records. ATI/FOI records are ‘laden with mutual expectations (e.g. about literalness), 

taken-for-granted understandings, varying levels of trust, organizational idioms and unspoken 

presumptions ’that are not easily identified without the additional analysis of other data types. 
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 Triangulation and contextualisation through interviews, as well as the observational data, 

provided that additional analysis. In all cases I conducted a telephone interview with the officer 

in charge of the RTOC first, before acquiring permission to visit. During the visit the same 

officer accompanied me, answered questions, and facilitated conversations with other officers 

and civilians working in the RTOC. Collated and contrasted, these differing sources and contexts 

provided a rich complementary and contradictory tableau not just between RTOCs, but within 

them as well. Thematic analysis of this complex and heterogenous dataset, captured and 

conducted in NVivo, utilized a combination of content coding and close reading to tease out 

categories and their variegated contents. Thematic analysis here refers to a method of 

“identifying, analyzing, and reporting patterns (themes) within data” (Braun and Clarke 2006: 6) 

and generally involved the steps of compiling, disassembling, reassembling, and finally 

interpreting the data through coding and close reading (Fereday and Muir-Cochrane 2006; Guest 

et al. 2012; Castleberry and Nolen 2018). In keeping with established qualitative document 

analysis methodology on content coding (Altheide et al. 2008; Bowen 2009; Glynos et al. 2009; 

Neuendorf 2016; Krippendorff 2018), the coding and analysis process was conducted iteratively 

and reflexively, with significant new data additions (an interview, an observational visit, or 

received ATI documents) triggering a new cycle. 

 I described above how the emphasis on contextualising data types and sources affected 

the structure of the dissertation’s overall argument: that the differential analysis inherent to 

contextualisation highlighted the need to analytically contrast the fantasies and desire with the 

realities of implementation. The iterative process of analysis, following the anti-“cascade” and 

“messy” strategies of Aradau et al. (2014) and Law (2004), also revealed the methodological 

need to treat the subject matter through different, yet cumulative, disciplinary lenses. Cycles of 
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analysis using different academic frames not only produced different perspectives (an almost 

tautological outcome), but more interestingly began building upon each other in revealing ways. 

As it became clear that the discrepancies between what was imagined and what was actually 

implemented was an ongoing and inherent state of tension, so an assemblage or actor-network 

STS approach to understanding RTOC development became necessarily foundational. That 

sociotechnical analysis of RTOC and RTSA co-construction led to an understanding of the 

centres as relational platforms performing functional multiplicities. However, accounting for the 

effects of  both the imagined and implemented functionalities necessitated seeing them as 

interlocking and overlapping dispositifs of power, structured as much by larger discourses of 

security and policing as by hyperlocal dynamics. Re-reading the material through dispositifs 

using sociotechnically constructivist critical security studies and surveillance literature 

uncovered the desires for substantial epistemological and ontological expansion of the policing 

gaze. These conclusions then led to questions about their effects on the doctrine of intelligence-

led policing which, as a concept, was a constant presence throughout the material. The messy 

iterative and reflexive approach thus is necessarily reflected in the argumentational structure of 

the project. Any other form would be untrue to the methodology of methods as practice and elide 

the crucial analytical mechanisms by which it was produced. 

 

 

CHAPTER 3, SECTION I: SOCIOTECHNICAL IMAGINARIES AND HETEROGENOUS 

ENGINEERING 

 

Introduction & Literature Review 
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The identification and refutation of technological determinism — the idea that there is an 

immanent logic to technological development that renders its course beyond human control — is 

central to the vast majority of canonical works in the sociology of technology. No doubt it was 

the prevailing common sense at the time the likes of Winner, Bijker and Wieber, or Feenberg 

produced their foundational analyses. However, what I found over the course of my research into 

the inception and development of RTOCs some 20 years after most of these books were written 

was considerably less clear cut. While themes of technological determinism certainly arose, they 

were interwoven with a deep sense on the one hand of a desire for and lack of technological 

capacities, and on the other of a fascinatingly self-aware concern that the ostensibly inexorable 

march of technologies wouldn’t, on its own, magically occur and that it was upon them to engage 

with and shape issues of developmental direction — or cede that initiative to others. There is a 

definite awareness and reflexivity amongst them about the complexities of technological 

development and their role in it. The goal of this section is thus to show how the development of 

RTOCs does not followed a linear path, determined either by a set of ideas or the immanent logic 

of the technologies involved. Instead, it involves an iterative, reflexive, and above all ad hoc 

process of heterogenous engineering in which powerful sociotechnical imaginaries are 

interpreted and enacted in the specific conditions of each police service leading to complex 

processes of mutual construction between users, technologies, and ideas. Rather than being a 

priori definable entities, I thus argue RTOCs are relationality platforms, that actually function as 

material semiotic empty signifiers around which a multiplicity of contingent and partial 

realisations of the RTSA imaginary are being enacted. They may well come to be standardized in 

the future, but have not yet reached that point of “punctualization” in which “an entire network” 

is blackboxed and converted “into a single point or node in another network” (Callon 1991: 153). 
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As such they offer a classic STS opportunity to study a technology before the black box closes 

and an examination becomes much harder. 

 ‘Sociotechnical imaginaries ’is a relatively new concept in Science and Technology 

Studies (STS) that seeks “to investigate how, through the imaginative work of varied social 

actors, science and technology become enmeshed in performing and producing diverse visions of 

the collective good” (Jasanoff and Kim 2015: 15). Jasanoff and Kim (Jasanoff and Kim 2009: 

120) initially defined sociotechnical imaginaries as ‘‘collectively imagined forms of social life 

and social order reflected in the design and fulfillment of nation-specific scientific and/or 

technological projects.” The “nation-specific” aspect was later dropped, but the emphasis on 

combining the ideational and material to examine how they “encode not only visions of what is 

attainable through science and technology but also of how life ought, or ought not, to be lived” 

remained, as Jasanoff (2015: 4) argues.  As such it functions as a hinge between the empiricism 

of materiality and performativity-focused STS sub-disciplines like Actor-Network Theory 

(ANT), material semiotics, or Social Construction of Technology (SCOT) and the more 

explicitly critical, political and ontologically ideational approaches to political theory or Critical 

Security Studies (CSS). Imagination as a uniquely human capability, so Jasanoff (2015: 25), 

plays a key role in the co-construction of society and science and technology, and an approach 

through sociotechnical imaginaries can reveal “the topographies of power” (Jasanoff 2015: 27) 

that frequently remain hidden in the flatness of other STS approaches like ANT.  

 Researchers have utilized this approach to analyse the effects of sociotechnical 

imaginaries of pasts (Hurlbut 2015), futures (Lakoff 2015) as well of politicised concepts like 

national development (Kim 2015) or energy security (Tidwell and Smith 2015). These works 



 
 

  33 
   

clearly demonstrate not only the analytical value of sociotechnical imaginaries, but also the 

flexibility of the approach in tackling different temporalities as well as a variety of different 

institutions from states to movements or social groups. However, it is noticeable that 

ontologically these analyses rarely, and then only barely, engage with the effects of the material 

inscription of the imaginary in question. Jasanoff repeatedly states, in various forms, that 

sociotechnical imaginaries are also “encoded in material technologies”(Jasanoff 2015: 20), yet 

most works attribute little agency or causal efficacy to such reification. Instead they remain  

ontologically as well as methodologically on the level of discourse and, occasionally, 

performance. In fact, some seem to differ little in these respects from constructivist discourse 

analysis — something that at least one paper, (Pickersgill 2011), outright states. Even if 

methodologically restricted as a researcher to the analysis of discourse it is not strictly necessary 

to disregard material encodings of sociotechnical imaginaries. One may not be able to access the 

materials directly, but that does not render their role in the formation of sociotechnical 

imaginaries imperceptible. Pace some hard constructivists, technology will push back against 

articulations; or at the very least capabilities, capacities and limitations will enter and affect the 

examined discourses. Benjamin (2016) calls for a similar attention to the materiality of social 

relations, to the manifold ways in which technologies reproduce and legitimise a differential 

treatment of people. Benjamin touches on imaginaries as an aspect of such an investigation, but I 

think the analytical value of imaginaries goes beyond examining the “underlying design of our 

socio-technical world” (148). That the hopes, dreams, desires or fears of political projects may 

be found in the ideational aspect of imaginaries is well established — and the ability to imagine 

cannot be ascribed to non-humans without the kind of rhetorical flourishing Jasanoff rightly 

criticises —, but technologies play a role beyond the passivity of reification and stabilisation. 
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Their performative flexibility, their interpretative potentiality, as sketched out for example by 

Law and Mol (1995), means that there are processes of co-construction, of sociotechnical 

interaction between user groups and devices in which both configure each other and potentially 

arrive at a new manifestation of an imaginary.  This approach, I think, gives equal weight to all 

components of the term and is more adequate to an examination of the “mutual embeddings” 

(Jasanoff 2016: 74) of the human and technological, the material and the ideational. From this 

perspective we can then ask, without falling prey to technological determinism, not only how 

technologies are articulated in discourses of sociotechnical imaginaries, but also how particular 

technologies enable and disable, open and close, modulate and configure them. 

 In keeping with the term’s provenance, work on sociotechnical imaginaries has remained 

on a large scale: national movements, states, transnational organisations. However, as I began to 

indicate above, this is a methodological choice not necessitated by the concept’s ontology. 

Imaginaries as visions of “forms of social life and social order attainable through, and supportive 

of, advances in science and technology” (Jasanoff 2015: 10) are also examinable on a far more 

local level, inscribed in technologies as well as practices and discourses that are of smaller scope: 

municipal, or pertaining to particular governmental domains like Benjamin’s (2016) carceral 

agencies. At this level, I think there is a unique theoretical and methodological opportunity to 

bring the materiality of the imaginaries into greater play, and to examine the mutually 

constructive interactions between articulations and inscriptions of sociotechnical imaginaries. I 

contend that there is a productive gap between the grand imaginaries of global science, the UN 

or nation building, and the older work on done on users and scripts (Woolgar 1990; Akrich 1992; 

Latour 1992; Latour 1994; Oudshoorn and Pinch 2003). As Ross Winthereik et al. (2008) argue, 

scripts are a powerful approach, but limited to a binary of designer and user, mediated via the 
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device. Latour’s work on anti-programs and Akrich’s on de-scription expand the users ’agency, 

but the binary remains. Winthereik et al. (2008) moved forward by deploying the Weibel and 

Latour (2005) concept of making things public to expand the social groups involved. This is 

certainly analytically fruitful and recalls treating the various user groups involved as sociologists, 

akin to Callon’s (1987) engineer-sociologists or (Pinch 2003)’s  incorporation of sales people as 

intermediaries. 

 As such, a way to start to look at the materialities of socio-technical imaginaries is 

through a reformulation of Akrich’s (1992) seminal questions on scripts. We can to ask, first, 

how a sociotechnical imaginary involved in the “composition of a technical object constrains 

actants in the way they relate both to the object and to one another,” and second,  how it affects 

the “character of these actants and their links, the extent to which they are able to reshape the 

object, and the various ways in which the object may be used” (206). Such an approach can bring 

some of the unnecessarily missing materiality back into the analysis, and connect the co-

construction of society and technology on the level of devices and users with the co-construction 

on the level of the larger political discourses seen in the existing literature on sociotechnical 

imaginaries. For the subject at hand, we can use this to examine how growing global imaginaries 

of surveillance and security manifest in a variety of marketplace technologies for RTSA and as 

well as in individual RTOCs as localised interpretations. In these projects on the police force 

level we can, in turn, then also see how these interpretations of RTSA are co-constructed with 

the technologies, both being forced to adapt to the constraints and requirements of policing in 

that particular political and socio-economic milieu. 

 To investigate the co-construction at both of these two levels, in a first chaper this section 

will examine the sociotechnical imaginaries articulated by the exemplary third party technology 
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vendors Motorola Solutions and Esri. The corporations who design and develop the technologies 

for RTOCs and RTSA are equally involved in the production and circulation of sociotechnical 

imaginaries. In their power to invent, circumscribe and configure not just the technologies but 

also to articulate the socio-technical environments into which they are to be inserted they 

function much like Callon (1987)’s “sociologist-engineers.”  Callon’s contention was that beyond 

the “precise plan” for the technology — in this case an electric car —, engineers also developed 

“the social universe in which the vehicle would function” (84). Here again imaginaries and socio-

technical constructs merge in an unstable plane of present and future, functionality and 

potentiality. In the scripts and programs of the technologies on offer these corporations are 

actively configuring users and uses (Oudshoorn and Pinch 2003; Grint and Woolgar 2013), but 

in the articulations of the potentialities of their technologies they are also configuring a near 

future in which their technologies play crucial roles. The act of imagination in engineering is just 

as much about what could be, about predicting a future in which a device works, as it is about 

configuring the present. As we will see, corporations like Motorola Solutions, Esri, or IBM work 

very hard at articulating imagined socio-technical societal trajectories in which their automated 

CCTV systems, data analysis suites or GIS platforms are essential to staying ahead of the curve. 

Their immediate implementation and the problems that would solve are almost secondary to their 

function as in investment in the future, as a technological foundation whose potentiality and 

mutability will enable police forces to keep up. 

 The following chapter first investigates in detail the sociotechnical imaginaries each 

police service presented at the outset of their plan to develop a RTOC, and then tracks the 

processes and variegated outcomes of their enactment. For the inception phase, this section 

draws on STS theories of translation (Callon 1986; Latour 1991; Latour 1992; Latour 2005: 108) 
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to examine how sociotechnical imaginaries of real-time situational awareness were envisioned as 

solutions and translated in networks of actants and practices. (Callon 1986: 203) originally 

defined translation as “a general process […], during which the identity of actors, the possibility 

of interaction and the margins of manoeuvre are negotiated and delimited” and in this incipient 

phase we can begin to trace this development. Deploying translation in this fashion allows us to 

see how relationships of translation were planned between disparate actants in an attempt to 

materialize the imaginary of RTSA. We also begin to see how material limitations, particularly 

around key technologies, affect and steer the degree to which such translations could be 

implemented. As in Callon’s seminal study and all subsequent actor-network theory work, non-

human agency is given equal reign and the specific capacities of objects and systems like CCTV 

take on important roles from the outset. From this point we can then begin to follow the 

subsequent processes of enactment and co-construction as the RTOCs developed over time. 

 The chapter then investigates a few exemplary processes of sociotechnical co-

construction as police forces struggle to build RTOCs and materialize their desires for RTSA, 

while contending with the promises and capabilities of the acquired technologies. By contrasting 

the officers and analysts ’articulations of inscriptions and de-scriptions; programs and anti-

programs; desires, limitations, and failures, we can discern the interplay of both levels: the grand 

societal narratives embedded in the sociotechnical imaginaries as well as the varying co-

constructive interactions between users and the technologies that leads to a series of 

consequential redefinitions of “geographies of responsibility” (Akrich 1992: 207) in RTOCs. 

Akrich (1992: 207) used this term to describe how new objects may “lead to new arrangements 

of people and things” and  “generate and ‘naturalize ’new forms and orders of causality and, 
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indeed, new forms of knowledge about the world.” We can use it to grasp how the continuous 

and mostly ad hoc piecemeal development of RTOCs leads to a more or less constant 

reconfiguration of the users, the technologies, and their sociopolitical functions as police. 

 While the sociopolitical implications will be addressed in the two subsequent major 

sections, this “reconfigurability” of RTOCs lies at the heart of the final chapter for this section. 

RTOCs are not a stable technology; instead, from the perspective of material semiotics (Law and 

Mol 1995; De Laet and Mol 2000; Mol 2002; Law 2009) they appear as highly “fluid”  networks 

that depend on consistent performance to stabilise, albeit temporarily, in one particular form or 

another. This is an intentional characteristic of RTOCs; as (De Laet and Mol 2000: 225) put it, 

its fluidity “is not a matter of interpretation. It is built into the technology itself.” Semiotic 

materialism builds on the constructivist understandings of script theory and user configuration to 

add a layer of mercurial performativity in which actants take on a particular function as a result 

of the specific formation of entities with which they are networked (Law 2009: 141). From this 

actor-network theory perspective of performance and enactment on the one hand and the making 

“durable” (Latour 1991) through scripts, technologies, and relationships on the other, we can 

argue that the relationships within which they are enacted enable the functions they may then 

express. Indeed, they are explicitly intended to provide the means to expand and change the 

network as new actants are envisioned.  As such I term RTOCs ‘relationality platforms; ’they 

have no immanent form, and instead — to borrow a term from Laclau and Mouffe (2001)) 

semiotic theory and apply it to Law’s material semiotics — function materially as an empty 

signifier: a sociotechnical entity whose meaning and function is the product of the other entities 

together with which it is articulated. Here, then, is also the final hinge back to sociotechnical 
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imaginaries, for they determine the horizon of intelligibility for potential current and future 

relationships, while simultaneously being an effect of the existing network. This provides us not 

just with an anti-determinist understanding of RTOC development, but more crucially with a 

more complex understanding of mission- or function creep, the importance of which will be 

addressed in a subsequent section. However, before we can look at the processes of construction 

involved in the RTOCs, we must turn to two of the corporations responsible for developing the 

technology involved in these projects, and the sociotechnical imaginaries they demonstrate. 

 

Case Studies 

The following two vignettes recount my experience and analysis of visiting the demonstrations 

delivered by Motorola Solutions and Esri at the International Association of the Chiefs of Police 

Conference in 2019. While there were other companies that build similar technologies at this and 

other trade shows, and a few of those are also involved in the construction of RTOCs in Canada, 

these were the only two who demonstrated the same technologies at the trade show that I also 

encountered in the RTOCs. IBM, for example, while involved in the OPS and EPS RTOCs, was 

demonstrating autonomous drone technology at the trade show; and Palantir, who supplied their 

Gotham platform to the CPS RTOCs, was “notably absent” from the trade shows, according to 

the sales representative from PredPol. As such, to maintain a comparability of the 

demonstrations I observed between the corporations and the police services I only treat Motorola 

Solutions and Esri here. IBM and Palantir are discussed within the contexts of the relevant police 

services as that is also the source of my material on their technologies used there. 

 

Motorola Solutions 
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The Motorola Solutions booth at the International Association of the Chiefs of Police Conference  

2019 stands out amongst its neighbours like a gleaming, TV screen-festooned temple to high 

tech vigilance. It is laid out like the origami model of a Real-Time Operations Centre (RTOC), as 

if deconstructed by a particularly en vogue bistro café. Computer monitors bearing titles like 

‘CommandCentral Aware Real-Time Intelligence Console ’on clear white walls display 

inscrutable crime analytics or urban maps full of icons and symbols, tracking patterns in an 

anonymous city. Another relays multiple live CCTV feeds of the booth with targeting reticules 

tracking the visitors through the space. Further walls display the latest in frontline handheld 

computing devices or “internet of things-ready” tactical gear that monitors location, vital signs, 

and “gun pulls” and streams that data back to the service headquarters. In the middle is a vast 

screen showing an animated demonstration of a use scenario for Motorola Solutions‘ ’Command 

Centre Software ’and ‘Big Data Platform. ’A dispatcher sits in front of two screens showing the 

Computer-Aided Dispatch (CAD) software and a generic map of a city. An alert appears. “The 

officer’s gun pull sends an alert to dispatch” we are told. Then, “the dispatcher quickly identifies 

the officer with the alert activated.” The image shifts to one of another person in front of four 

screens showing CCTV feeds with face-tracking reticules and a map covered in icons: “an 

analyst pulls up nearby camera feeds and monitors the incident.” Finally, “a snapshot of the 

scene is taken and sent to backup units.” In the subsequent talk I am told that Motorola’s 

platform is designed to “connect disparate law enforcement technologies” and through 

“leveraging customizable alerts” and “automation” enable real-time data collection, analysis and 

response on the one hand, and on the other free frontline officers to engage with the situation on 
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the ground. The system will help mitigate “risk” and provide “complete situational awareness” 

(Linder 2019a). If we treat Motorola’s sales pitches as the kind of work Callon (1987: 84) saw 

his engineer-sociologists doing — determining “the social universe in which” the technology 

“will function” — we can see how the company is outlining a fairly specific imaginary for the 

role and functionality of policing in general and RTOCs in particular. 

 Throughout their sales material the topics appear of situational awareness, automated data 

collection and analysis, real-time responses, and networked technologies brought together in an 

RTOC. A brochure (Solutions) urges that police “stay ahead of crime with instant, integrated 

information” using “Motorola’s real-time crime centre solution,” and it too depicts a stylized 

scenario: 

 6:48 AM: Gunfire erupts in a sprawling city park.  

 6:49 AM: The exact location of shots being fired and the closest police unit are displayed 

on the Real-Time Intelligence Console map before joggers in the park can scramble for 

cover and call 9-1-1.  

 6:50 AM: Crime analysts pull-up video cameras throughout the park, identify who is 

involved – even what type weapon is being used – and transmit this to officers dispatched 

to the incident.  

 6:52 AM: The Real-Time Crime Center operator uses her radio console to talk directly 

with officers enroute to the scene on a secure, encrypted channel. She conveys additional 

details about the park as they near the entrance.  

 6:53 AM: All the relevant information, from arrest records to video, are seamlessly 

integrated and distributed in a single flow of multimedia intelligence to officers – before 

they even step out of their squad cars.  

 

Here we are provided with greater detail on Motorola’s sociotechnical imaginary for RTOCs and 

RTSA. An array of sensors covers the policed space (in this case gunshot detection and CCTV), 

pre-emptively capturing data. Alerts are triggered in the RTOC before traditional (911) methods 

can be used, and within 3 minutes analysts have pulled the relevant data streams, run analyses, 

and identified more complex information like identity and weapon type. All of this information 
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is pushed to the responding officer prior to their arrival on scene. In Motorola’s sociotechnical 

imaginary civilians and police officers are monitored by an array of sensors that bypass the 

traditional calls for service, backup, information, etc. The sensors form a part of a wider network 

of surveillance technologies that feed into an RTOC’s central data analytics system, the output of 

which is the primary epistemic interface for both the analysts and the frontline responders. This 

system, so Motorola’s plan, mitigates risk by accelerating reactive or pro-active police responses 

through automated and ongoing pre-emptive knowledge (‘intelligence” in their parlance) 

production. Motorola places itself at the centre of these “imagined forms of social life and social 

order” (Jasanoff and Kim 2015: 120) by providing this “unified, real-time intelligence” with “one 

powerful console [that] aggregates your entire operation” (Solutions). 

 

Esri 

Unlike the giant multi-national Motorola that makes a dizzying range of telecommunications 

technologies, Esri is solely a Geographic Information Systems (GIS) company that builds 

mapping software and databases. However, Esri products are present in every single RTOC I’ve 

visited and it is by far the most dominant GIS supplier in North America. In addition to such 

omnipresence, their sociotechnical vision to “ deploy intelligence-led policing (ILP)” (Esri, 

2019, 31561) revolves around many of the same themes of situational awareness, data 

integration and analysis, and networked technologies, yet articulated quite differently. While 

Motorola focused on automation and acceleration, Esri imagines the sociotechnical construction 

of situational awareness and ILP through the digital fabrication of contextuality.  
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 Their booth consists of multiple monolith-like black walls, each bearing an array of 

screens depicting geospatial demographic, meteorological, and topological information in bright 

colours. A sales representative is demonstrating how a user could toggle between different data 

layers to combine various datasets in a single map interface on a suspect neighbourhood. Critical 

infrastructure is highlighted above a map of public transport and a (dummy) list of known sexual 

offenders. “Catching criminals isn’t enough” a brochure declares (Esri 2019b): police must be 

pre-emptive and preventative — yet, combatting “the unpredictable nature of human behavior 

makes the need for situational awareness in law enforcement essential” (Esri 2008: 8). The 

“solution” (all technologies in this industry are called ‘solutions ’by their manufacturers) that Esri 

ostensibly offers to this problem they call “contextual computing” in which “situational 

awareness is achieved by integrating a myriad of technologies to provide users with access to 

information based on their circumstances” (Esri 2008: 2). 

 Sociotechnically, we see here how Esri imagines constructing this ostensibly necessary 

shift in policing modality. Its platform is clearly positioned throughout the material as a tool to 

aggregate and unify Service data, albeit through a GIS interface as opposed to Motorola’s more 

heterogenous multimedia model. In Esri’s sociotechnical imaginary, its platform “breaks down 

data barriers and integrates multiple systems to present a complete picture—using geography” 

(Esri 2019a). So beyond the technical vision for network and data integration, Esri also has an 

interesting epistemic vision for their imaginary: one in which intelligence, awareness, 

knowledge, etc are generated through place and space, and policing becomes geographically 

contextual. In further literature they go on to say that that “complete picture”  can be used by the 

police to ““visualize information to make connections and identify patterns” (Esri 2019b) and 
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“deliver a human experience such as situational awareness” using  “information about users, data, 

systems, and environmental sensors […] to enhance the output an application displays in a user 

interface” (Esri, 2008, 16562 @2). This really is a fascinating statement — deliver a human 

experience through a digital interface! — and will be discussed in greater detail in subsequent 

sections. For this section on sociotechnical imaginaries and their complicated realisation it is 

enough to point out how Esri, too, attempts to construct not just “solutions,” but the problem and 

the social universe in which it will be solved: one in which all things are to be understood in their 

context, for which all things must be digitally geolocated and reconstructed in the GIS interface. 

 The position I hold at these demonstrations is no different, in the eyes of these 

corporations, to that of the police officers circulating through the trade shows. As previously 

mentioned, Rosental (2013: 343)  in his sociology of demonstrations notes that “public 

demonstrations - and especially public demonstrations of technology (or "demos") - are 

important form of interaction in themselves, affecting the structuration of social relationships on 

a range of scales.” The point, here, is to underscore how hard these companies work to construct 

sociotechnical imaginaries in which their proposed “solution” fixes whatever police services 

think is ailing them: data deluges, new digital environments, pre-emptive policing, tighter 

budgets, smarter criminals, online crime, public transparency, etc etc. For each and any of these 

issues, however, the responses seem to gather around roughly this same set of ideas, collected 

under the notion of real-time intelligence and situational awareness, and housed in an RTOC. 

These booths appear as glittering techno-utopias brimming with magical solutions that fix all 

those gritty real-world problems with a wave of a smart wand. This is the overwhelming message 

that anyone who visits a policing trade show like IACP, Milipol, Eurosatory or UK CTX will 

get. The reality of attempting construct the imaginary, however, is quite different. The next case 
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studies will engage with these questions by uncovering how the police actually went about 

understanding and adopting these messages. 

 

The Ottawa Police Service, OPSOC 

On October 22nd, 2014, Michael Zehaf-Bibeau shot Corporal Nathan Cirillo at the Canadian 

National War Memorial in Ottawa, before being killed himself by security forces. Coming as it 

did at the height of a wave of ISIS-inspired jihadist attacks across North America and Western 

Europe, this event went on to have grave ramifications for Canadian national security. However,  

another story played out inside the Ottawa Police Service. Describing that day in an interview, an 

anonymized but well-placed source said there were “7 police agencies that, um, have some form 

of jurisdiction in the national capital region” and “we had somewhere in the order of 300 police 

assets on the ground that day, coordinated and uncoordinated, because when poo poo flies 

everybody wants to get in the action” (Anon A 2018). Documents received under Freedom of 

Information (FOI) legislation, while less graphic, paint a similar picture, and situate the 2014 

attack as a germinal moment for the development of the Ottawa Police Strategic Operations 

Centre (OPS 2015a; OPS 2016b). 

 However, as research into post-9/11 security developments has so thoroughly shown 

(Ajana 2005; Muller 2010; Gates 2011), major attacks are catalyzers, not causes, and the Ottawa 

Police had been struggling with a number of inter-locking issues that these events merely 

brought to a head. According to Anon A, technological oversight and institutional coordination 

had been an issue for some time: “So we have 2757 km2 as part of Ottawa. […] How do we 

provide a single view on everything that is happening. […] We have a very hard time identifying 

where everyone is at any one time. And matching that against the demand the demands for calls 
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for service” (Anon A 2018). In this description (pre-existing) technological limitations make 

themselves apparent, arrayed next to the (now) apparent conceptual limitations of the OPS’s 

organisational design. It wasn’t simply that the OPS lacked the functional capacity to handle this 

new role, but that similar — perhaps related — technological incapacities had been making 

themselves apparent for some while. To this constructed congruence the documents received 

under FOI legislation also add references to a “reality of a changing policing environment” (OPS 

2015a: 4) and “the information age” (OPS and IBM 2014: 5). While the former is never really 

clarified, the latter is described extensively in the frequently referenced IT Roadmap for Service 

Modernization. It speaks of the vertiginous rise is available data and digital devices, of online 

crime and a highly connected and mobile population — and of a woefully antiquated police force 

struggling in a wholly new, digital “big data” environment (OPS and IBM 2014: 10). So now, in 

addition to specific technological limitations and organisational inadequacies, we have far larger 

systemic and societal issues cast into the seminal story  of the OPSOC. Of course, this story was 

written for the OPS by IBM, and these corporations have their own agendas and imaginaries, but 

it is one that the OPS embraced in an attempt to articulate and delineate the problems they had.   

 In response to this set of issues the OPS was working to envision solutions by developing 

sociotechnical imaginaries in which “science and technology become enmeshed in performing 

and producing diverse visions of the collective good” (Jasanoff 2015: 15). In the wake of 

October 22nd 2014 the OPS executive met and defined “the organization’s Target Operating 

Model (TOM) – a model that includes a central feature, the “Control Centre” (OPS 2015a: 4). 

The “Control Centre is a conceptualization of the operational and strategic controls for 

deployment of resources within the organization;” “it would manifest into enhanced situational 
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and operational awareness, real time intelligence and case management, direct and predictive 

deployment and real time deployment/monitoring of planned and unplanned major events” (OPS 

2015a: 4). While it would not be inaccurate to say that it is the goal of this whole doctoral project 

to understand the meaning and implication of that single statement, for the purposes of this 

section it does illustrate the sociotechnical imaginary of Real-Time Situational Awareness 

(RTSA) invoked here and in all RTOCs I’ve covered: real-time awareness of the policing 

environment and the distribution of their forces, real-time intelligence production and 

distribution, and a shift towards a preemptive operational modality. According to the IT 

Roadmap for Service Modernization, this solution would allow the OPS to operate effectively in 

the digital policing environment, to provide security to the mobile and interconnected public, by 

“capturing and managing new data sources” and turning “data into actionable intelligence” to 

“improve situational awareness,” “provide a common operational picture,” and “provide real-time 

insight to the front-line” (OPS and IBM 2014: 6). This sociotechnical imaginary is thus very 

much in line with the kind of big data governmentalities we have seen around smart cities 

(Kitchin 2014b; Kitchin 2015; Kitchin 2018) and other aspects of policing (Brayne 2017; Chan 

and Bennett Moses 2017; Ferguson 2017). While the socio-politics of this will be discussed in 

the subsequent two sections, here we will be examining how the sociotechnical imaginary of 

RTSA is articulated as a solution to the issues of contemporary policing, and how RTOCs are 

enacted through deliberately open-ended, change-oriented relationships of translation amongst a 

wide variety of actants from data sources to emergent technologies and other societal entities like 

universities, malls, or governmental institutions. In these processes of enactment we can then see 

how RTOCs function, intentionally, as performative multiplicities to enable a differential array 

of  real-time, data-driven policing functionalities; and, finally, how the realities of these real-



 
 

  48 
   

time, data-driven functionalities differ from their original RTSA imaginary in crucial ways. For 

between the imaginary and the enacted reality lies the co-construction of user and technology, a 

process wherein the development of an RTOC structures policing just as much it is structured by 

them. Indeed, as Anon A said, blurring the lines between OPSOC and the police themselves,  

“it’s all a question of where we're going to go and when we're going to get there. Because as 

much as we are calling it an SOC [strategic operations centre] that is aspirational, that's where 

we want to get to. We chose, our mid point in where we could get to” (Anon A 2018).

 

 
  

 

Figure 1: A picture of OPSOC taken from a slide in FOIA document ‘OPSOC backgrounder June 

2017_Redacted, ’p. 19. 
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When I finally managed to organise access to OPSOC (see figure 1, above), almost two years 

after my first conversation with Anon A, it became apparent that their “mid point” was a very 

interesting case indeed. Very little of that early plan had been implemented; stymied, I was given 

to understand between the lines, by a combination of lack of support from higher up, tight 

budgets, and an archaic IT infrastructure. The in 2018 much vaunted IT Roadmap for Service 

Modernization had been “re-prioritized;” there were no business intelligence tools, no data 

mining tools, no central search portal, and information dissemination had to be done via email. 

However, the OPSOC had adapted to the lack of high-tech IT by leveraging the capacity for pro-

active performativity of the centre. As Sgt. Paul-André Tremblay, co-ordinator of OPSOC, put it 

to me, in order to become an institution within the Service — “a common state of being as 

accepted practice among a majority” (Oliver 2000: 374) — they had to earn the trust of other 

elements of the Service like the frontline officers, and the Communications department, by pro-

actively proving their value and delivering effective products. An RTOC doesn’t only need to 

create relationships of translation with external institutions and new technologies, they also have 

to do so within the actor-network of the police Service. The OPSOC case highlights the 

developmental mutability of RTOCs as relationality platforms, and the flexibility with which 

they can leverage that capacity to enact a form of RTSA. Given their lack of sophisticated IT 

technology, OPSOC’s primary function was to maintain a “strategic view” of the whole city, to 

“keep in mind the situational awareness” for the Service as a whole, and “paint a picture of what 

is happening” (Linder 2020). This was achieved through a combination of a single, GPS-driven, 

Automatic Vehicle Location (AVL)  tracking map for all service vehicles and a lot of pro-active 

labour on the part of the duty officers to institutionalize this information via conference calls and 

daily and weekly briefing reports. In addition, they were in the midst of developing an interactive 
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map with Esri that would include AVL data as well as traffic camera locations, critical 

infrastructure, schools and places of worship. This would enable them to, in real-time, create 

events like bomb blast radii or designate active shooter perimeters in a shared interface and so 

not only generate more comprehensive situational awareness for the OPS, but also enhance their 

relationships with the community (Linder 2020). This practice of institutionalisation is at the 

core of RTOCs and the enactment of RTSA: it was only through constant and consistent 

production of this information that OPSOC enacted itself.  

 In this process of sociotechnical co-construction between the technologies available and 

other actants, additional epistemological practices came to be included in their institutionalized 

portfolio: primarily, social media surveillance and open-source intelligence (OSINT) work. 

Doing social media and OSINT research was one relatively cheap and technologically simple 

way they found they could provide value by generating “situational awareness” and so increasing 

officer safety (Linder 2020) for on-going calls and investigations. Two large screens in OPSOC 

displayed live Twitter feeds based on specific keywords pertaining to weapons, hate crimes, 

demonstrations, and mentions of the police. These they monitored on and off throughout. In a 

more targeted fashion they would comb through social media and other publicly available online 

sources to find current pictures of suspects or identify partners, neighbours, extended family, 

employers, etc of suspects. What began as a pro-active method to show their value to frontline 

officers and differentiate themselves as an institution from the work the dispatchers did in the 

Communications department, then led to an increasingly established set of practices around 

social media and OSINT. As the institution that ‘did ’that work not only was OPSOC 

increasingly called upon for it (the original goal), but also found themselves in charge of best 

practices. They began using technology to properly capture the information so it could be 



 
 

  51 
   

admissible in court (e.g. software to tag screenshots with date and time), had to start asking 

investigating officers to go through them rather than using their own social media accounts for 

research which would “leave breadcrumbs all over the crime scene” (Linder 2020). Enacting 

OPSOC in these various relationships of translation resulted in not only in processes of co-

construction in which OPSOC officers and other user groups (the communications department 

and the frontline officers in particular) were reconfigured, but also in the creation of new 

“geographies of responsibility” (Akrich 1992: 207) institutionalising  OPSOC for social media 

and OSINT research. Thus even though OPSOC didn’t have nearly the technological 

advancement that other centres did, the same dynamics are present around RTOCs as 

relationality platforms that provide the conditions for the enactment of RTSA imaginaries in a 

functional multiplicity. 

  

Edmonton Police Service OICC 

The Edmonton Police Service (EPS)’s Operational Intelligence and Command Centre (OICC) 

was something of a new-comer on the block, having been just about to go live when I visited in 

July 2019. It had not yet settled even temporarily into one particular functionality or another; in 

fact one analyst told me that those higher up the EPS hierarchy were constantly thinking of new 

problems the OICC might solve: “Where a problem comes up, the common response is ‘the 

OICC will fix it’” (Linder 2019d). The OICC as an overarching technology was still far from 

“punctualization” as a stable blackbox (Callon, 1991), and  as such the functional multiplicity of 

the RTOC design and RTSA sociotechnical imaginaries was very apparent in the OICC, making 
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it a good case study with which to illustrates the pluripotent power of the RTOC and RTSA 

imaginary at the onset of such a project. 

  The OICC’s origin story, as told by a very well placed anonymized source (Anon B 

2019), contained all the components of the RTSA sociotechnical imaginary: 

Part of it was built on the fact that we were kinda moving into a big data world at that time. We 

recognised that we were starting to use a lot more data, and the role of the police was just being 

reactive to crime. So how can we on two fronts use data to be more informed in our decision 

making, and how can we take that information and intelligence that exists that is probably not 

readily available to our frontline members and responders and taking that information and adding 

value to what they’re doing. 

 

Here we  see a now familiar narrative: a new sociotechnical environment demanding a 

fundamental shift in policing, and a shift that in itself then offers a range of potential new 

functionalities and developmental paths. We also see many of the same RTSA characteristics 

that other RTOCs are envisioning: data-driven real-time decision making, targeted intelligence 

dissemination, and pro-active policing. This vision was paralleled by IBM — with whom the 

EPS was collaborating to build the OICC — in a  publicly released case study on the OICC: the 

“EPS collects vast amounts of digital evidence. Buried within it can be case-changing insights—

but relying on traditional methods to find crucial clues is time-consuming and costly.” By 

building this “digital policing platform, EPS plans to unify and analyze data from multiple 

sources to help uncover leads faster and give officers real-time situational insights” (IBM 2018). 

The OICC is imagined here as a platform providing the centralising focal point through generate 

the kind of epistemological and operational power that the RTSA imaginary articulates. 
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 In a more material, technical sense it is also envisioned as a platform for (and a product 

of) relationships of translation: the empty signifier through which to create, command, and 

expand a network of relationships with databases, devices, and third parties that would 

fundamentally be the RTOC, and enable RTSA as an operational modality. The OICC involves a 

number of corporate partners on an ongoing basis. IBM is their partner for the core platform, 

having developed a number of database programs of the EPS in the past. According to Anon B, 

this presence put IBM in a unique position to expand and consolidate the technology in the OICC 

and IBM had worked closely with the EPS to design the OICC and would continue doing so. In 

addition to IBM, similar relationships exist with Telus to outsource their CCTV program and 

ESRI for their GIS components. As Anon B said: there’s a “lot of efficiency to be gained from 

reaching out to the public sector rather than trying to just do it on our own. IT is not an efficient 

process for us, we can move quicker by engaging third parties where that's their business” 

(Linder 2019d). Beyond simply acquiring turnkey products, these corporations are investing in 

producing bespoke technologies onsite and in conjunction with the OICC in an ongoing capacity. 

As the OICC’s role changes, so the companies develop new products and advertise their 

cooperation. Here we begin to see not just the relationships of translation between actants 

forming the OICC, but also processes of co-construction between the various entities. In 

addition, they had planned operational memorandums of understanding (MOUs) with a variety 

of entities like malls, campuses, business improvement areas, and other governmental 

organisations. This is the “fluid” relational enactment (Mol and Law 1994; De Laet and Mol 

2000) of the RTOC as an inherently empty material signifier; beyond agnostic they are rather 

more aggressive in their potential relationships and are intended to be able to add new ones as 

their operational purview expands. The result, functional multiplicity, is not a bug as some 
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literature on function creep would have it, it is a feature. This capacity for a wide variety of 

relationships between partners, technologies and practices is what makes the RTOC a 

multiplicity — more than one, but less than two (Law 2002; Mol 2002); capable of being a 

number of different yet related things depending on the differential articulation of roughly the 

same components. 

 To this point, even before the OICC had gone live, the officers I interviewed indicated 

that a fascinating change in operational strategy had occurred. There was a conceptual shift 

happening away from the early singular emphasis on real-time intelligence collection and 

dissemination, and towards including a powerful role in the so-called Hub Model (Linder 

2019d). The Hub Model is “an upstream, interventionist approach to community safety and well-

being that would allow human service providers from multiple sectors to collaborate around the 

improvement of client outcomes” (Nilson, 2016, p. 1). It had seen considerable success (McFee 

2014; Nilson 2016a; Nilson 2016b; Bhayani and Thompson 2017), and had been spearheaded by 

the EPS’s new Chief of Police, Dale McFee, before he took over as Chief in 2019 6 months 

before I arrived. In that interim, it would appear that the OICC added a new operational 

sociotechnical imaginary to its roster: to act as a triage unit in the Hub for criminal justice cases 

and social welfare cases. As (McFee 2019) put it to me: “If police can sort the right call at the 

right time, input to the right organization, or the right… attach it to the right service, you 

technically can avoid a lot of this stuff coming out of the justice system.” The technological 

capability to do this was linked by McFee directly to the older plans to use the OICC to help 

manage the dispatch work load by taking on the priority calls for service (McFee 2019), and as 

such represents yet another contingent developmental path for RTOC design. Here again we see 

the functional multiplicity of the RTOC leveraging the same technologies of data-driven 
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centralisation, analysis, and real-time decision making, merely reconfigured in a different set of 

relations in itself and with third parties to enact a different function. 

 

Niagara Regional Police Service RTOC 

The Niagara Regional Police Service (NRPS) provided a markedly different origin story for their 

Real-Time Operations Centre (RTOC). Rather than some catastrophic catalyzer, it would appear 

that the combination of a new tech-savvy police chief and the growing realisation that they could 

no longer effectively manage the CCTV cameras to which they had access (Matthews 2019; 

Anon C 2019) sparked an investigation into alternative models. These CCTV cameras were of 

particular importance to the NRPS as tourism around the Niagara Falls required ever better 

security, and the high bridges were hot spots for suicide attempts. The existing cameras had been 

highly successful and there was a strong push for more, but the NRPS in its configuration at the 

time could not expand their complement while maintaining the same oversight, nor did they have 

the funds to do so (Matthews 2019; Anon C 2019).  

 The RTOC was envisioned as a solution to the logistics of increased CCTV monitoring 

by leveraging Motorola’s CommandCentral Aware platform. It promised more efficient and 

centralised CCTV oversight as well as the technology to enable relationships with third-party 

CCTV providers, thus circumventing the need to buy and operate more cameras. “We recognize 

that there were a lot of partnerships with significant video capability that we could probably tie 

into” (Matthews 2019), which would keep them “out of the business of buying cameras” and 

instead rapidly expand their reach via memorandums of understanding with Brock University, 

business improvement areas in Niagara Falls and St. Catherines, the Niagara Parks Commission, 

and the Niagara Falls Bridge Commission, amongst others. “The vision was always bigger than 
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that, that we would be able to tap into these larger ones with memorandums of understanding and 

agreements with those organizations, but then of course the key is having the personnel in the 

real-time operations centre to, you know, to make use of that that data when it, when it comes in” 

(Matthews 2019). The business case the NRPS developed in conjunction with Motorola 

Solutions (NRPS and Solutions 2016: 4) specifically lays out the RTOC — with Motorola’s 

CommandCentral Aware technology at its heart — as allowing “the police service to proactively 

identify video sources within the community and work with public and private organizations to 

secure appropriate agreements and protocols that would govern the provision of access to the 

video systems.” Here again we see the imaginary of the RTOC as platform designed to translate 

third party data sources and devices  and so expand the NRPS’s CCTV network through an 

every-growing web of relationships. Ironically, the solution to the problem of insufficient 

analytical capacity rapidly becomes a reason to further expand data collection. 

 Simultaneously, it is also articulated as a technology to more effectively distribute the 

gathered data for “enhanced incident response,” “by quickly identifying and distributing incident 

relevant multimedia to police communicators and to front line officers as they respond to calls 

for service” (NRPS and Solutions 2016: 4). This is the imaginary’s functional obverse to 

tentacular data collection: centralisation and targeted dissemination, “adding what we call 

actionable, real-time actionable intelligence, to our front-line officers” (Anon C 2019) and so 

“enhancing officer safety through real-time situational awareness” (NRPS and Solutions 2016: 

3). Once again, Real-Time Situational Awareness (RTSA) is invoked as an operational 

paradigm, one of total oversight coupled with the functional and operational ability to respond 

appropriately in the moment. As a classic sociotechnical imaginary it is deeply involved in 
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entwining technology and institutional behaviour in data-driven ways of knowing, acting upon 

and, inevitably, forming society. 

 When I visited the RTOC in mid 2019 they had been running for roughly a year and a 

half.  While the more concrete elements of their plan around CCTV had come about as 

described, their process towards enacting real-time intelligence dissemination to priority calls 

had expanded to include to an unusually comprehensive social media surveillance component 

(Linder 2019e). As STS literature around scripts and the co-construction of users and technology 

would suggest, the development of this social media surveillance component also affected the 

operationality of the RTOC, changing the way the real-time situational awareness was produced 

and how the RTOC interacted with calls for service. Their desire to produce real-time 

intelligence on pertinent calls stemmed initially from a need to take the pressure off the 

dispatchers to do anything more than assign an officer to a call. The RTOC would parse the call 

for information and run it against the police databases CAD (computer-aided dispatch) and RMS 

(records management service). However, they quickly realised that with the internet at the 

fingertips they could supplement that information with “open-source intelligence” OSINT 

(Linder 2019e). Detectives were doing in already, so why not provide the front-line teams with 

similar information? It was a question of officers safety, they said; and if they information was 

freely available and could be verified to an acceptable standard, why not do it?  

 Social media research rapidly became very popular as up-to-date pictures could be 

quickly found. The RTOC responded by setting up a special cubicle with multiple workstations, 

iPads and smartphones dedicated to OSINT. They tested off-the-shelf corporate software suites 

like MediaSonar, Geofeedia and SnapTrends to further enhance their OSINT capabilities. 

However, this was right after Geofeedia’s access to Facebook data was uncovered in the press 
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and in the ensuing scandal all major social media sites blocked Geofeedia and other such 

services from accessing their data (Ortiz 2016). Now no more useful than the freeware private 

individuals use, the RTOC rejected them and chose instead to work within the same scripted 

confines that their targets were given. However, they used the capacities of the NRPS to develop 

anti-programs (Latour 1991; Akrich and Latour 1992) — “workarounds” in the analysts ’

parlance — for the social media providers ’standard privacy protection measures. Their analysts 

took specialised OSINT training from the NRPS’s cybercrimes division and learned how 

combinations of apps, browser searches and hidden commands can produce more powerful 

search results, and how additional software can be used to important data and run social network 

analyses. The analysts spoke of their work as a game; not only between them and their targets to 

exploit unused privacy settings, friends and family with lower settings, multiple different 

accounts, etc; but also between them and the social media corporations themselves to discover 

news ways of accessing a targets data as old ones were turned off. As in the case of OPSOC, in 

the course of this development the NRPS’s RTOC institutionalised OSINT as their remit. The 

analysts told me that they had developed a set of standards and practices for OSINT work not 

only to ensure the veracity of their products, but also to train frontline officers and detectives 

who might wish to do it themselves. Here too, in the name of RTSA, a new geography of 

responsibility around the domain of social media surveillance and OSINT research was under 

continuous co-construction. 

 An analyst told me that the RTOC was “ very work in progress” with “no roadmap” 

(Linder 2019e), and this OSINT game is indicative of the RTOC as a constantly evolving 

interaction between RTSA desires and technological capacity. In the process of this interaction 

both the material, technological make up of the RTOC alters as does its ideational, functional, 
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and institutional structure: these analysts no longer do traditional crime analytics — that is now a 

separate unit. Instead, their new role, their “geography of responsibility,” now is real-time 

intelligence analysis. As OSINT became increasingly central to its function front line officers 

began requesting more social media intelligence and RTOC analysts started maintaining a 

growing archive they hoped would eventually be included in the official RMS database. In 

combination with RTSA’s other mandate to be pro-active, analysts started pre-emptively 

monitoring social media for events, using additional software to track hashtags and keywords, 

most commonly mentions of themselves or suicide. This development, interestingly, has failed 

for now; it produced too many potential incidents that the NRPS would have been obliged to 

follow up on (Linder 2019e; Matthews 2019; Anon C 2019). This was a user profile the RTOC 

offered, but the NRPS could not incorporate. We can seen here how RTSA was enacted in 

specific and particular ways as a result of the mutually constructing interaction between 

technologies and users, an interaction enabled by the relational multiplicity of the RTOC that 

will undoubtedly go on to generate new functionalities as “the committee is constantly thinking 

of new uses for the centre” (Linder 2019e). Indeed, the next project at the time was Project 

LifeSaver: a plan to implement RFID tracking for very vulnerable individuals through the 

RTOC. 

 

York Regional Police Service RTOC 

The York Regional Police’s RTOC also invoked Real-Time Situational Awareness (RTSA) as 

the descriptor for their imaginary, however its sociotechnical articulation emphasizes a 

seemingly different aspect: business intelligence and the “science of where” (Linder 2019b) — a 

term the YRP officers used frequently, and is not-at-all coincidently the “promise” and “vision” 
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of ESRI, the biggest GIS technology supplier for this market. The YRP’s plan was less interested 

in the surveillance of citizens and spaces and instead lay in adapting geographic information 

systems (GIS) platforms from emergency management operations observed in Vancouver and 

the RTOC in Calgary (Linder 2019b), and “utilizing technology and having situational awareness 

of where all of our assets are at any given time” (MacSween 2019). Together with InfoBuilders, 

a Law Enforcement Analytics company, they outlined their goal in 2015 “to set priorities, 

manage regional operations, and react to real-time intelligence, effectively deploy resources and 

avoid duplication in reporting and managing resources; manage calls and operations that pose a 

risk to the community or the organisation in real-time” (MacSween 2019). We see how the 

imaginary of RTSA appears again in the form of an ideal strategic goal around which various 

aspects and functions coalesce. Materially, this is operationalised first through a technological 

and epistemological function dubbed an Active Operating Picture (YRPS 2017). Rather than a 

focus on extracting relevant information for officers responding to a call, or managing the 

information overload from external surveillance devices, the YRP’s RTOC was initially intended 

to leverage multi-layered GIS mapping tools from Esri to present complex resource deployment 

information in easy-to-interpret dashboards (Linder 2019b). Beyond passive visualization, the 

maps also included interactive tools like geofencing, creating a scene perimeter or bomb blast 

radius, or links to cameras and critical infrastracture information. These tools are interactive in 

that the police can not only customise the map in real-time as an event is unfolding. Beyond 

descriptive, these GIS maps are becoming increasingly directive, interfaces that enable direct 

creation of or intervention in events on the ground. In addition, the system was also intended to 

be configurable with a range of automatised alerts that would be triggered upon the occurrence 

of predefined events, like an officer breaking the speed limit (might indicate a pursuit and ease a 
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stressful situation for them)  or an area that has gone un-patrolled. Here again we can see how 

this sociotechnical imaginary of real-time situational awareness is, at its core, an idea about 

interacting with the world through its digital double. We will discuss this idea in greater depth in 

the next section, however for now it is enough to note how this drives the impetus to centralise 

oversight and reduce information overload through complex digital interfaces and how the 

relationality and functional multiplicity of RTOCs supports it.  

 Their business intelligence imaginary, however, went further than Esri’s vision of the 

“science of where.” According to an InfoBuilders document I obtained (InfoBuilders Unknown), 

the  

YRP wanted an easy way to query this data [collected from the GIS dashboards] to gain real-

time insights into officer activity and performance (arrests, tickets issued, etc.); how an officer’s 

work time is compartmentalized across a variety of official daily duties; where they stand with 

sick time, personal leave, vacation, and overtime; and early flagging of traumatic incidents that 

can threaten an officer’s mental and physical well-being 

 

We can see here how the sociotechnical imaginary also works by leveraging a kind of future 

perfect modality in which platform capabilities will have been established then enable further 

development. This second-order functionality again invokes the characteristics of RTSA in 

general and data-driven analytics in particular, however in this case to produce what Ferguson 

(2019) calls “blue data” in the service of an algorithmically enhanced workplace surveillance 

(Zureik 2005; Ball 2010; Rosenblat et al. 2014). Rather than being imagined as a tool with which 

to better see and intervene in the outside world, the YRP imagines using the same terminology 
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and very similar technology just configured differently to see, intervene in, and restructure 

themselves. 

 

 

 

 In mid 2019 when I visited their RTOC (see figure 3, above) the GIS self-tracking AOP 

was fully operational, the GIS command & control interface was in the process of being built, the 

officer-welfare analytics were in the test phase, and out of their work with algorithms, analytics, 

and the visualisation of data had sprung a new data mining capacity: the automated graphing and 

mapping of RMS data (Linder 2019b). A period of back and forth development between the 

YRP’s data analytics department spearheaded by Greg Stanisci and InfoBuilders had ostensibly 

enabled them to develop natural language processing to search, collate and analyse the 

unstructured reports buried in their RMS. What would previously have taken detectives and 

crime analysts days of labour could now be done in seconds. Not just finding keywords, but 

Figure 2: Photograph of the YRPS’s RTOC, taken from a slide in FOIA 

document 2016 RTOC_June_22_V3_Electronic_Version, ’p. 1. 
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automatically generating social networks graphs based on association in cases and by place. Any 

reports (and all the words within them) with a geotag would show up on a GIS map, allowing 

time, place, incident, and individuals to be cross-referenced and mapped together. The YRP’s 

RTOC manifests the same capacity for centralisation and power magnification, but its 

operational focus is predominately on leveraging the centralisation and the analytical potential 

that comes with that to deepen rather than broaden its epistemic scope. 

 While this capacity was relatively new, its implementation involved the same processes 

of co-construction between the user groups, the technologies, and the RTOC as a whole. In 

particular, we see here how in the attempt to enable complex yet real-time analysis of larger 

amounts of data, the user interface must become more scripted. Rather than digging manually 

through the RMS database file by file, analysts now are first presented with a range of analytical 

functions they can use, like a Google-style search bar, a word cloud generator, an social network 

visualizer, or a GIS map for geo-tagged files. As such, while the analysts ’role morphed from the 

descriptive task of building the social networks to an interpretive one of “painting the bigger 

picture” (Linder 2019b) it did so within the scripted parameters of the new Business Intelligence 

software suite, and as it changed, so did they. Analysts were not alone in being configured by the 

scripts of the system; frontline officers were now encouraged to write lengthier, more detailed 

reports with accurate location data, as for the first time this kind and amount of information 

could actually be parsed and even “incidental information” could become relevant at some point 

(Linder 2019b). These changes aggregated into broader operational shifts at the OICC. With the 

increased data and simplified, yet highly scripted, analysises, such subject profiles could now be 

generated in real-time and a far more complex analysis of their situation involving likely 

associates, alternative addresses, vehicles, etc could be done as an incident unfolded. Indeed, I 
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was told a story in which a suspect escaped first in a vehicle and then via public transport, and 

based on the suspect’s name and the vehicle’s license plate they were able to figure out that he 

was likely going to his friend’s grandmother’s house and were there before he arrived. The 

analyst said that such a collation of disparate data pieces would be been impossible in real-time 

without the system (Linder 2019b). Whether an accurate depiction of the systems capacities or 

not, here we see a different realisation of the RTSA imaginary, one enacted through technologies 

of data mining, visualisation, and automatisation. The same ideas and desires are in play — real-

time and proactive surveillance, data analysis, and command and control —, yet manifested in 

the form of a complex digital interface intended to make more, and more complex, data available 

in a simpler, more targeted fashion. However, the manner in which this targeted fashion is 

arrived at is highly contingent upon the scripted analyses built into the platform. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Calgary Police Service RTOC 
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The CPS’s RTOC (see figure 3, above) is the oldest of any police service in Canada and has gone 

through a long, and at times slow, evolution over the last ten years. However, right at the outset 

between 2009 and 2011, documents outlining the planned development lay out a comprehensive 

RTSA sociotechnical imaginary. In a presentation outlining the “2015-2018 Action Plans” (CPS 

2018d: 31) Real-Time Situational Awareness is placed directly in the core of the service’s 

operational Venn diagram as the central intersection between intelligence, investigation, incident 

command, and intervention. The CPS, it would appear, also holds to this operational ideal as the 

abstract fulcrum through which other policing modalities are connected and organised. Another, 

earlier, document states in 2011 that the goal of the RTOC was to “modify time-tested policing 

techniques with new technology in creating a plan for a 24/7, tactical, intelligence-driven hub to 

Figure 3: A slide from FOIA document ’18-G-1104 Final, ’p. 91, depicting the mission and 

inside of the RTOC. It has been significantly renovated since this picture. 
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support and coordinate front-line and investigative resources for situations requiring resources 

from numerous areas of the Service” (CPS 2018b: 5). In this description we can see indications 

of the various ways in which RTSA has been imagined: frontline intelligence support, resource 

distribution, and coordination between divisions and agencies. The documents also make it clear 

that this operationality is to be facilitated by “new technology,” but specifically new technology 

for digital data collection, collation, and analysis: “The RTOC should refocus attention towards 

the way the service captures information, turns this information into useable intelligence and 

ultimately police action/response” (CPS 2018b: 6).  

 Concretely, the CPS imagines enacting this through two, by now to us quite recognisable, 

strategies: event-based, real-time intelligence dissemination to front-line officers, and and real-

time overview of CPS resources. What is notable about the first strategy is the CPS’s emphasis 

on a threshold of eventfulness that warrants the RTOC’s involvement. While vague or implicit in 

the others ’descriptions, here it is writ large: “Real time crime analysis will be conducted when 

major incidents are reported […] This will involve generating suspect lists developing timelines 

and/or association charts, and conducting information system queries to point first responders 

and investigators in the right direction” (CPS 2018c: 10). While not an Emergency Management 

Service, and frequently deliberately constructed to be separate from Major Incident Command, 

the RTSA sociotechnical imaginary does position the RTOCs as a liaison between front-line 

responders and the apparatus of enhanced response. Further, the second strategic strand — 

knowledge of force distribution — is also seen as intimately connected with the problem of 

major incidents. The RTOC will “make informed decisions regarding proper deployment and 

coordination of Service resources on a real time basis […] further enhancing the Service's 
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response to major incidents and specific strategic goals” (CPS 2018b: 17). While we will get into 

the sociopolitical implications of this in later sections, it is important to note here how at the 

outset already RTSA is envisioned as a differential array of modalities of control, as a nexus for 

inter-linked and mutually-reinforcing fields and technologies of knowledge production and 

intervention.  

 The CPS’s RTOC, like the others, was developed piecemeal in the subsequent years, 

enacting their vision of RTSA with one technological implementation after another. They 

expanded their CCTV network by enrolling the city, the public transport authority, universities 

and colleges like SAIT and the University of Calgary, as well as corporate security in the 

downtown core. As in the other cases, these new relationships of translation led to processes of 

mutual construction. With the MOUs the RTOC then had direct access to this networks rather 

than going through official requests for footage as had previously been the norm, and as a result 

CCTV usage became more proactive: they would pre-emptively monitor hotspots or switch to 

the relevant cameras upon hearing a call, rather than waiting for the responding officer to 

actively request it (Linder 2019c). The CPS was also one of the early adopters of body-worn 

cameras (BWC), and it is telling that the RTOC officers voiced frustration that Axon, the BWC 

supplier, did not allow the integration of the BWC video data into the RTOC system, but the 

CPS was now too enmeshed in the Axon platform to easily leave and switch to a more 

compatible provider (Linder 2019c). The CPS also integrated their helicopter’s live camera feed 

into the RTOC, underscoring their focus on priority events and the RTOC’s epistemic role 

generating operational oversight. Indeed, according to a couple of watch commanders with 

whom I spoke in the RTOC (Linder 2019c), as mundane as it may seem in the age of hyper-high 

tech science fiction films, the ability to stream live video from a variety of sources into the 
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RTOC was one of the big changes to the conduct of policing and operational control and was 

lauded as the cornerstone for RTSA.  

 In interesting point arises here with regards to the iconic “screen walls:” while a central 

symbolic element in both real-life and imagined depictions of RTOCs, almost all RTOCs I spoke 

with downplayed their actual usefulness. All RTOCs I’ve visited are arranged facing a massive 

wall of screens arranged in a grid, frequently more than 4 by 8 screens covering an area in excess 

of 2 by 6 metres (see figure 4, below) On these screens during normal operations they will 

display various news stations, stationary CCTV footage and/or a map of the city showing the 

current locations of police cars and various critical infrastructure. This can all be changed, 

multiple screens can be linked together to produce a larger one, and in times of operational crisis 

they are used in a more active, targeted fashion to stream helicopter footage for example. 

However, according to officers and analysts across almost all of the RTOCs and Calgary in 

particular, the vast proportion of work – even monitoring CCTV — that could be done on the 

screen wall is done individually or in small groups on desktops. In fact, an EPS officer went as 

far as to say that they regret acquiring the screen wall, that its cost far outweighed its usefulness. 

I think there is something pertinent here to be said about the difference between the imaginary of 

RTOCs and how RTSA should be enacted on the one hand, and the reality of their construction 

on the other. In the imaginaries, the centres always appear as, well, centres; as this mythical point 

of singularity in which in the final instance all information and control converges. Given that the 

screen is humanity’s primary interface for digital information, the screen wall emerges as the 

dominant way in which to conceptualise such a central node and thus becomes an unavoidable 

fixture in RTOCs. The reality, however, of the operational functionality of RTOCs is that as 

relationality platforms they are networks of networks that, while producing centrality, are in 
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constitution quite the opposite. Their centrality is a product of laborious and heterogenous 

performance, not the passive result of a monolithic interface. 

 

 

 Another example of an ostensibly singular and bounded technology in the CPS’s RTOC 

is Palantir’s ‘Palantir Gotham ’platform, which was described in a 2014 Privacy Impact 

Assessment (PIA) the CPS submitted as “a software system that effectively draws information 

from various discrete data sources throughout the Service and further enables rich discovery, 

analysis, and knowledge management through user-friendly applications and capabilities” (CPS 

2018a: 173). Much like Axon a few paragraphs earlier, Palantir as a company and the business it 

is involved in deserve exceptional scrutiny, but those issues are beyond the scope of this section. 

Instead, I will focus on Palantir Gotham’s function in the RTOC and the role it has acquired. In 

the PIA its potential contribution to the CPS and the RTOC is described as “a. Optimizing the 

quality of all forms of Service data, b. Automating the access and analysis of Service data, c. 

Figure 4: A slide from a York Regional Police presentation (FOIA document ‘2016 

RTOC_June_22_V3_Electronic_Version, ’p. 11) depicting a photograph of their RTOC’s screen wall and 

some workstations. I was never permitted to take pictures inside RTOCs, but this is roughly accurate for 2019 

too. 
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Reducing the period between information gathering, analysis, decision, and action in relation to 

real-time critical incidents” (CPS 2018a: 178). The document directly links these functions to 

intelligence-led policing as a strategic goal, and in elements like automation and real-time data 

analysis we can see how the platform fits within the RTSA sociotechnical imaginary the CPS 

had already outlined for the RTOC (see figures 5 and 6, below) 

 

 

Figure 5: A slide from a Calgary Police presentation on Palantir and the RTOC, depicting its network 

analysis functionality. From FOIA document ’18-G-1104 Final, ’p. 94. 
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 Interestingly, the PIA document also downplayed the agency of the platform, stressing 

that it does not access any data other than pre-existing CPS data, nor does it bring its own 

databases. It is just “a portal” to existing RMS and CAD data, as their technology officer in 

charge of Palantir put it to me (Linder 2019c). Yet, according to the analysts I spoke to in all 

other regards it has completely transformed the way in which the CPS does data analysis. While 

all analytical functions the platform enables could theoretically have been done before, many 

Figure 6: A slide from a Calgary Police presentation on Palantir and the RTOC, depicting its real-time situational 

awareness dashboard. From FOIA document ’18-G-1104 Final, ’p. 95. 
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were not because they were simply too time consuming. Palantir Gotham may not technically 

provide any qualitatively novel analytics, but much like the YRPS’s data mining system, by 

offering a highly scripted and blackboxed interface it enables a quantitative leap forward in terms 

of speed, complexity and ease of use such that the analytics are de facto new and configure their 

users in important ways. Analysts report overwhelmingly that they couldn’t do the kind of the 

work they do in the volume they do it without the platform (Linder 2019c), and as a result not 

only their work and roles were changing, but so too were those of other officers and the RTOC 

as a whole. They found themselves with more time to engage separately with non-Service data 

and also began collecting more detailed incident reports. Palantir Gotham may only have access 

to pre-existing Service data, but its suite of scripted functions produced new relationships of 

translation with existing and data users, fundamentally changing what they are and do— and in 

so doing changed the RTOC and CPS policing as a whole. RTOCs as relationality platforms are 

intended to enable a functional multiplicity. As a result, new technologies never stay confined to 

their off-the-shelf remits; instead they tend to mold the entities they come into relationships with, 

constructing new uses, functions and roles in the existing network. The analogy of the 

relationship a “google search” between a user and the internet is often invoked in the PIA to 

describe its functionality (and those of similar platforms like Motorola’s). This analogy is both 

quite accurate when we consider the enormous structural changes Google's search has brought 

about (Zuboff 2015) and very misleading in its apparent simplicity. As Section II, particularly 

with regards to RMS data mining tools, and Section III, with regards to the work of intelligence 

analysts, will explore in depth, these changes have clear consequences for policing. 
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Conclusion 

Far from a seemingly inevitable technological development with a clear trajectory towards an 

obvious future, the rise of RTOCs in Canada instead barely holds together as a narrative at all. 

So ad hoc, contingent, and disjointed are the different projects both in themselves and to each 

other that without the common concepts that orbit fuzzily around the sociotechnical imaginary of 

RTSA one would be hard pressed to find much coherence at all. However, out of the 

methodological conceit to take RTSA as a leitmotif or “a strategy for coordinating disparate 

objects” (Law 2002: 20) emerges an ontological entity with a story. In it, RTSA appears as a 

sociotechnical imaginary, one of many “collectively imagined forms of social life and social 

order reflected in the design and fulfillment of […] scientific and/or technological projects” 

(Jasanoff and Kim 2009: 20). Corporations and police services across North America have 

adopted this imaginary and used it to develop, describe, justify, and expand new policing 

technologies. As such just like the RTOCs that are frequently built to enable the construction of 

RTSA, RTSA itself is not a single, clear, or homogenous set of ideas. Instead, as we have seen, 

there are a number of common themes that appear in different permutations from case to case. 

Indeed, the themes present in each case also change over time as new capabilities, practices, 

ideas, technologies, and networks are involved. The figures below (7 and 8) are from a 

presentation the Ottawa Police gave as they were conceptualising the development of their 

RTOC, and highlight just how heterogenous and fluid this process is. Nonetheless, in all cases 

the sociotechnical imaginary that guides and is instantiated in the development of RTOCs 

revolves around epistemological desire for real-time information collection, analysis, and 

dissemination in order to fulfill an operational desire for ‘situational awareness. ’ 
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Figure 7: A slide from the Ottawa Police depicting the various functionalities in discussion for 

their RTOC. From FOIA document ‘control centre workshop 14 and 15 october 2015, ’p. 4 

Figure 8: A slide from the Ottawa Police depicting the various structural forms in discussion 

for their RTOC. From FOIA document ‘control centre workshop 14 and 15 october 2015, ’p. 

7 



 
 

  75 
   

 

 

 

 

 On a sociotechnical level this imaginary envisions a scenario in which surveillant 

communication between frontline officers, sensor arrays, databases, third parties, and a variety of 

analytical tools a) exists, and b) is sufficiently fast that all are involved in an event as it unfolds. 

The imaginary as such includes notions about a thoroughly digitally interconnected world who’s 

inevitability is somewhat assumed — yet which must also be constructed through an RTOC in 

order to be exploited. More fundamentally, it presupposes the digital tracing of the world. This 

formulation is chosen carefully because the data used is not always scooped up as the passive 

byproduct of some other process. Instead, rather more frequently, it is generated intentionally to 

bring a new aspect of life into the digital fold; a process in which both form and content of the 

data are direct products of the sociotechnical imaginary of RTSA-based policing. The next 

section will discuss the sociopolitics of this; for this section what is crucial is the intentionality of 

the construction of RTSA, of its enactment through RTOCs. Drawing on theories of translation, 

scripts and anti-programs, this chapter has shown that for every determinist notion of RTOCs or 

RTSA as the next stage of policing or responding to some inexorable march of digital technology 

there was a relatively reflexive, localised attempt to apply these ideas in existing sociotechnical 

conditions. In the co-constructive interplay of scripts, users, and desires none of the development 

programs played out exactly as envisioned either by the big corporations or by the Services at the 

outset. Instead, over the years they engaged in an ad hoc and inconsistent series of heterogenous 

engineering projects, each of which built upon previous ones and modified their internal 

conceptions of RTSA and their RTOC as it happened.  
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 In order to capture this fluidity, this section drew on the work of John Law and 

Annemarie Mol to describe localised RTSA as a functional multiplicity: a complex 

epistemological, operational, and sociotechnical object enacted in a variety of ways that are more 

than one but less than two policing apparatuses. We saw this multiplicity in the localised 

adaptions and combinations of frontline intelligence dissemination, Service resource overviews, 

data mining, OSINT, and business intelligence tools. From this perspective, RTOCs appear as 

the platform through or upon which RTSA is constructed. This section utilized a combination of 

Law and Mol’s material semiotics and the semiotic theory of Ernesto Laclau to describe RTOCs 

as  empty material semiotic signifiers. They have no immanent purpose or trajectory; instead 

their functionality and developmental paths are the product of the technologies, practices, people, 

and ideas through which they are articulated. RTOCs are relationality platforms, they provide the 

sociotechnical conditions to forge new relationships of translation between whatever new actant 

is necessary to enact another RTSA element. 

 While theoretical conclusions about the ontological status of RTSA and RTOCs set the 

foundations for the rest of this thesis, the most important argument for the next sections revolves 

around the fluidity of their functionality as new actants are included. It is important because this 

dynamic gets to the heart of what is known as “function creep,” the tendency for technological 

entities to assume new, not originally envisioned, roles and functions over time. Function creep 

has been discussed explicitly (Dahl and Sætnan 2009; Monahan and Palmer 2009; Bøge and 

Lauritsen 2017) and implicitly by a number of researchers, and this study adds to that literature 

by examining the fluidity of technology and function in RTOCs. While the next sections will 

grapple with the issue through surveillance and policing lenses, an STS perspective — 
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particularly the material semiotics used above — highlights how the addition of new 

technologies to an actor network can fundamentally alter form and function. 

 In the case studies we have seen how the RTOC as a technology for centralisation and 

preemptive information dissemination led Services to creep into a new “geographies of 

responsibility” by institutionalising social media surveillance and OSINT. In other cases, we saw 

how more powerful RMS and CAD data mining tools like Palantir or InfoBuilders 

fundamentally altered the meaning of data to the Service and so lead to unexpected changes in 

the role of analysts as well as frontline officers. While those two examples are hard to describe 

without at least some implied criticism, this is not necessarily the case. As the OICC study 

showed, the protean functionality of an RTOC can also creep to include functionalities — like 

acting as a triage unit for the Hub Model in this instance — that do not fall into the stereotypes of 

surveillance dystopia. If this section began with one of the grand tropes of STS literature — 

technological determinism —, then it is only fitting that it end with another. Kranzberg (1986: 

545) wrote that “technology is neither good nor bad; nor is it neutral” and this section has gone 

some way to showing how that dual- or perhaps better multi-purpose non-neutral nature of 

technology comes into play in RTOCs. The next sections will examine the effects of its 

stabilisation in these forms and not others. 
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CHAPTER 3, SECTION II: KNOWLEDGE, VISIBILITY, AND POWER 

 

Introduction and Literature Review 

In the previous section we saw that the sociotechnical imaginary of ‘real-time situational 

awareness (RTSA) ’is enacted as a functional multiplicity; a complex system of more than one 

but less than two surveillance-based policing apparatuses that, constructed through an ad hoc 

series of heterogenous engineering projects, coalesce in the fluid object of the ‘real-time 

operations centre ’(RTOC). The section took an empirically micro-level approach to trace from 

the ground up the processes of acquisition, implementation, usage, and change involved in the 

construction of RTOCs in order to examine the resultant gap between imaginary and reality. This 

current section also takes a conscientiously sociotechnical approach to RTSA and RTOCs, but 

approaches them instead through the academic discourses of security studies and surveillance 

studies in order to identify the specific regimes of power and knowledge enacted in the 

functional multiplicity. Building on the previous section’s analysis of the co-construction of 

technologies, practices, and discourses, this section will examine four interconnected RTSA 

dispositifs: the centralisation and re-purposing of video surveillance; the data mining and 

visualization of RMS & CAD; the institutionalization of OSINT; and the operationalization of 

“Blue Data.” While the linear structure of text requires a sequential order, as Section I has 

argued, these dispositifs are highly interconnected and are operated in conjunction. Thus while 

they do have distinguishable functionalities, the operational effects they enable are almost 

always products of combination. 
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 I argue that the undergirding imaginary of RTSA draws heavily on  risk-mitigation 

thinking (Ericson and Haggerty 1997; Amoore and De Goede 2005; Aradau and Van Munster 

2008; Ceyhan 2008; Muller 2010) in which the risk posed to officers in their daily operations is 

accorded equally high priority as those posed to others or society at large. As a result, the 

construction of RTSA in these dispositifs involves extensive pre-emptive visibilization and 

operational hyper-reactivity that serve to enable a policing governmentality of eventfulness. 

While the implications of operational hyper-reactivity will be situated within the criminological 

discussions around intelligence-led policing and big data policing in the subsequent major 

section (Section III), this section will argue that the expansion of pre-emptive visibilization in 

these four systems involves sociotechnically and biopolitically specific extensions of policing 

into novel domains, and thus fundamentally alters preceding relations of power. 

 

Security studies, risk, and precaution 

 In the last decade, security studies — which as a discipline always sought to uncover how 

issues and objects came to be security issues and objects — has developed a strong debate 

around the role and agency of materiality in general (Aradau 2010; Walters 2014) and 

technology in particular (Bellanova and Fuster 2013; Schouten 2014; Amicelle et al. 2015; 

Valkenburg and Van Der Ploeg 2015). Amicelle et al. (2015: 293) outlined the research agenda 

as follows: “questioning the role and political effects of security devices” by proposing “an 

analytics of devices to examine the configuration and reconfiguration of security practices by 

attending to the equipment or instrumentation that make these practices possible and temporally 

stabilize them.” While firmly within the Foucauldian strain of security studies — drawing 

heavily on his concepts of governmentality and “apparatuses of security” (dispositifs in the 
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original French) — they supplement that line of enquiry with a constructivist approach to 

sociology of technology. Rather than treating the devices as inert or pre-existing blackboxed 

functions, they draw heavily on the SCOT, ANT, and material semiotic approaches discussed in 

the previous section to unravel the politics and contingencies involved in the construction, 

deployment, and effects of surveillance and security technologies. The same concepts of 

symmetry between human and non-human actants; the co-construction of ideas, practices, and 

materials; and of translation in contingent developmental trajectories underpin their 

constructivism. 

 Bellanova and Fuster (2013: 190), for example, make these ontological and 

methodological tenets explicit, saying that it was  

Akrich and Latour (1992:259), who postulate that: [A] machine can no more be studied than 

a human, because what the analyst is faced with are assemblies of human and nonhuman 

actants where the competences and performances are distributed; the object of analysis is 

called a setting or a setup (in French a “dispositif”). 

While Valkenburg and Van Der Ploeg (2015: 327) write that, “security problems are ‘translated ’

step by step into concrete policy, technological requirements and specifications, designs of 

security workflows, and indeed technological configurations” and “very specific technological 

and procedural arrangements – and consequently an equally specific ontology of privacy and 

security.” In their treatment and those of others (Dubbeld 2005; Aradau 2010; Salter 2013; 

Bonelli and Ragazzi 2014; Schouten 2014; Walters 2014; Valkenburg and Van Der Ploeg 2015), 

the devices cease to be a priori blackboxes and become complex mediators whose particular 

sociotechnical performances and contingent historicity serve to stabilise, and even naturalise, the 

structure and logic of a securityscape. The same acts of sociotechncal co-construction, 

enablement and foreclosure have been investigated in adjacent areas, like policing (Ericson and 
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Haggerty 1997; Sanders and Hannem 2012a; Sanders and Hannem 2012b; Sanders et al. 2015b) 

and a variety of surveillance sites (Dubbeld 2005; Gad and Lauritsen 2009; French 2014; 

Monahan 2016). 

 These approaches link what Foucault in History of Sexuality calls the “local centre” and 

“overall strategy:” the “double conditioning” “of a strategy by the specificity of possible tactics, 

and of tactics by the strategic envelope that makes them work” (Foucault 1990: 100). Aradau and 

Van Munster (2007), for example, investigate the connections between the larger strategy of risk 

mitigation with localised counter-terrorism tactics of precaution, while Ajana (2013) sees the 

enfolding of biopolitics with sociotechnical practices of biometric subjectification in the figures 

of the asylum seeker and the neoliberal citizen. This strategic level of analysis is what Jasanoff 

refers to as the “political theory” of a sociotechnical imaginary (Jasanoff and Kim 2015: 10), and 

the work done in critical security studies provides a crucial theoretical framework. As such, this 

section will draw on both the sociotechnically constructivist analyses of technology as well as 

the governmentality-based discussions of prediction, pre-emption and risk (Amoore and De 

Goede 2005; Aradau and Van Munster 2007; Aradau et al. 2008; De Goede 2008; Amoore 2013; 

de Goede et al. 2014; Aradau and Blanke 2015; Coaffee and Fussey 2015).  

 This section conceptualises the site of this “double conditioning” in which the local centre 

and the overall strategy are brought into functional coherence through Foucault’s concept of the 

dispositif. The term has a rather convoluted history and certainly was not used by Foucault in any 

rigorous manner, however his lengthy definition in a 1977 interview (Foucault 1980: 194-195) 

emphasizes the dispositif as structured for strategy and event response: a “heterogenous 

assembly” of discourses, practices, and technologies “which in a certain historical moment had as 
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its essential function to respond to an emergency. The dispositive therefore has an eminently 

strategic function” (emphases mine). It thus at once captures the sociotechnical heterogeneity of 

RTOCs merged with the tactical and strategic rationalities of RTSA; for as he goes on to say of 

the dispositif: it “deals with a certain manipulation of forces, of a rational and concerted 

intervention in the relations of force.” By rational he does not mean Weberian ideal types of 

rationality, but rather “instrumental and relative” “forms of rationality” which  “inscribe 

themselves in practices or systems of practices” (Foucault 1991: 79). Although Foucault’s 

definition of ‘governmentality ’is most prominently connected with classic liberalism, his 

definitions shifted over the years as his research progressed and subsequent interpretations have 

largely taken it to refer broadly to any rationality for governing people: the “conduct of 

conduct”(Rose et al. 1999: 3; Foucault 2007: 389 @400). Debates about Governmentality 

Studies and the providence of their conceptualisation of the term aside, I will use it to refer to 

any sufficiently distinct governmental rationality, particularly those inscribed within a dispositif. 

The dispositif thus serves as a conceptual vehicle with which the capture the enfolding of 

strategic rationalities like risk governance or intelligence-led policing with sociotechnical tactics 

like preemptive surveillance — for the dispositif  (Foucault 1980: 194-195) “is always inscribed 

in a game of power and, at the same time, always tied to the limits of knowledge, which derive 

from it and, in the same measure, condition it” (emphases mine). 

 The intertwinement of knowledge and power in these RTSA dispositifs also forms a core 

problematic of surveillance studies, a field devoted to tracing the hierarchies and effects of 

making things known: of making them visible. Although the term was erased by mistranslation 

out of the English and German versions of Surveiller et Punir (1975), the original French clearly 
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marks as a dispositif Foucault’s Panopticon, through which he famously revealed “visibility” as 

“a trap” (Foucault 1977: 200). As such there is a strong connection between the “apparatuses of 

security” with their double conditioning and apparatuses of visibility in surveillance studies too 

(Ericson and Haggerty 1997; Haggerty and Ericson 2000; Koskela 2001; Ericson and Haggerty 

2006; Lyon 2006; Murakami Wood 2007; Amoore 2008; Ceyhan 2008; Monahan and Palmer 

2009; Gates 2011; Voruz 2013; French and Smith 2016). RTSA strategies like risk governance 

and intelligence-led policing as well as local tactics like OSINT or data mining are equally 

surveillance regimes, seeking to make a variety of entities visible, knowable, and controllable in 

an RTOC. The subsequent sub-chapters will first unpack the key concepts of governmentality in 

general and risk governance, preemption, and the event in particular in their academic 

discourses, emphasising the sociotechnically constructivist approaches to these concepts. Then, 

again highlighting sociotechnically constructivist approaches, the heterogeneity of visibility and 

surveillance regimes that construct visibility will be positioned within the discourse of 

surveillance studies. 

 

Risk, the event, and preemption 

In the years after 9/11, Security Studies rapidly began incorporating a range of arguments about 

the risk society and risk governance. The governmental task of knowing and securing against 

seemingly unpredictable and hugely damaging terrorist attacks was understood as involving a 

computation of and reaction to specific risks. Drawing on the work of Anthony Giddens and 

Ulrich Beck (Giddens 1990; Beck 1992) a different rationality of governance was identified, one 

that eschewed certainty for probability and the discipline and control of populations for the 

anticipation of potentially harmful future events. Beck in particular had argued that it was the 
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very development of modernity and its peculiar reflexivity that marked the risk society. An 

awareness had permeated society in which the very sociotechnical complexity that had brought it 

about had also generated unknowable and unpredictable threats, such that while the industrial 

society had been structured around the production of ‘goods, ’the modern society oriented itself 

governmentally towards the future and the prevention of these ‘bads ’(Aradau and Van Munster 

2007: 92). Risk governance, then, marks a very different kind of governmental rationality to the 

disciplinary regimes that focused on the micro-physics of the body to instill norms of 

homogenous behaviour and action in its subjects (Foucault 1977; Foucault 1990), or to the 

biopolitics of populations that sought through statistics to govern and encourage natural 

processes in the service of life (Dillon and Lobo-Guerrero 2008; Lobo-Guerrero 2010; Ajana 

2013). Risk governance, instead, is categorical, reflexive, stochastic, actuarial, and preemptive; 

that is, it takes as its object abstract categories of events that occur as a result of humanity’s own 

actions, to which a statistical probability is assigned, and upon which is then preemptively acted 

to mitigate the threat. While it existed in a variety of forms prior to 9/11, the change as Amoore 

and De Goede (2005) point out is that in the wake of the attacks vast data-driven surveillance 

regimes were put in place in part in order to identify and compute such risks.  

 This intersection between risk rationality and surveillance and security regimes has 

generated a number of analytical approaches that shed light on RTSA as a governmentality, 

however a few key differences in the literature need to be examined. First, the ontological status 

of the threat: does it, as per a realist stance, pre-exist its designation as a risk? Aradau and Van 

Munster (2007) argue that Beck primarily viewed risks in this way, as exogenous and 

independent of human thought. They contend, however, that threats are in fact at least partially a 

product of their appreciation; that is, not only do they arise from the increasing sociotechnical 
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complexity of modernity, but they are also constructed by the very risk dispositifs used to 

understand them (96). This, I argue, is the more complex and fitting understanding of reflexivity: 

that the epistemology and practice of risk thinking (and any kind of sustained analysis, including 

this thesis) are necessarily involved in the ontological construction of its object — a view that is 

compatible with the kinds of sociotechnical constructivism I discussed above and practiced 

throughout this thesis.  

 From this approach to risks as constructed by the ways of thinking about them arises 

another debate about the kinds of risks involved. Some have followed Beck in focusing on 

catastrophic, black swan events that exist “at the limit” or even beyond of our knowledge and 

their effects upon regimes of governance (Aradau and Van Munster 2007; De Goede and 

Randalls 2009; Amoore 2013). In this line of governmental thought extremely rare yet highly 

damaging events drive the implementation of very particular dispositifs of precaution and 

preemption. Justified by the threat of catastrophic damage, the “precautionary principle” 

legitimises pre-emptive and preventative action, from mass surveillance to drone strikes (Maras 

2010; Rosén 2014). The gravity of these threats drives policies of “zero risk” (Aradau and Van 

Munster 2007: 105) in which extreme preemptive measures are acceptable to prevent their 

occurrence. However, “zero risk” is logically unattainable; as (Ceyhan 2008: 104) quoting 

(Lipschutz 2012: 1) puts it, “risk analysts answer that the cost of eliminating a risk is infinite,” 

and as a result the rationality of precaution drives ever increasing security measures. In 

combination with the reflexive production of risk by the very means intended to mitigate it we 

begin to see how risk governance dispositifs can involve an ever-expanding, creeping, system of 

measures in which it is both cause and effect. 
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 A different sub-group of research into risk governance investigates a more mundane and 

quotidian application of risk thinking and preemptive action (Ericson and Haggerty 1997; Hier 

2004; Anderson 2010; Sanders and Hannem 2012b; Anderson and Gordon 2017). While this 

type also operates at the edge of what can be known, as is necessarily the case for all future-

oriented governance, these dispositifs take as their objects non-catastrophic and reoccurring (if 

irregularly) epistemic entities, two of which are particularly interesting with regards to RTSA: 

events and populations. Ericson and Haggerty (1997) argue in great detail that risk governance 

has thoroughly penetrated policing, to the point where a core function of policing is the 

collection and communication of routine and everyday risk information about people and 

populations (41). Taking a sociotechnically constructivist approach, they also argue that the 

content and practice of this risk communication is deeply structured (but not determined) by the 

IT technologies and formats therein involved (33). The sociotechnical dispositif of risk 

communication they describe serves to calculate, disseminate and ultimately construct societal 

risk categories in order to “tame chance” and “reduce uncertainty to the point where the actor 

feels confident in taking action” (87). Similarly, but on the ontological level of events rather than 

populations, Anderson and Gordon (2017) in their investigation of the traffic control room 

explicitly remark upon “the rarity with which a sense of a terminal ‘end ’that shatters is present” 

(160). Instead of “a radical break or shock” they see a government of irregular yet quotidian 

‘situations,“ ’a genre of the emerging event, not of the ‘event ’as impact” (163). Thus while this 

also involves the risk assessment of threat prior to its damage, its interest lies not in the 

assessment of risky demographic categories or of cataclysmic ruptures, but rather in the 

“detection–diagnosis–response that generate some kind of signal that an event or something that 

might become an event is happening” (Anderson and Gordon 2017: 163). These two epistemic 
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objects of risk governance, identity and event, differ in their degree of impact to cataclysmic risk 

governance, but in their dynamics of complex reflexivity, precaution, and tendency to creep they 

follow the same logic that Beck and Giddens laid out. 

 This section will argue on the basis of the four different yet interconnected RTOC 

systems (Video data, blue data, OSINT, and RMS)  that RTSA involves exactly such a quotidian 

risk governance rationality around identity and event, albeit of a specific modality that is also 

deeply intertwined with the genealogy of intelligence-led policing and the rise of “big data 

policing” (Bennett Moses and Chan 2016; Brayne 2017; Ferguson 2017). While the subsequent 

major section (Section III) will cover this criminological nexus in greater depth, RTSA and its 

enactment in RTOCs must first be understood as a dispositif of power and knowledge formed in 

the specific rationality of quotidian risk management. This rationality of “real-time situational 

awareness” of threats requires instantaneous knowledge of identities and events as they breach a 

threshold of risk policing relevance, a demand which necessitates the pre-emptive surveillance 

and more specifically the pre-emptive visibilization (Brighenti 2010)—the fabrication of visible 

objects — in order that a “real-time operations centre” can in fact operate as such. Surveillance 

studies has developed an intricate toolbox with which to uncover the interplay of power and 

knowledge involved in the making visible of things, and to these we now turn. 

 

Visibility in surveillance studies 

“What – and who – is seen and with what consequences is now mediated, increasingly, 

through digital technologies” - (Lyon 2016: 365) 

The previous paragraphs argued that RTSA and RTOCs need be thought of as political 

technologies involved in the exercise of specific governmental rationalities.  However, in order 
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to grasp the sociopolitical order they strive to construct they must also be understood as regimes 

of legibility: governmental projects intended to, through combinations of restructuring and 

mapping, enhance the state’s capacity to govern (Scott 1999). As with all surveillance-based 

apparatuses of power, RTOCs and RTSA seek to make their object of interest visible in a 

particular way, to a specific set of people, in order to intervene and mold it in accordance with 

their internal governmentalities. However, given the heterogeneity and functional multiplicity of 

surveillant technologies delineated in the first section, it is important to engage carefully with the 

act of making visible and the ensuing regimes of legibility in which the visibilized object is 

defined. In order to highlight this complexity I draw on Brighenti (2010) and use the term 

“visibilization” to include the making visible of diverse entities from humans to objects to events, 

and to underscore the sociotechnically constructivist approach to their ontology. 

 Surveillance studies has developed a powerful set of conceptual frameworks with which 

to trace the different relations of power enabled in making things visible, knowable, and 

controllable. In the case of the conceptual keystone of surveillance theory Simon (2002: 12) 

points out that Foucault’s (1977) Panopticon was not only an ideal for a particular modality of 

power, a metaphor for liberal governmentality or a metonymy for a carceral society, it was “also 

a laboratory” (Foucault 1977: 203). It was not just a political technology (Lemke 1997), but also 

an epistemological technology, in which the contingencies of vision (Voruz 2013) and speech 

(Deleuze 2006) condition epistemic production. It was intended to facilitate a technoscience of 

bodily micro-physics, a laboratory in which embodied behaviour was visibilized, made 

knowable, and disciplinable. This theoretical connection between visibilization and the exercise 

of power (in this case the imposition of external behavioural norms) is one of the oldest in 

surveillance studies and has been used to thinking about the sociopolitical dynamics of a variety 
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of technologies, most notably CCTV. Doyle et al. (2013)’s excellent edited volume as well as 

Cook and Whowell (2011) and Koskela (2001; 2002) explicitly make this connection, equating 

the camera’s gaze with that of the watchman. This is intuitively correct; on the face of it, a video 

camera seems to bear the same epistemic characteristic as the human gaze. Koskela’s or Hillier 

(1996) arguments about the effects on space, or (Hier 2004) or (Goold 2004) on disciplinarity 

and public/private space are key to our understanding of the regimes of power produced by 

CCTV. However, other research on CCTV reveals a slightly more complicated picture. Dubbeld 

(2005), for example, examined the technologies and practices involved in the application of 

CCTV and shows a number of ways in which its gaze as a power mechanism falls short or is at 

least different from a human gaze: issues of distance between watcher and the watched and the 

time lag involved, for example. Ferenbok and Clement (2013) tease out the effects of the 

technological shift from analogue to digital CCTV, wherein the higher resolution directly 

changes what can be seen and known. The CCTV gaze, then, is not quite the same as the human 

gaze. There are distinct epistemological, ontological and performative differences that affect the 

modality of power exercised; in other words, the method by which something is made visible 

affects the modality of power that can be exercised. 

  As foundational concepts in surveillance studies, vision and visibility are cornerstone 

‘metaphors we think by ’to adapt Lakoff and Johnson (2008) phrase. This is unsurprising given 

not just the history of surveillance practices but also vision’s even greater foundational history in 

the very beginnings of epistemology itself (Crary 1992; Jay 1993; Levin 1993; Levin 1997). 

However, while ocular terminology has remained steadfast, its epistemology has not. Jay (1993) 

speaks of different scopic regimes, of a recent shift from a modernist epistemology of vision as 

“detached, rational and efficient” (Brighenti 2010: 7) to an awareness of the regimes of power 
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involved in seeing and being seen. Although this notion of visibility as a trap was famously 

elucidated in Discipline and Punish, it is in his earlier work Birth of the Clinic that Foucault also 

writes that it is the “forms of visibility that have changed; [...] a syntactical reorganization of 

disease in which the limits of the visible and invisible follow a new pattern” (Foucault 2012: 

195). As such there is little reason for the terminology to change on the basis of modernity’s 

increasing technological mediation. However, this should not lull us into believing the terms may 

simply be carried on; there are a great many analytical implications involved in the assumption 

of a metaphor as Lakoff has so consistently pointed out. While Latour (1999)’s incising analysis 

of the cascading chain of inscription and representation may have been in service of a different 

point, it does vividly illustrate the technoscience argument that no knowledge arrives unmediated 

and unaffected by technology — a point that applies equally to any surveillant gaze.  In other 

words, rather than throw the baby out with the bathwater for lack of isomorphism amongst 

surveillant technologies or on the basis of the metaphor’s “ontological correspondences” (Lakoff 

1993: 190), instead treat visibility and its conceptual affiliates as “principles of intelligibility” 

(Voruz (2013: 127) summarising Foucault (2008: 2-3)). In other words, to accept a heterogeneity 

of visibilities, each fabricated along specific principles — specific rationalities and technological 

capacities — with the intent of constructing objects of knowledge and intervention. 

 Although less intuitively obvious, dataveillance as another central analytical framework 

for surveillant power, can also be treated in terms of visibilization.  Dataveillance, originally 

coined by Roger Clarke (1988), refers to “the systematic use of personal data systems  in the 

investigation or monitoring of the actions or communications of one or more persons” (499). 

While the advent of digital data collection and analysis technologies undoubtedly altered 
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surveillance regimes in crucial ways that we will get to, it is important to first underscore that the 

attempt to collect wide-ranging information on broad swathes of society stretches back to those 

first state attempts at legibility fabrication (Scott 1999) and was heavily institutionalised in the 

form of census-taking and bureaucratic systems (Giddens 1987; Dandeker 1990) that grew up 

around the “biopolitical” government of a population (Foucault 2007). In that sense, 

dataveillance is merely the digitisation of the same approach: the attempt to visibilize desired 

objects of knowledge by amassing information about them. It differs, crucially, in the granularity 

of the information available, the number and type of sources from which it stems, and the fluidity 

with which it can be collected, stored, moved, duplicated, collated, and analysed. The 

technoscience of digital data as opposed to the paper-based filing cabinets enabled a very 

different architecture of power and knowledge. While Haggerty and Ericson (2000)’s bolder 

claims about the “levelling of hierarchies (606) and the “disappearance of disappearance” (619) 

have not come to pass, their structural claims about the flexibility and recombinant power of 

dataveillance are apparent in a variety of dispositifs from corporate security (Lippert and Walby 

2012) to counter-terrorism (Amoore and De Goede 2005) or open-source intelligence and 

policing (Trottier 2015).  

 Dataveillance’s power lies in constructing digital profiles of legibility and eligibility, 

which in combination rendered biopolitically governable populations of access and mobility. The 

capacity to rapidly collect data on aspects of individuals ’behaviour from a wide variety of 

different sources, then combine and analyse it to visibilize profiles and patterns enabled a vastly 

more powerful regime of social sorting (Gandy Jr 1996; Lyon 2003). Unlike (but rarely instead 

of) disciplining behaviour in accordance with external norms, social sorting exercises power over 

inclusion to and exclusion from, for example with regards to welfare (Maki 2011), borders 
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(Broeders 2007; Côté-Boucher 2008), marketing (Burrows and Gane 2006), or financial services 

(Lauer 2017). However, the relationship between the digital profile and individual is fraught with 

tension in which not only does its accuracy frequently reflect social biases of race, gender and 

class, but also the extent of the technologies usage (Browne 2015; Benjamin 2019a; Benjamin 

2019b). In addition, as a result of beliefs in the inherent neutrality and objectivity of data, the 

digital profile can come to be seen as more reflecting of the truth of a situation than the 

individual themselves (Van der Ploeg 2003; Ceyhan 2008; van der Ploeg 2009; Gates 2011; 

Hönke et al. 2012; Ajana 2013). 

 At its most extensive, when the quantities of data involved and the speed and complexity 

of its computational analysis far exceed human capabilities, dataveillance has been called “big 

data” surveillance (boyd and Crawford 2012; Andrejevic and Gates 2014; Kitchin 2014a; Aradau 

and Blanke 2015). While dataveillance was mostly concerned with projecting power through 

inclusion and exclusion, big data surveillance held loftier epistemological goals to, through a 

variety of data mining tools, extract hitherto inaccessible patterns from the data and, at its most 

grandiose, generate predictions about future patterns. The academic critique of these 

epistemological claims is extensive and fascinating (Flyverbom et al. 2015; Crawford and 

Schultz 2014; Aradau 2015; Aradau and Blanke 2016; Chan and Bennett Moses 2016; Joh 2016) 

— and there are big data systems in policing, mostly so-called ‘predictive policing ’tools, that 

have lead to the term “big data policing”  (Bennett Moses and Chan 2016; Brayne 2017; 

Ferguson 2017), however no such tools were involved in developing the RTOCs I investigated.  

However, while RTSA as a sociotechnical imaginary did not involve big data-driven prediction 

or pattern analytics, it did incorporate other, more structural ideas that stemmed from ‘big data, ’

most notably the “framelessness” of data (Andrejevic 2017) and the idea of an extensive and 
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increasingly important “data environment” (Brayne 2017: 980). Rather than data being collected 

for a specific purpose, the ease with which more advanced analytical programs could recombine 

and reuse data for new epistemic tasks meant that pre-emptive collection of any and all data from 

the growing digitalised environment, regardless of context and method, became a means with a 

potentially infinite number of ends. In combination with the asymptote of zero risk 

governmentality we discussed above, big data collection becomes an open-ended, insatiable 

visibilization system. 

 However, while these advances may have rendered data functionally frameless, the data 

itself is still the contingent product of context and sociotechnical collection method. ‘Data ’

derives from the Latin, meaning ‘(that which is) given, ’yet this could scarcely be further from 

the reality involved. Instead, as Dodge and Kitchin (2005: 854) point out, data are “captured” and 

should perhaps be better termed ‘capta, ’that which is taken. While not entirely perfect — it does 

still imply that there existed something preformed to be captured in its entirety — it does 

underscore the force and agency involved on the side of the data ‘collectors ’and highlights the 

artificiality of the data environment. This stands in stark contrast to their non-existence in 

concepts like ‘digital footprint ’or ‘digital exhaust, ’in which data just somehow passively 

emanates from the data subject to be collected post-fabrication by anyone nearby. A logical 

extension of “dataism” as an ideology (Dijck 2014), these notions represent the position that 

these data are the passive, automatic, objective product of our voluntary interactions with digital 

infrastructure. By emphasising the power of the data collector and their dispositif of capture the 

interaction between subject and collector becomes an act in which something is taken from the 

data subject, and not necessarily in a shape or form they would agree upon. This partiality, 
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sociotechnical contingency, and biopoliticality (Ajana 2005; Brighenti 2010; Ajana 2013) of data 

fabrication prejudices not only big data systems like predictive policing or recidivism algorithms 

but necessarily any dataveillance system, from blatant cases like biometrics (Browne 2015; 

Benjamin 2019a; Benjamin 2019b) to OSINT, CCTV and RMS databases.  

 In order to grasp this epistemic partiality, this thesis will approach the four different yet 

interconnected surveillance systems — the centralisation and re-purposing of video surveillance, 

the data mining and visualization of RMS & CAD, the institutionalization of OSINT, and the 

operationalization of Blue Data — as oligoptica, “sturdy but extremely narrow views of the 

(connected) whole” (Latour 2005: 181; Latour and Hermant 2006). Taking an oligoptic approach 

to a gaze shifts the foundational analytic focus to the partiality of the gaze, to the sociotechnical 

parameters of the devices ‘selective epistemologies and ontologies. Such an approach draws on 

both STS’s emphasis on an empirical analysis on the co-construction of technology, society and 

knowledge (Winner 1985; Akrich 1992; Jasanoff 2004) and Foucault’s insistence upon a 

materialist micro-physics of relational power (Foucault 1990). In his lengthy examination of 

visibility in social theory, Brighenti (2010: 40) writes: “Technology changes not simply the 

content but also the form of human perception and attention,” echoing Haraway’s (Haraway 

1988) clarion call for attention to the embodiment of situated vision. 
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 Following this, the rest of this section uses the surveillance and security theory detailed 

above to argue, based on the sociotechnical specificities of the four systems, that the imaginary 

of RTSA involves qualitative expansions in what is pre-emptively visibilized and, resultingly, 

the domains into which police have access and the changes in relations of power this could effect 

(see figure 9, above, for a preview of this RTOC “vision”). These changes are driven by, and 

further enable, the exigencies of a specific type of risk-mitigation thinking at the heart of RTSA 

in which the risk posed by events and individuals to police officers is accorded equally high 

priority as the risk such individuals or events pose to other people or society at large. This 

change in self-perception and self-management by the police dovetails with what institutional 

risk scholars call the “colonization” of institutional governance by risk thinking (Rothstein 2006). 

The imaginary of RTSA impels a governmental shift to hyper-reactivity towards risky events and 

Figure 9: Slide from a presentation from the Ottawa Police on their RTOC’s perhaps 

unintentionally literal as well as figurative vision. From FOIA document ‘OPSOC 

backgrounder June 2017_Redacted, ’p. 8. 
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individuals. Section III will position this governmentality in critical criminological discussions of 

intelligence-led policing and big data policing, however first we must uncover the specific 

dispositifs of sociotechnical and biopolitical relations of knowledge and power enabled by the 

construction of Blue Data mining, centralised CCTV networks, OSINT stations, and RMS data 

mining platforms in accordance with hyper-reactive risk-mitigation imaginaries. 

 

The Centralisation of Video Surveillance 

One of the truly fascinating things about academic research into CCTV is that after more than 

two decades of rigorous and detailed work in dozens of excellent articles and monographs, the 

literature still offers multiple and sometimes even contradictory explanations for the cause of 

CCTV’s exponential proliferation, its intended purpose, and the actual effects it has upon 

policing, the populace, or urban geography. Fussey (2004) notes two broad discursive camps. 

The Neo-Marxists maintain that CCTV is a product of neoliberal governmentality seeking to 

enforce socio-economic boundaries, for example in faux-public spaces like shopping malls. The 

Foucauldians, on the other hand, contend that CCTV is the enactment of panoptic disciplinary 

power intended less to segregate and more to subjectify. However, others like Hier (2004) or 

Walby (2006), have argued that CCTV isn’t only the result of top-down state policy, but can also 

be driven from the bottom up by locals ’fears or various small stakeholders, respectively. 

Another intricate strand of the debate argues that the intended disciplinary effect of crime 

deterrence does not, in fact, occur at all (Cerezo 2013) and that CCTV serves a more nebulous, 

semiotic purpose (Lippert 2009). My point with this is not to provide a detailed exegesis of 

CCTV literature, but instead to suggest that in all likelihood most of these accounts are mostly 

correct: in other words, all of these motivations and effects occur in various combinations 
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depending on how and by whom the cameras are being used. This would, on its own, be an 

analytically fairly meaningless statement, except that in the case of RTOCs this very functional 

multiplicity is at the core of their operationality. In their attempt to enact RTSA, RTOCs are 

leveraging the multi-functionality and polysemy of CCTV to various stakeholders to expand the 

network. The driving rationality behind this aggregation is the realisation that through 

centralisation and live access and control, CCTV can play a new role of pre-emptive 

visibilization of a potential crime event. Researchers of CCTV control rooms have remarked on 

their disjunction from the viewed, their stymied ability to intervene in what’s seen (Dubbeld 

2005; Anderson and Gordon 2017). However, given the RTOCs ’inherent connection to police 

dispatch and response, its operationality is directly tied to intervention and is in service of that 

response. As a result, the risk mitigation rationality in RTSA manifests in a hyper-reactive desire 

to get “eyes on the scene” before police officers arrive and provide a live, video-based 

assessment of the situation.  

 

 

 

 

 This development towards a hyper-reactive and pre-emptive CCTV usage was facilitated, 

but also circumscribed, by a combination of centralisation and live access and control 

technologies. As we saw in Section I, Niagara’s RTOC was born in part out of the need to make 

better use of the growing number of cameras in their purview. They had nominal access to 

cameras serving a variety of different functions including traffic control, tourist security along 

the falls, and suicide prevention across the bridges. The previous section argued that after the 



 
 

  99 
   

installation of their Motorola CommandCentral Aware platform, a new operationality developed 

in the NRPS’s RTOC: one of  “enhanced incident response” which involved “quickly identifying 

and distributing incident relevant multimedia to police communicators and to front line officers 

as they respond to calls for service” (NRPS and Solutions 2016: 4). According to the analysts 

and watch officers I spoke with (Linder 2019e), while the older usages like post-hoc 

investigations were still common place, the combination of centralised and live access and the 

ability to control the cameras (pan, tilt, and zoom) enabled them to “get eyes on the scene” before 

responding officers arrived. As Dubbeld (2005) points out, “operators ’monitoring behaviours 

were not only shaped by these organizational policies, but also by the technical design of the 

CCTV system” (87). They were making use of their direct and live access to cameras to sweep 

areas of potentially risky events and make assessments of the situation in real time, and then 

relay that information to the officers prior to their arrival. Calgary’s RTOC reported a similar 

shift in usage, and both centres framed its necessity in terms of providing additional safety to 

officers as well as collecting further information that may aid them in their task. In fact, the chief 

of one RTOC who must remain anonymous told me that they were fully aware that urban CCTV 

was useless as a crime deterrent, but as a tool to get visual access to a scene prior to the officers ’

arrival it was invaluable for officer safety. 

 Here we can see how, in combination with the technological capacity for centralisation 

and live access, the sociotechnical imaginary of RTSA drove a shift in operationality for CCTV 

in which cameras could be used hyper-reactively to get “eyes on the scene” before the 

responding officers showed up. This rationality in turn drove the expansion of CCTV coverage 

into new spaces, most critically into semi-private spaces via third parties for cost-efficiency 
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reasons. Walby (2006: 37)’s argument that “CCTV can be generated from multiple social 

positions” takes on a more complex meaning here as the RTOCs actively work to subsume third 

party networks within their own purview. As a result of this newfound usage, Section I also 

showed that the Calgary Police and the Niagara police have developed Memoranda of 

Understanding (MOUs) with private and semi-private institutions including malls, school 

campuses, gas stations, and corner stores as well as with the city so they may have live access to 

and control of their CCTV networks. This operationality proved to be a powerful motivator to 

expand their access, and thereby their coverage, into new spaces — spaces that are not 

necessarily public in the classic sense. While this does not cancel out the dispositifs in which 

they were originally set up, it does overlay them with that of the RTOC, extending its “power-

space” (Koskela 2001: 251) into these realms. The MOUs provide the RTOC with unfettered 

access, effectively granting them a kind of surveillant sovereignty. By “surveillant sovereignty” I 

refer not just to unrestricted access and the resultant territorialization of the space, but also the 

kind of interpretational sovereignty that Goodwin (1994) refers to in his discussion of 

“professional vision:” the “socially organized ways of seeing and understanding events that are 

answerable to the distinctive interests of a particular social group” (606). A number of 

ethnographic studies of CCTV usage (Dubbeld 2005; Neyland 2006; McCahill 2013; Anderson 

and Gordon 2017) have noted the human and technological mediation involved in the production 

of knowledge and the degree to which the sociotechnical dispositif in which the interpretation is 

made affects what is known and the kinds of actions taken. Because the relay between camera 

and respondents via the analysts in the RTOC happens in real time, the analysts ’professional 

vision is delivered uncontested to the responding officers. This also differs epistemologically 

from a post-hoc examination of the footage as the analysts are attempting to identify emerging 
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threats, not reconstruct the past. As Anderson (Anderson 2016; Anderson and Gordon 2017) has 

argued, the risk mitigation-driven governance of potential events heightens to the degree to 

which socio-political judgements are involved in the determination of a relevant threat. 

 While I was not granted praxeological (Mol 2002) access to live operations and thus 

cannot directly speak to their performativities and enactments therein, other researchers have 

identified important epistemic effects and biases in CCTV usage that may well apply to the 

construction of RTSA too. Williams and Johnstone (2000), for example, identify an 

epistemological selectivity at play in the CCTV gaze that affects the ontology of the visible, 

creating a politics of the gaze that highlights appearance over other factors — an appearance 

constructed by the professional vision of the analysts. This professional vision also becomes 

professional speculation when the emergent nature of the events requires that they make 

qualitative interpretive judgements about its future riskiness. Benjamin (2019b: 76-102) details 

the racializing effects of “exposure” by camera in which “techniques of color-balancing an image 

reinforce a dominant White ideal” and lead to differential treatment in selective and prejudicial 

forms of hypervisibility and invisibility. Research into body-worn cameras (BWCs) has also 

undermined claims of epistemological neutrality, arguing that a point of view is necessarily 

embedded in cameras and their footage (Brucato 2015; Lippert and Newell 2016). This research 

indicates that the CCTV-based aspects of RTSA could make up a very particular kind of “power-

space” (Koskela 2001) that, in combination with RTOCs ’penchant for expansion into private 

and semi-private spaces and their hyper-reactive operationality, may lead to a fundamental shift 

in relations and geographies of power between police and populace. 

 

Blue Data: From Workplace Surveillance to the Policing Environment 
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The advent of digital monitoring technologies led to an explosive growth within workplace 

surveillance, a practice that dates back in its current form at least as far as the early 20th century 

and the development of Fordist and Taylorist approaches to manufacturing. These changes have 

been extensively investigated: workplace surveillance is a vast literature in the intersection 

between surveillance studies and business management (Zureik 2005; Ball 2010; Rosenblat et al. 

2014). As such my interest here is not directly in how RTOCs and RTSA construct workplace 

surveillance — although they certainly do — but rather in how preexisting ideas and practices of 

workplace surveillance were brought into RTOCs and then, through contact with the over-

arching desire for RTSA, were modified and expanded into far more comprehensive systems of 

“blue data” visibilization. Ferguson (2017; 2019) uses the term “blue data” surveillance to 

describe the use of surveillance technologies by the police to look inward and collect and analyse 

data in order to improve the efficiency and effectivity of policing. He notes that these 

mechanisms frequently employ the same technologies involved in outward facing surveillance, 

merely redirected for a different purpose.  

 In this section I will argue that the development we saw in the Section I of the Common 

Operating Picture (COP) and the Active Operating Picture (AOP) in the Ottawa RTOC and the 

York RTOC respectively stemmed from the tradition of workplace surveillance rationalities and 

current trends in “blue data” surveillance. Yet, once implemented in the functional multiplicity of 

RTOCs and translated through their desire for RTSA, these systems took on broader roles of risk 

management. Beyond performance evaluation and the visibilization of police resource locations 

these systems have become attempts to visibilize the risky policing environment, extending the 

‘workplace ’to their whole jurisdiction and creating a live simulation of their ‘event-space ’(see 

figure 10, below). This tendency parallels similar developments that institutional risk scholars 



 
 

  103 
   

have noted, in which risk thinking tends to “colonize” other governance rationalities and 

institutional processes, leading to practices of self-monitoring and assessment focussed primarily 

on mitigating risk to the institution itself (Rothstein 2006; Rothstein et al. 2006). The difference 

here, however, lies in the governmental dovetailing of risk to the public with RTSA's focus on 

officer safety as well as with risk to the police as an institution. As a result,  like all maps 

(Crampton 2001; Crampton and Krygier 2005) and post-9/11 GIS technology in particular 

(Crampton 2003; Crampton 2007), these simulations are imbued with political rationalities of 

police work, and as such all objects visibilized by them are understood within that framework as 

well. As complex algorithmic and interactive interfaces through which the RTOC creates RTSA 

and directs police work, they extend this logic of hyper-reactive and pre-emptive risk policing 

into new objects and spaces visibilized in the simulation: from schools to public spaces, malls, 

houses of worship, or critical infrastructure.  
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 As we saw in Section I, the Ottawa Police Service’s RTOC (OPSOC) was initially 

conceived of as a way to maintain operational oversight over the various police resources and 

partners in the city. The Common Operating Picture was a key system meant to visibilize the 

distribution of police forces through GIS mapping of the territory and superimposing their GPS 

locations (OPS 2016a). This GPS-driven AVL (automatic vehicle location) data was intended to 

help manage the oversight of daily operations, enable deconfliction in cases of overlap, and 

generally provide a method to increase efficiency (Anon A 2018). However, it was also 

Figure 10: A slide depicting one analytical layer - drive time analysis - in the York Regional Police RTOC’s AOP. 

From FOIA document ‘2016 RTOC_June_22_V3_Electronic_Version, ’p. 19 
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articulated from the beginning as a technology to enhance officer safety (OPS 2016a), as now in 

emergency instances the RTOC knew exactly where each officer was without them having to 

radio that information in (Anon A 2018). This is a classic case of “blue data” surveillance, except 

that in addition to logics of efficiency, the functional multiplicity of RTOCs has enabled a 

second governmentality of risk to be run through the same machinery.  

 OPSOC also demonstrates another expansion of blue data functionality: not just data 

immediately of the officers, but of the “reality of a changing policing environment” (OPS 2015a: 

4). The RTSA imaginary’s risk rationality expands OPSOC’s blue data purview to include a 

potentially limitless visibilization of the policing environment in “the information age” (OPS and 

IBM 2014: 5). The centre’s immediate plans were to expand the Common Operating Picture to 

include entities like schools, places of worship, malls, or critical infrastructure and also to deepen 

its functionality as an interface upon which they could map events like roadblocks, bomb blast 

radii, demonstrations, etc. With this, the COP has developed beyond a map cast in the image of 

police work, and is becoming a simulation intended to actively project those rationalities back 

into the environment. Although I was not able to observe the usage of these GIS systems in 

OPSOC, here it may be able to see the kinds of active processes of co-construction between map 

and territory that scholars of maps and datafication speak of (Scott 1999; Bowker and Star 2000; 

Ruppert 2011; Ruppert et al. 2013; Beer 2016). Drawing on this literature and the work of 

Cheney-Lippold (2018) in particular, Hintz et al. (2018: 59) refer to this as a “new politics […] in 

the ‘production of life’” through the “codified interpretations of social relations.” As an ongoing 

reification of RTSA desire, the RTOC functions as a central node at which these relations are 

visibilized in the form of the COP GIS interface. 
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 The York Regional Police’s RTOC has developed a similar GIS they called the Active 

Operating Picture (AOP). It too utilizes AVL data to generate a map of force deployment across 

the jurisdiction, however in addition to the inclusion of the kinds of objects and relations seen in 

OPSOC’s system above, the YRP’s includes a number of algorithmic components they call 

‘thresholds ’and ‘alerts ’(Linder 2019b). Their GIS was collecting sufficiently granular and 

extensive information on policing operations and their environments that thresholds for change 

could be set that, when met or surpassed, would trigger an alert. The developmental trajectory 

from wall maps and pin-boards to algorithmic governmental systems continues to receive 

extensive academic attention, particularly in the fields of ‘big data ’and algorithm studies in 

which the epistemological, ontological, and political effects of algorithmic knowledge 

production are examined (Bennett Moses and Chan 2016; Flyverbom et al. 2017; Kitchin 2017; 

Cheney-Lippold 2018). The AOP is not nearly on the scale of a recidivism evaluation, credit 

score assessment, or even hot spot and predictive policing algorithms. However, it does 

exemplify not just the spatial dimension to RTSA’s epistemic desires but also the temporal — 

and in the temporal hides the far more problematic causal, for in any attempt to predict or even 

preempt the future lies speculation by Callon’s engineer-sociologists about cause and effect and 

theories of societal functionality. In so doing, we also see what Latour would call the delegation 

of relations, specifically of relations of police work, and as such also Foucauldian relations of 

power, to the GIS interface. This automation of assessment not only produces all the effects that 

critical algorithm studies attest to such as faux objectivity and embedded and opaque 

categorization, but also embeds theories of causality in its “code/spacetime,” the computational 

production of time and space (Kitchin 2018 @30). In other words, in the construction of the 
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AOP is the materialisation of a set of fundamental notions about the structure and functioning of 

society and the police, written into it as code/spacetime — and packaged and delivered with the 

immediacy and threat of the “officer safety” RTSA risk discourse (Linder 2019b). 

 Thus, in general the “blue data” of workplace police surveillance becomes foundational 

for the construction of the broader ontological ‘reality ’in the GIS simulations. In particular, 

however, their fundamental grounding in RTSA’s officer safety risk assessment structures it 

epistemologically in a modality of threatening events in which the temporality of immediate 

danger is imposed upon them. With the need to respond in this temporality comes the embedding 

of causality in the algorithmic alerts, and the increasing relegation of the humans in the RTOC to 

a circumscribed part of the decision-making chain. This degree of technological mediation is 

characteristic of RTSA’s epistemic production, as with the “reality of a changing policing 

environment” (OPS 2015a: 4) and “the information age” (OPS and IBM 2014: 5), ever more data 

processing must be delegated in order to make ‘real-time ’responses a possibility. Because the 

RTOCs had not yet blackboxed these systems we can see the trajectory of the RTSA as a 

sociotechnical imaginary: towards the reification of a highly reactive temporal, and thus causal, 

dimension of policing power/knowledge relations. As Kitchin (2018: 27) points out with regards 

to the “realtimeness” of smart cities, it isn’t just a simple acceleration; instead these technologies 

“introduce new material, temporal and cultural practices” leading to “new kinds of tasks and 

producing new socio-spatial-temporal relations.” Although I was only able to view brief 

demonstrations of the GIS systems and so cannot assess their performance and enactment 

praxeologically à Annamarie Mol’s work (Mol 2002), they did seem to fit Kitchin (2018) and 

Purser (2002)’s interpretation of (Virilio 1997)’s “chronoscopic time” in which events are 
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“perceived more in terms of abrupt and discontinuous irruptions of varying intensities” (Purser 

2002: 162) and “cities and personal time-geographies are managed in the perpetual present, 

responding to emerging irruptions and serendipity” (Kitchin 2018: 27). 

 By following the sociotechnical development of these two GISs we can see how the 

combination of the RTSA’s imaginary and desire with the RTOCs ’inherent ability to morph and 

expand functionality enables a growing knowledge/power regime that reifies policing and its 

relationships in a multidimensional code/spacetime simulation. Specifically, they are developing 

towards the visibilization of the policing event-space in which the GIS takes on a key agentic 

role in constructing risk events via thresholds and other alerts. While there are many different 

aspects of this dispositif that would be worth exploring, what I would like to underscore here in 

more detail is the partiality of this visibilization. It suits the imaginary of RTSA to ignore this 

and treat RTSA as a homogenous, monolithic force that somehow simply results from the 

RTOC. In truth, as this whole section shows, it is comprised of various, rather specifically 

circumscribed oligoptica that do not add up to some kind of holistic whole, but rather to a 

patchwork of stapled together gazes, each with its own contingency. With regards to these GIS in 

particular, the addition of AVL and thresholding algorithms fundamentally changes the nature of 

the ‘reality ’depicted. In the same way that “refractive surveillance” (Levy and Barocas 2018) 

uses the surveillance of one group to produce knowledge of another through their interaction, so 

these simulations construct the societal “data environment” (Brayne 2017: 980) of events and 

relations through very specific aspects of police activity: in this case patrol, call response, and 

pro-active policing, but we could include the hourly force disposition and event risk assessment 

email blasts that OPSOC and other RTOCs put out, or the addition of critical infrastructure (the 

risk-driven social construction of which is well documented, e.g. (Aradau 2010)) in the AOP 
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GIS. This thesis will discuss the implications for policing in general in the next section, the point 

here is that the kind of RTSA fabricated through these GIS systems and the kinds of social 

relations enacted by them in this chronoscopic time is a product of the limited, ad-hoc, partial, 

and occasionally semi-failed processes of co-construction described in Section I. RTOC’s made 

it clear to me that if they could they would do so much more, but they are severely restricted by 

resources and skill. As we saw in Section I, the oligoptic systems that are implemented in the end 

follow pre-established routes, build on pre-existing systems, and now we can say their GIS — 

like all cartography before it — likely also visibilize and reinforce prevailing power relations. In 

summary, the partiality and refractive nature of the oligoptica feeding into the GIS, the 

chronoscopic modality of real-time awareness, and the hyper-reactive risk-driven assessment of 

emergent events and situations are all evident in the AOPs, and form a core component of 

RTOCs enactment of RTSA. 

  

RMS Data Mining and Relational Risk Dataveillance 

One of the most pertinent insights to come out of the Critical Race Studies and Marxist-driven 

analyses of surveillance technology and policing has been into the mechanisms reifying and 

amplifying racist and classist discrimination. While Oscar Gandy (Gandy Jr 1996) spoke in 

general of the discriminatory power of dataveillance, the rapid rise of data-driven policing in the 

last decade has spurred a closer look at the ways in which historically racist and classist policing 

practices remain to this day in uneven data collection and biased analytics (Browne 2015; Brayne 

2017; Jefferson 2017; Jefferson 2018a; Jefferson, 2018b, Benjamin 2019a; Benjamin 2019b). 

Initially introduced to provide a more objective measure for the efficacy of policing strategies 

and to combat prejudice and indiscriminate uses of force, programs from CompStat in the 90s to 
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current big data-driven predictive policing systems “did not establish conditions for more narrow 

applications of police force,” instead they “amplified rationalizations for policing entire 

racialized districts in a differential manner—this time, under the pretense of empirically rigorous 

spatiotemporal modeling” (Jefferson 2018b: 6). While the bulk of this research is focused on the 

US, there is a growing interest in the Canadian context that supports many of the same findings 

of embedded and reified racist, classist, and settler-colonial practices in Canadian policing 

technologies (Dafnos 2013a; Dafnos 2013b; Meng 2014; Meng et al., 2015, Dafnos et al. 2016; 

Maynard 2017; Meng 2017; Boyle and Dafnos 2019; Levins 2019).  

 While this research covers a multitude of racializing or otherwise discriminatory 

practices and policies, the one I want to tease out here is how historically and presently biased 

data collection skews the data in police Records Management Service (RMS) databanks, leading 

not only to prejudicial analytical outputs but also reinforcing further bias collection. This self-

perpetuating cycle generates a power/knowledge dispositif of what Benjamin (2019b) and 

Brayne (2017), drawing on the work of Patricia Hill Collins, call discriminatory invisibility and 

hypervisibility. This dispositif differentially visibilizes and exposes the already over-policed to 

further police contact, which in turn generates more police contact data and feeds into greater 

exposure. The RMS data mining tools in the York Regional Police and Calgary Police Service’s 

RTOCs were developed to provide real-time querying and analytics capabilities, however in so 

doing they amplify these discriminatory dynamics. Algorithmic social network analysis tools 

generate hypervisibility by associating far more individuals and places with an initial query than 

an analyst would have been capable of prior to their development. At the same time, this 

newfound efficacy drives a push in the agencies for greater data collection as even the most 

incidental data can now easily be collated, connected, and brought to bear in a subsequent search. 
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Operationalized within the risk-driven governmentality of RTSA this leads to a highly 

differential and biased construction of risky relationships, a dataveillance of relational risk in 

which suspect individuals are constituted by police contact data of their data double’s ‘known 

associations.’ 

 

  

 

 

 As we saw in Section I, both the YRP and CPS’s data mining systems enabled the 

algorithmic analysis of both structured and unstructured data in their RMS systems. The RMS is 

the central police database that holds all data collected on individuals, places, and cases that have 

had police contact in any way — not just those who have been charged or even arrested —, e.g. 

by practices such as stop and frisk (Gelman et al. 2007) or carding (Meng 2014; Meng et al. 

2015). One of their key features is to rapidly generate social networks from initial queries, 

Figure 11: A description of one of the Calgary RTOC’s objectives from FOIA document 

‘18-G-1104 Final, ’p. 52. 
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usually in real-time in response in emerging events. In inputting a name, place, phone number, or 

other identifier, the system could then automatically build a graph of known connections: of any 

data piece, produced as a result of police contact, that is associated with the identifier (see figure 

11, above). From there the query could be expanded, either by requesting the same network 

analysis on one of the associated data points, or by tasking the system to build broader social 

networks that show how the initial identifier is connected to far larger clusters of associations. 

This is not a simple epistemological point, or a naive one about a novel technological capacity, 

but rather — as analysts in both RTOCs explicitly said — the speed of this functionality 

fundamentally changed the kind of knowledge they are able to supply to frontline officers. What 

previously would have taken an analyst or detective hours of work after the incident, could now 

be done in seconds as a potential event was emerging (Linder 2019b; Linder 2019c). These 

relationships of association simply did not exist in a meaningful way to responding officers prior 

to these systems ’capacity to visibilize them. In addition to this sociotechnically constructivist 

point comes what Brighenti (2010) would call the biopolitically constructivist point: namely that 

they are also fabricated within this RTSA risk dispositif as individuals, and a population, of 

potential threat to responding officers. Given the way collected police data invisibilizes some 

aspects of reality and hypervisibilizes others, all associations are constructed within a framework 

of danger: suspicions of firearm possession, gang membership, notorious neighbourhood, 

previous arrests, etc. As Brayne (2017: 999) noted in her research into the LAPD’s data mining 

system, and supported by Jefferson (2017; 2018a; 2018b)’s work on similar systems in Chicago, 

“by virtue of being in the system, individuals are more likely—correctly or incorrectly—to be 

identified as suspicious.” These systems thus amplify potential discrimination by generating a 

knowledge of the world based solely on past police contact, a knowledge that goes far beyond 
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that of the initial suspect in visibilizing a much broader population of policing-based risky 

relationships. 

 Research into data-driven risk policing as far back as Ericson and Haggerty (1997)’s 

Policing The Risk Society has shown that the advent of searchable databases and the growing 

efficacy of querying them has driven a growth in data collection (Brayne 2017; Jefferson 2018b). 

According to Ericson and Haggerty (1997), prior to digitally searchable databases officers 

collected the bare minimum of data on encounters, knowing that its usefulness was minimal at 

best. However, RMS data mining programs have fundamentally changed this, and as a result 

“field interview cards [now] record information not only about the individual in question, but 

also information on people the individual is with. The exponential capture of personal data 

beyond the primary individuals involved in the police encounter is a strategic means of 

channeling more individuals into the system, thus facilitating future tracking” (Brayne 2017: 

997). All of the RTOCs I interviewed had either fully implemented (YRP, CPS, NRPS) or were 

in the process of developing (EPS, OPS) enhanced frontline data collection tools, usually 

involving a semi-automatised app on their service smart phones with which to rapidly collect a 

broad array of data from encounters. Given the pre-existing systemic bias in policing, especially 

around police stops - as has been thoroughly documented for the Toronto Police Service’s 

carding program  (Meng 2014; Meng et al. 2015; Meng 2017; Levins 2019) - this kind of data 

collection will almost necessarily result in enhanced surveillance of already over-policed 

communities. This now digitally amplified bias then feeds back into the RMS to further 

exacerbate the issues with real-time social network analysis previously discussed. 

 We can see, then, in the case of RMS data mining that in their attempt to provide real-

time analyses of RMS data as events emerge and so contribute to the ‘real-time situational 
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awareness ’of responding officers, the RTOCs developed as systems that potentially entrenches 

or even amplifies existing biased mechanisms. None of the individual components in and of 

themselves would seem problematic; indeed, the CPS officer responsible for their Palantir 

Gotham RMS data mining system went out of his way to assure me that the program brought no 

additional, third party data sources into the system and offered no analytical functions that a 

dedicated detective would not have been capable of without it (Linder 2019c). The same is true 

for the system I saw demonstrated at the YRP RTOC. They were implemented with, apparently, 

the best of intentions — yet as Benjamin (2019b) has so exactingly detailed, the best intentions 

in technology frequently end up reifying racializing and classist prejudices. What seem like 

neutral analytical functions take on a more complex functionality once operationalised within a 

sociotechnical assemblage as fundamentally structured by a history of discrimination by the 

police (Neocleous 2000; Foucault 2016; Maynard 2017; Vitale 2017). Specifically, the system 

seems to enable a twofold moment of the ‘“narrative acts’” that Browne (2015: 162) quoting 

Hazel Carby, speaks of. In these narrative acts “the racialized subject is invented in the process of 

encounter, produced, in other words, as a subject dialogically constituted in and through its 

relationship to an other or others” Browne (2015: 162). The act is twofold as this process of 

encounter is played out in the moment of collection, and again in the moment of analysis (see 

figure 12, below). The narrativity of the act is also key: articulated within the governmental 

imperative of RTSA, within the narrative of risky policing, these encounters can “invent” risky 

subjects and risky relationships through the twofold feedback loop. The governmental logics of 

RTSA — risk, hyper-reactivity, and pre-emptive surveillance — only reinforce such effects and 

amplify the further visibilization of the already hyper-visible and over-policed. 
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OSINT and the Institutionalization of New Geographies of Responsibility 

One of the central components to RTSA’s sociotechnical imaginary is the ‘digital environment ’in 

which society is inextricably embedded. This is the ‘big data ’dream we saw to a degree in the 

GIS platforms and the RMS analytics: that pre-emptively gathering enough data at sufficient 

granularity on this environment would enable a more objective and neutral view of the world. 

Given the radical societal transformations that the explosive social media uptake over the last 

decade has wrought, it is no surprise that police forces see this information realm as part of their 

digital environment as well and seek to gain access. According to Trottier, who has authored the 

most extensive investigation into police uses of open source intelligence (OSINT) in the social 

media era (Trottier 2012; Trottier 2014; Trottier 2015; Trottier 2016; Trottier 2017), OSINT 

“refers to a process whereby police or other investigative agencies gather and analyse data that 

are in principle accessible to any organisation or individual” (Trottier 2015: 531). While social 

Figure 12: In this exemplary objective described by the Calgary RTOC (FOIA document 18-G-1104 Final, p. 51) 

we can see the interlocking processes of data collection, analysis, and pre-emptive dissemination to responding 

officers. 



 
 

  116 
   

media surveillance is not reducible to OSINT (there are practices like deep packet inspection, 

hacking, or search warrants used by police agencies that are not widely accessible to the public 

(Trottier 2017)),  none of the RTOCs I investigated engaged in non-OSINT social media 

surveillance. As Section I described, their engagement with social media was strictly open 

source; however, I argue that it is precisely the OSINT use of social media surveillance within 

the operationality of RTSA that has the potential to cause the greatest shifts in power/knowledge 

relations. 

 Trottier (2016; 2017) describes social media as enabling a “convergence” of previously 

discrete domains of life so that users engage in a variety of different professional, personal, 

economic, etc practices on the same platform. Marwick (2012) refers to the results of 

convergence as “context collapse,” in which social media posts end up being read in an 

unintended social context, i.e. a personal picture is viewed by a professional colleague. An 

excellent example of this blurring was provided by the well-placed anonymized Niagara source 

(Anon C 2019): 

“For example there was an incident that happened at Brock University a couple of, a few weeks ago 

now, maybe a couple months ago, where it was reported that there was a shooting and that a 

student had been shot. That was actually inaccurate it turned out to be a stabbing, but as you can 

imagine, social media went crazy. And there was a lot of concerned parents and there was, there 

was a large crime scene and it’s like, I think there was more than one, so we monitored that and all 

the activity to get as much information as we could to the duty inspector, and he made some re-

deployment decisions, routing some officers from some other areas, so… and that’s not on a daily 

basis for us. But that’s just one way that we can sort of support the business intelligence side of 

policing.” 
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What began as a response to apparent gun violence seems to have rapidly became the monitoring 

of concerned parents. While Trottier (2017) has argued in general that police social media 

surveillance can “foster” (459) convergence and context collapse, I show here that this collapse is 

not abstract, neutral, or universally homogenous, but rather the product of the particular 

sociotechnical assemblage within which social media surveillance is operationalised. As Section 

I showed, the perceived importance of social media surveillance lead to an institutionalisation of 

the practice in the RTOCs; and as a result these novel social media surveillance techniques 

created new “geographies of responsibility” in a social realm that doesn’t not fall simply into 

public or private categories. Specifically, in the RTOCs I examined, a strategic combination of 

RTSA rationalities of risk preemption and hyper-reactivity, a misconceived notion of OSINT as 

normative cover, and the particular sociotechnical methods they employed is actively working to 

collapse context in the very particular form of emergent threat. 

 Section I described how the sociotechnical constraints and capacities of the developing 

RTOCs lead to the co-constructed suite of OSINT tools and practices available to the analysts. 

Their reliance on freeware combined with the RTSA operational exigencies resulted in two main 

techniques: targeted surveillance in response to a call or emergent event, and Twitter-based 

constant filtering based on key search terms or hashtags. Both function, in different ways, to 

collapse context into the RTSA world view of emergent threat. Analysts at YRP and NRPS said 

they kept multiple filters running on Twitter looking for mentions of weapons, violence, etc., 

and, interestingly, also for mentions of threats to themselves, which is indicative of the ‘officer 

safety ’conceptualisation of risk in RTSA. Filters work by collecting all the tweets that contain 

the search term or hashtag and listing them, constructing an infinite scroll of potential issues. In 

its construction lie a series of sociopolitically important acts of visibilization: tweets are selected, 
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extracted, de-contextualised, and then re-contextualised within the analysts ’risk framework. 

Trottier (2015: 534) remarks that what he terms the “remediation of social media data in OSINT” 

“also raises concerns about the loss of the specific context in which social media content is 

authored, a risk that is further compounded by interpreter bias (Trottier, 2012a).” While this 

context collapse can be described as “remediation,” a term Trottier borrows from Bolter and 

Grusin (1999), the biopolitical performativity of creating these filters, of extracting tweets from a 

wide a range of social discursive contexts as exists on Twitter, and then converging and 

collapsing them into an RTSA alert feed needs to be highlighted. Indeed, so effective was this act 

of visibilizing new social spheres into the policing remit that analysts at the NRPS told me they 

had to stop using some search terms as they didn’t have the capacity to follow up on them. They 

had, for example begun visibilizing tweets about self-harm and addiction issues, but then found 

themselves unable to respond to the overwhelming number of cases. On the other hand, as a 

result of convergence and context collapse they also found themselves in discursive realms in 

which the veracity and verifiability of the information was beyond their professional ability to 

assess. While this caused them to step back from these particular issues, they did not do the same 

for filters for violence, crime, or threats to themselves. This, apparently, they had the ability to 

parse. 

 Targeted OSINT, i.e. the accessing of social media through apps or the browser in search 

of a specific person or event, leads to an arguably even more intentional kind of context collapse. 

The status of social media information as open-source, as accessible without needing to penetrate 

any privacy protections by hacking or befriending, is used by the RTOCs as an ironclad 

justification for its collection. However, there are many methods that may not breach the letter of 

that policy, but certainly transgress upon its spirit. For example, when looking for pictures of 
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individuals who had blocked access on Facebook with their privacy settings, analysts spoke of 

using their friends ’open profiles to find pictures of them there. This kind of circumnavigation of 

expressed privacy desires does not contravene the definition of OSINT, but it does collapse a 

context that the target had intentionally strengthened against such an act. RTOCs are using 

OSINT as a policy framework through which to impose a private/public distinction upon a 

domain of discourse that was not constructed, or used, along those lines. Their technological 

capacity for visibilization outstrips the popular understanding of the social media sphere: in 

which privacy is based on a loose understanding of what a single, normal user would be capable 

of and inclined to do. This collapse is much akin to the reasonable expectation of privacy when 

speaking to a friend on a crowded street (Reidenberg 2014), and its collapse by targeted 

surveillance. My point here is not to launch a debate on electronic privacy, but to illustrate that in 

this way too the sociotechnical specificities of the OSINT methods and their instutionalisation as 

a dispositif in RTSA operationality end up enabling a particular kind of visibilization that 

extends the police “geographies of responsibility ’into hitherto unpoliced spaces. Combined with 

the chronoscopic and hyper-reactive policing modality of RTSA, this information of 

questionable reliability then enters the policing remit, one characterised by systemically biased 

attention. In the case of social media OSINT, unlike RMS data mining or GIS mapping, there 

isn’t even a naive argument for the technology as an antidote to prejudice.  

 

Conclusion 

The goal of this section was to show how the sociotechnical characteristics of these dispositifs — 

CCTV, GIS mapping, RMS data mining, and social media OSINT — constituted a very particular 

enactment or enactments of the RTSA sociotechnical imaginary with very specific implications 
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for the power/knowledge relations of the police to the populace. Text as a medium of course 

forces its own kind of structure, namely a linear / sequential one which inhibits a description of 

the combinatory and cumulative effects of these dispositifs. The surveillance and intervention 

governmentality that I argue is constructed here — a big data environment; a risk mitigation-

driven rationality; a chronoscopic and hyper-reactive modality; and, undergirding it all, a pre-

emptive surveillance system — are products of the continuously changing interaction between 

these four systems, and no doubt many more. The figures 13 and 14, below, from the York 

RTOC and the Calgary RTOC respectively, highlight this “multiplicity of heterogeneous objects” 

as Haggerty and Ericson (2000: 608) put it in their description of the surveillant assemblage. The 

result of this constant mutability is an expansive and expanding system in which mission- and 

function creep into previously unpoliced spaces are hidden in the dispositifs inter-operations.  
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Figure 13: slide from a York Regional Police Service’s presentation deck on technology and the RTOC, 

see FOIA document 2016 RTOC_June_22_V3_Electronic_Version, p. 10 
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 The ‘big data ’environment in which police are thought to need to operate according to 

the RTSA imaginary was visibilized in concert with the GIS maps, the RMS data mining, and the 

OSINT. For example, in response to an alert triggered in the GIS’s AOP the analyst would look 

up both RMS data and social media data on the target, using them to confirm each other. In that 

way the validity of social media information is confirmed through the more official RMS data, in 

effect a kind of epistemological surveillance laundering. In concert, however, they do enhance 

the extension of policing’s reach: for example when RMS social network analysis provides new 

targets for OSINT and their respective biases of uneven data collection and context collapse 

Figure 14: slide from the Calgary RTOC, see FOIA document 18-G-1104 Final, p. 92. The exact 

interpretation is unclear as they professed no knowledge of the Motorola RIC both in person and in 

response to a follow-up FOIA request. All other technologies were present when I visited. 
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amplify each other. Although social media data is not stored in RMS databases their imaginary 

connection in the big data environment and the perceived framelessness of the data leads the 

dedicated RTSA analysts to connect them nonetheless, securitizing them much like the infamous 

mortgage-backed securities into risk assessment reports.  

 As such the construction of risk is also a product of the sociotechnical arrangement at 

play. Mitigating risk as an operational rationality, particularly risk to ‘officer safety, ’involves 

more than just pre-empting the potential or emergence of a threat (Beck 1992; Amoore and De 

Goede 2005; Aradau and Van Munster 2007; Aradau and Van Munster 2008; Amoore 2013), 

instead it “seeks to territorialize those futures by delimiting the possibilities for their emergence” 

(Miller 2019: 92). In order to do so, this section has shown that these dispostifs together 

constitute an expansive and expanding, creeping, pre-emptive surveillance apparatus. An 

apparatus whose sociotechnical characteristics fundamentally affect the visibilization it enacts: 

the extension of CCTV into malls and schools under the guise of effective and willing 

partnerships, or the GIS alerts and the blue data mapping of ‘critical infrastructure, ’or the RMS 

data mining construction of “non-obvious” relationships of risk — all compounded by social 

media OSINT.  These visibilizations serve to push policing’s “fabrication of society” (Neocleous 

2000) into new realms, new geographies of responsibility, and to create a risk assessment 

“process encounter” (Browne 2015: 162) there. 

 Finally, this expansive and expanding system is tied by its co-constructed nature to a 

hyper-reactive, chronoscopic modality. As Section I showed, all RTOCs were more or less 

performed around officer dispatch. Providing intelligence backup to a call responder is a core 

mandate. As such, with the desire to preempt officer safety risks and operate in the big data 
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environment comes the perceived need to react in real-time to emergent threats. As Kitchin 

(2018: 27) wrote of smart cities, “24/7 media coverage creates an eternal unfolding present of 

spatially and socio-politically disconnected snapshots, with instant rather than reflective analysis 

[…]  responding to emerging irruptions and serendipity.” The vast amount of data produced by 

these visibilizations required collapsing contexts around calls for service, filters, alerts, or events: 

a punctual reduction of a vast tapestry of human interaction to instant snapshots remediated 

through the RTSA framework of risk governmentality. This is the sociotechnical and biopolitical 

dispositif in which the kind of “intelligence” is constructed that RTSA and RTOCs are supposed 

to provide. The next Section will investigate the implications of this for policing in the ‘big data ’

age. 

  

 

 

 

 

CHAPTER 3, SECTION III: REAL-TIME SITUATIONAL AWARENESS AND 

INTELLIGENCE-LED POLICING 

 

Introduction 

Thus far we have seen how Real-Time Situational Awareness functions as a sociotechnical 

imaginary, as a “collectively imagined form of social life and social order” (Jasanoff and Kim 

2009: 120) that guides the internal conceptualisation of policing’s operational development in the 

‘big data ’environment. However, closer examination in Section I showed the ad hoc and 
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heterogenous engineering involved in building the Real-Time Operation Centres (RTOCs). 

These piecemeal and co-constructive sociotechnical constructions led to similar yet also rather 

contingent, uneven, and tightly circumscribed fabrications of RTSA. Taken from this 

perspective, RTOCs appear as relationality platforms, intentionally designed to facilitate 

technological and operational expansion through new partners, devices, and missions under the 

nebulous but deeply attractive aegis of RTSA. In Section II we looked at the implications of 

some of the apparatuses built to enact RTSA, particularly the dispositifs around CCTV, GIS 

maps, RMS data mining, and social media surveillance. While understood within RTOCs as 

relatively uncomplicated extensions of existing police practice, these dispositifs generate the 

potential to alter fundamental relationships of knowledge and power. Far from epistemic 

neutrality, these systems serve to extend the police gaze with all its attendant biases into novel 

social realms, visibilizing them through policing’s own prejudices. Alongside an epistemic 

expansion, these dispositifs also enable an RTSA-encouraged epistemological and operational 

shift towards pre-emptive surveillance and a hyper-reactive and chronoscopic risk-driven 

modality of policing. 

 Section III takes these insights and applies them to the voluminous literature on 

intelligence-led policing (ILP). While RTSA and its enactment in RTOCs is the focus of this 

dissertation, the police services universally understand their twinned development within the 

broader framework of intelligence-led policing. In 2011 the Calgary Police Service explicitly 

wrote of their nascent RTOC that it “will provide true intelligence-led policing” (CPS 2018b: p. 

13), and situated RTSA at the very core of the diagrammatic representation of ILP and their 

RTOC, as does the Edmonton RTOC, and the Ottawa RTOC (See figures 15, 16, and 17, below). 

The Niagara Regional Police Service described their RTOC in 2016 as providing the “tools to 
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meet the challenges associated to Intelligence-Led Policing in the 21st century” (NRPS and 

Solutions 2016: p. 2). Indeed, all documents and interviews from the five different RTOCs 

repeatedly invoke the notion of “intelligence” and its production, dissemination, and 

transformative potential for policing. The Ottawa Police’s RTOC sees itself in this as providing 

“near real-time intelligence and investigative support to our front-line” in order to “increased 

officer safety/situational awareness en route/on- scene (virtual backup)” (OPS 2017: 4). 

 

  

  

Figure 15: Presentation slide from the Calgary RTOC, in FOIA document ‘18-G-

1104 Final, ’p. 31 
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Figure 16: Presentation slide from the Calgary RTOC, in FOIA document ‘18-G-

1104 Final, ’p. 31 

Figure 17: A slide from a presentation by the Ottawa Police Service regarding their 

RTOC, OPSOC. From FOIA document ‘OPSOC backgrounder June 

2017_Redacted, ’p. 24. 
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This section investigates the sociotechnical construction of this ‘intelligence ’in the 

RTOCs. It asks what its role and purpose are, how it is conceptualised and operationalised in 

RTOCs, how it relates to RTSA, and what the answers to these questions tell us about the 

development of ILP in an increasingly “big data” policing environment. After reviewing the 

literature on ILP, I argue that “intelligence” in RTOCs is seen by the police as a solution to some 

of ILP’s more dogged issues and as a necessary professional response to the growing digital 

environment. However, I also argue that the idea of intelligence work has been introduced into 

new operational spaces — namely RTSA and mundane emergent situations — in an attempt to 

resolve the tension between the perceived need for a professional, institutional policing response 

to that environment and the practical, sociotechnical issues of pre-emptive surveillance systems. 

As a result, the sociotechnical construction of intelligence in RTOCs has become fundamentally 

structured by the imaginary of RTSA, and has taken on an operational modality unlike those 

outlined in the ILP literature from the 1990s and 2000s. Rather than strategic and managerial, 

this new form of RTSA intelligence is tactical, reactive, and adversarial. Drawing on intelligence 

studies and the critical policing literature, I argue that this uneasy marriage of RTSA risk 

rationality with the longstanding immanent logics of intelligence imported from counter-

terrorism and national security discourses indicates a shift in the police / citizen relationship, not 

just towards the kind of “pre-crime” thinking outlined by Zedner (2007) and McCulloch and 

Pickering (2009), but more fundamentally towards an epistemological relationship between 

police and citizen that prioritizes clandestinely and non-consensually extracted data doubles over 

community connection.    

 

Intelligence-Led Policing: Literature Review 
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While the idea of intelligence-led policing (ILP) certainly constitutes a key context within which 

Real-Time Operations Centres and Real-Time Situational Awareness should be understood, the 

nature of ILP itself remains deeply contested in academic literature. In a more policy-oriented 

vein, authors like Jerry Ratcliffe (2008), Jeremy Carter (2013) or Adrian James (2013) trace a 

history back through community policing, CompStat, and problem-oriented policing. They 

identify ILP as combining the technological, data-driven managerialism of CompStat with the 

pro-active, preventative posture of problem-oriented policing (Ratcliffe 2008: 6). In this 

functionalist view, ILP was first conceived of in the UK as a solution to the increased complexity 

of organised crime in the 1990s (Ratcliffe 2008: 7), and then was reinvigorated after the 

perceived intelligence failures of 9/11 (Carter 2009: 3). ILP therefore draws on advancements in 

digital data collection and analysis technologies to enable a shift away from the hitherto reactive 

model in which police were just “chasing the radio” (Brayne 2017: 989) to a pro-active, 

evidence-based “business intelligence” model which was designed to identify targets more 

efficiently, pre-emptively disrupt activities, and allocate resources (McGarrell et al. 2007; 

Schaible and Sheffield 2012; Jensen III et al. 2013; Carter and Phillips 2015). In addition, this 

body of work also highlights the increased objectivity and neutrality promised by ILP’s emphasis 

on data-driven, statistical knowledge production (Ratcliffe 2008: 81; James 2013: 17). 

 Led by the work of James Ratcliffe, intelligence as a concept in policing specifically was 

reconceptualised away from the “reactive nature” of preceding criminal intelligence units in 

which it was “viewed as a repository of sensitive information rather than a proactive resource 

that could produce information critical for preventing crime and apprehending offenders” (Dahl 

2020: 4). Instead, as Morgan and Chad (2019: 140) citing (Ratcliffe, 2016, p. 6) put it, in the new 

ILP model “crime intelligence should guide operations ‘rather than operations dictating 
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intelligence-gathering priorities (Ratcliffe, 2016, p. 6)’”. This shift was understood in general as 

a turn towards a strategic, managerial, or top-down informational strategy in which the 

intelligence products form the basis for policing strategic decisions. More specifically, the older 

intelligence cycle model of “planning, collection, collation and evaluation, analysis, 

dissemination, and feedback” (Phythian 2013; Morgan and Chad 2019: 140) was to be 

supplanted by Ratcliffe’s 3-I model in which Intelligence was additionally supposed to 

“Influence” police operations and have an “Impact” on crime (Ratcliffe 2016).  In this 

functionalist approach, intelligence receives a central role in structuring future-oriented policing 

strategy, thereby creating an epistemologically new role for information collection: predicting 

trends and pre-empting developments. Coyne and Bell (2011: 23), drawing on the work of 

Sheptycki (2008), argue that this shift was integral to the new policing model of “managing 

human security risk” as the new modality for “intelligence can be used to reduce the impact of 

strategic surprise from evolving criminal threats and environmental change.” 

 A second line of enquiry in the early 2000s takes a more critical and empirical approach, 

arguing that much like its preceding paradigm, community-oriented policing, ILP constituted 

little more than a novel discursive fad that would do nothing to alter the reality of policing (Cope 

2004; Deukmedjian and Lint 2007; Gill 2018). A decade later, in an extensive series of 

ethnographic analyses with Canadian frontline officers Sanders et al. (2015b) note that ILP and 

the technologies involved in its implementation seem to have little effect on the realities of 

policing. The increased use of data analytics and analysts, for example, has not made policing 

more pro-active, but rather has led to a “symbolic” change in which their products serve to 

reaffirm and justify traditional ways of policing (Sanders and Hannem 2012a; Sanders and 



 
 

  131 
   

Condon 2017). Deukmedjian and Lint (2007) argue that while that may be correct, in Canada it 

was intelligence-led model was introduced as a result of the abandonment of community-

oriented policing (COP). COP was deemed a failure by the RCMP as a result of their inability to 

engage meaningfully with minority communities. ILP represented a strategy of information 

collection that did not require the kind of reciprocal relationships envisioned in community-

oriented policing. This shift occurred in the US too, as McQuade (2015: 164) in his exceptionally 

detailed doctoral dissertation on ILP in post-9/11 America, describes. The rise of intelligence-

driven fusion centres also led to the erosion of trust-building imperatives of community policing 

in favour of the clandestine and surveillant rationalities of ILP (164).  

 This literature on ILP at times also takes a sociotechnically constructivist approach, 

arguing that “organizational philosophies, such as ILP, are brought to life by the meaning officers 

ascribe to technologies, policies, practices and reforms” (Sanders et al. 2015b: 713). Building on 

the ground-breaking work of Ericson and Haggerty (1997), these authors are concerned with the 

mutually constitutive roles of technology, discourse and practices in realizing ILP ideas — and 

how the reality of its implementation departs from the envisioned ideals. Sheptycki noted early 

on that “at a very fundamental level, the advent of new information technologies is driving 

drastic changes in the architecture of policing” (Sheptycki 2007: 72). Thus, while the critical 

academic jury may be out as to whether ILP in its ideal state has actually led to significant 

alteration in policing practices, they do appear to agree that it has gone hand in hand with a vast 

change in the information technologies deployed in its name. Post-9/11 in particular, ILP’s focus 

on organised crime was expanded or in some cases entirely switched to counter-terrorism in a 

change that (Sheptycki 2008) has called a “new human security paradigm.” This change involved 

a strong orientation towards preempting threats and an operational focus on the kinds of 
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domestic risk management outlined in the previous section. With this new orientation came a 

powerful mandate to “join the dots” on intelligence that resulted in the massive proliferation of 

“new local intelligence structures and organizations” (Dahl 2020: 2). Both McQuade (2015) and 

Dahl (2020) describe a vast, sprawling, semi-coherent network of “domain awareness” 

surveillance and intelligence systems. However, in a classic case of mission creep they also 

document how over the 2010s these systems then slowly shifted from counter-terrorism back to 

crime as municipal police forces embraced their use for less exceptional issues. Although the 

RTOCs I investigate here were never set up to combat terrorism, we will see in this section how 

many of the intelligence ideas and techniques they incorporate conclude in the infamous 

“Foucault’s Boomerang” (Graham 2012) trajectory from military, to counter-terrorism, to 

domestic policing. 

 It is also important to underscore, as detailed in Section I, that as Sheptycki (2007) 

argued more than a decade prior and McQuade (2015) confirms, this extensive surveillant 

assemblage is also highly dysfunctional, producing what Sheptycki (2007) called “organisational 

pathologies” of ILP. Diverse research like that of Manning (2008), Bonelli and Ragazzi (2014), 

or Sanders and Hannem (2012a) has consistently shown that part of police forces can be highly 

resistant to change, particularly technological change. The implementation of ILP and its high-

tech infrastructure clashed with older cultures of reactive policing, hierarchical control and 

information hoarding. The contradictory rationalities led to pathologies like data silos, in which 

data was only shared vertically but not horizontally; compulsive data collection in the belief that 

everything could be a relevant “dot;” and, as a result, the simultaneous existence of intelligence 

gaps and a glut of data noise (Sheptycki 2007: 73-74). McQuade (2015) also highlights the 
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conflicts and tensions with regards to data collection, analysis, and use between civilian analysts 

and sworn officers, frontline cops and their chiefs, and different agencies. Finally Monahan and 

Regan (2012) argue that while high-tech systems for data sharing are envisioned, they frequently 

only partially work: stymied by a combination of untrained officers and incompatible 

technologies. It is thus crucial to note that the sweeping idealism of ILP was neither wholly 

successful nor can be it completely dismissed as rhetorical window dressing for policing as 

usual. Instead, to understand the changes we need to look at the sociotechnical details of the 

dispositifs and their development.  

 In the last few years a previously separate yet rapidly converging area of research around 

“big data” and policing provides greater detail on this ambivalence. While initially concerned 

with the advent of predictive policing (Van Brakel and De Hert 2011; Ferguson 2012; Joh 2014; 

Ferguson 2015; Bennett Moses and Chan 2016), this issue has rapidly been embedded in a wider 

range of “big data” policing technologies and practices that overlap extensively with ILP (Brayne 

2017; Chan and Bennett Moses 2017; Ferguson 2017; Brayne 2018). Critical of the “mythical” 

big data claims to purely correlational and predictive knowledge (boyd and Crawford 2012), this 

literature takes the “data environment” — as “characterized by four features: it is vast, fast, 

disparate, and digital” (Brayne 2017: 980) — into full account. While the history of the policing 

technology is frequently written through computerization, with CompStat as a pivotal moment 

(Manning 1992; Ericson and Haggerty 1997; Manning 2008),  this current big data trajectory 

combines, as  (Wilson 2017; Wilson 2019) has pointed out, those developments in statistical 

technologies with others in communication technologies (from the car radio to the mobile smart 

tablet) and changes in rationalities like intelligence and risk thinking. Thus the effect of big data 

on policing not only incorporates many of these genealogies and their characteristics as we will 
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see in the subsection on RMS and data mining, but is also characterized by significant 

transformations. Brayne (2017), for example, notes five key changes: quantified risk scores, 

predictive analytics, surveillance-based automated alert systems, the expansion of databases to 

include individuals without prior police contact, and the amalgamation of previously separate 

databases. As she and Ferguson (2017) both point out, these changes go hand in hand with a 

rapid and heterogenous expansion in the number and type of surveillance technologies being 

deployed. 

 Key institutions within this expansion “domain awareness” or “total information 

awareness” (Dahl 2020) intelligence infrastructure in the US are the so-called fusion centres. 

Equally a manifestation of ILP thinking, fusion centres were implemented in the US post-9/11 to 

facilitate intelligence sharing between agencies and provide counter-terrorism intelligence. 

Compared to ILP little research exists on fusion centres or RTOCs; the two most extensive 

investigations, however, emphasize their “interstitial” position as “clearing houses” for 

intelligence gathering, analysis and dissemination (Monahan and Palmer 2009; Monahan 2010; 

Monahan and Regan 2012; McQuade 2015; McQuade 2016a). These “centres of concatenation” 

(Monahan and Regan 2012: 302) serve to accelerate intelligence access and dissemination by 

linking security agencies and providing single points of access to previously siloed databases. 

While the efficacy of their inter-agency cooperation role is highly contested by both research 

projects, these institutions have nonetheless become critical infrastructural nodes in the big data 

environment in the United States. The development of Real-Time Operation Centres, while also 

the product of other, older, developmental trajectories in policing, are also fundamentally an 

outgrowth of the mission creep potential Monahan and Palmer (2009) identified in fusion 

centres. Many moved beyond the original counter-terrorism remit into an “all hazards, all crime, 
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all threats” position (625) and became fully integrated into day-to-day policing operations as 

RTOCs. While the specific RTOCs under discussion in this article did not start out as fusion 

centres, their planning documents reference them explicitly as models (OPS 2016a; CPS 2018b). 

 This convergence of ILP and big data policing in RTOC conceptualisation is also 

apparent in their emphatic orientation towards providing Real-Time Situational Awareness 

(RTSA). As we saw in the introduction, and much like RTOCs themselves, RTSA as a concept 

in policing has a convoluted genealogy and is only partially understood. To briefly recap, the 

term “situational awareness” stems from psychology and military aviation (Sarter and Woods 

1991; Endsley 1995; Endsley and Garland 2000)  and has since migrated into emergency 

management literature (Stanton et al. 2001; Vieweg et al. 2010; MacEachren et al. 2011) and 

post-9/11 counter-insurgency military strategy as part of the ‘revolution in military affairs ’

(Suchman 2015; Suchman 2017; Wilson 2017; Krasmann and Hentschel 2019). The US military 

has described it as  

the ability to maintain a constant, clear mental picture of relevant information and the tactical 

situation including friendly and threat situations.... The RSTA [Reconnaissance, Surveillance, and 

Target Acquisition] elements must provide situational understanding of the operational 

environment in all of its dimensions - (Dostal 2007) quoted in (Suchman 2015: 1) 

Although the uncritical, policy-oriented literature doesn’t mention ‘intelligence ’and Suchman’s 

work is focused elsewhere, we can see the presence of the same kind of ‘domain awareness ’

surveillant assemblage that generates the intelligence necessary for situational awareness, albeit 

in a military setting. Indeed, the term ‘domain awareness ’also has a military origin (Dahl 2020), 

further underscoring the rapid migration of terminology, technology and practices from the realm 

of the military and inter-state conflict as a part of the much broader, post-Cold War and post-
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9/11 global structural changes to security agencies and security industries (Keefe 2010; 

Abrahamsen and Williams 2011; Crampton et al. 2014) described in the introduction.  

 As we have seen, RTSA as a concept and a practice too has arrived in domestic security 

and policing. In the only analysis (outside of the policy-oriented work focused mainly on the 

development of technical systems) on situational awareness in domestic security and policing, 

Krasmann and Hentschel (2019) recently developed a more critical and theoretical analysis of 

situational awareness as a counter-terrorism response to the perceived need “to cope with an 

‘instant police situation’” (Krasmann and Hentschel 2019: 181). To them, “situational awareness 

addresses the unforeseeable violent mass attack as it materializes, when the only thing to be done 

is to handle the situation itself” (Krasmann and Hentschel 2019: 182). Drawing on critical 

security studies literature of resilience theory and preemption, they argue that it instantiates a 

shift towards “anticipatory logics such as prevention, preemption and prediction” and the 

“governance of urban threats” (Krasmann and Hentschel 2019: 182). Although Krasmann and 

Hentschel understand it as an abstract modality of security and not a theory of policing, it shares 

similarities with Sheptycki (2008)’s ‘new human security paradigm ’for intelligence-led policing, 

particularly with regards to their common emphasis on domestic risk management, preemption, 

and a more expansive understanding of the threat spectrum. We see this convergence across the 

RTOCs in mission statements such as “reducing the period between information gathering, 

analysis, decision, and action in relation to real-time critical incidents” from the Calgary RTOC 

(CPS 2018a: 178) and “our focus is the monitoring of the calls for service, and adding what we 

call actionable, real-time actionable intelligence, to our front-line officers” from the Niagara 

RTOC (Anon C 2019), and the Ottawa Police in providing “near real-time intelligence and 
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investigative support to our front-line” in order to [“increase] officer safety/situational awareness 

enroute/on- scene (virtual backup)” (OPS 2017: 4). The RTOC’s conception of intelligence is 

thus deeply structured by RTSA, and vice versa. Both come from a military background, but, as I 

will argue in what follows, have in part contradictory and divergent logics and it is these tensions 

that play out in the operational and functional modality of RTOC-driven ILP. 

 In the following subsection I argue that internally RTOC intelligence and RTSA are 

understood by the police services as necessary police responses to a growing digital 

environment, an environment that appears, in their thinking, as redolent with both risks and 

opportunities. RTOCs are the attempt to institutionalize this response and simultaneously 

structure ILP around it in such a way that they also ameliorate some of the graver organisational 

pathologies such as data silos, hoarding, and the lack of timely access that are associated with the 

strategy. The older ILP logics of strategic analysis and preventative and anticipatory planning 

have been undermined by the perceived lack of predictability inherent to their digital 

environment. As a result, temporal horizons of intelligibility have shrunk and risks have seemed 

to proliferate, forcing intelligence operations into a far more immediate ‘situational awareness ’

mode. Compounding this change is the combination of the national security and counter-

terrorism discourse of intelligence in which objects of knowledge become targets suspected of 

duplicity and deeply hidden malicious intent (Diderichsen 2019), and situational awareness’s 

rationality of constantly emergent threats and battlefield hyper-vigilance. Building on the 

visibilization regimes of knowledge and power analysed in the previous section, I argue that this 

altered form of RTSA intelligence is structuring a modality of intelligence-led policing that is 

operationally reactive rather than pro-active or pre-emptive; epistemologically tactical and 

action-oriented rather than strategic; and sociopolitically adversarial rather than engaging. 
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Intelligence-Led Policing and Real-Time Situational Awareness in RTOCs 

 

RTOC and the pathologies of ILP 

In Section I we saw how RTOCs were envisioned with certain problems and solutions in mind 

that together formed the sociotechnical imaginary of RTSA that guided further development. We 

saw a scenario constructed by corporations and elements of the police services in which a 

growing digital environment produced an opaque array of threats and opportunities to which the 

services felt compelled to respond. At the same time, we saw that the services were also 

attempting to solve a number of existing organisational issues that also revolved around 

information collection, processing, and application such as resource distribution and response 

times. The solutions they envisioned involved real-time information analysis and dissemination 

to frontline responders. However, while these are the issues that were framed in terms of RTSA 

as their solution, the documents and interviews also included a second line of reasoning in which 

RTOCs were positioned to solve some of the dysfunctions and pathologies Sanders and Hannem 

(2012b; 2015b; 2007) inherent in the implementation of ILP.  

 These dysfunctions predominately include timely information sharing and access. The 

Edmonton RTOC, for example, writes in its 2019-2022 Business Plan that “there is currently an 

absence of centralized management of intelligence processes or resources, and second, that the 

organization lacks a real-time, 24/7 capacity for operationalizing its intelligence” (EPS 2018: 21) 

and that their goal is “to close existing gaps and [ensure] the right information and intelligence is 

available to areas and units that can best utilize it” (EPS 2018: 22). The RTOC shared by the 

Royal Canadian Mounted Police and the Vancouver Police Department, the RTIC-BC, which I 
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didn’t have the opportunity to visit and thus left out of the detailed description, nonetheless 

underscored the same issues in an internal presentation slide: the “Intelligence Challenge” they 

faced was that their systems were “1. Not under one roof; 2. Not linked; 3. No systematic 

coordination; 4. Gaps in information sharing” (RTIC-BC Unknown). The Calgary RTOC is even 

blunter in its assessment, saying that “the simple hoarding of information or even not knowing 

what information is available has a wide negative impact upon the entire Service and this is 

where the RTOC can have a positive impact” (CPS 2018b: 14). Furthermore, “the centre [the 

RTOC] will be tasked with turning CPS from a big organization that “does not know what it 

knows” to one where intelligence and operations are more effectively coordinated” (CPS 2018b: 

13) (see figure 18, below). It is clear from these examples that the issue of intelligence 

collection, analysis, and dissemination is also central to the conceptualisation of RTOC 

development. In this strand of thinking, RTOCs also centralise and institutionalise intelligence 

operations — another mission to be incorporated within the functional multiplicity of RTOC 

development established in Section I. 
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 Yet in the attempt to develop these two roles for the RTOCs — the real-time and 

actionable conceptualisation of RTSA backup for frontline officers and the centralisation and 

insitutionalisation of RTOCs as intelligence hubs — the two get blended together in the same 

kinds of co-constructive processes we saw in the previous sections. Thus, in an interview with 

Anon B of the EPS’s RTOC he described their development as a “review of our intel process, so 

everything we knew from intelligence: how do we collect it, store it, actioning it” and then asked 

“So how do we make it more timely? How do we leverage tech, how do we leverage the data we 

have, and support what’s going on in the street?” (Anon B 2019). In this quote, intelligence is 

already beginning the transformation that Ratcliffe (2016) proposed towards influence and 

Figure 18: An exemplary objective supplied by the Calgary RTOC in FOIA document G-18-1104 

Final, p. 52 shows their centralisation of ‘check-up slips, ’also known as carding, as part of their 

intelligence centralisation. 



 
 

  141 
   

impact, but at the same time is also articulated as reactive and tactical ie: “more timely” and 

“support what’s going on in the street.” As Section I described, most of the RTOCs were born at 

least partly out of a perceived failure to respond adequately to an emergent event; this reactive 

inadequacy is at the heart of the RTSA imaginary and fundamentally structures the 

implementation of solutions to ILP’s problems. 

 

Reactivity 

In line with the policy literature on ILP, the need to move beyond reactive policing and embrace 

a more pro-active operationality was a much repeated refrain throughout the interviews and 

documentary material I collected on the RTOCs. Indeed, the foundational business case for the 

RTIC-BC went so far as to cite the Report of the Missing Women Commission of Inquiry 

(Forsaken), stating that it “acknowledges that an RTCC would, ‘facilitate effective 

multijurisdictional responses to crime, including by strengthening the capacity for proactive 

approaches that reduce serious crime ’(Forsaken: Executive Summary, p. 155)” (Anderson et al. 

2014: 2). This position was repeated by Anon A (Anon A 2018) and by Anon B (2019). The 

word ‘pro-active ’appears throughout the documentation planning and conceptualising the 

RTOCs as frequently as ‘intelligence,‘ ’situational awareness, ’and ‘real-time. ’Yet in design and 

operation the RTOCs I investigated were structured predominately around enhancing reactivity, 

not pre-empting potential events or fostering pro-active investigation. Instead, ‘pro-activity ’is 

operationalised as the expansion of pre-emptive surveillance, the data from which is nonetheless 

used in support of reactive policing — quite the opposite of the kind of ‘influence ’and ‘impact ’

intelligence operations that Ratcliffe (2016) envisions. I argue in the subsequent subsection that 
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in these RTOCs the desire for RTSA intelligence has led not to an operational paradigm in which 

data analysis itself produces a response, but rather in which traditional reactivity is enhanced by 

and expanded into the novel, digitally-infused geographies of responsibility we explored in the 

previous section. 

 In their very architectural conception the RTOCs were built around listening to and 

supporting incoming calls for service. The analysts ’core function was to monitor the calls and be 

the “data miners” who provide intelligence support (Linder 2019c). Anon B (2019) of the 

Edmonton RTOC, described their role as:  

How can we take that information and intelligence that exists that is probably not readily available 

to our frontline members and responders, and taking that information and adding value to what 

they’re doing. So going to a call, what can we dig up from kind of an operations centre kind of 

environment to push them? 

Anon C (2019), of the Niagara RTOC, said similarly  

But mainly our focus is the monitoring of the calls for service, and adding what we call actionable, 

real-time actionable intelligence, to our front-line officers. So that they’re not having to go and try 

and find that photograph of the eight-year-old that’s gone missing from school.  

The analysts I interviewed described their work as collecting and providing relevant intelligence 

for the issue at hand, either in response to a request or “pro-actively” (Linder 2019b; Linder 

2019c; Linder 2019d; Linder 2019e; Linder 2020). Yet this “pro-active” response in practice 

merely meant constructing intelligence files in advance for overheard calls, before the 

responding officer requested them. This work, while perhaps pro-active within policing response 

sequences, is as an overall policing stance no less reactive than the responding officers 
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themselves: the analysts are still “chasing the radio” (Brayne 2017, 989) and reacting to events as 

they unfold.  

 Beyond “the radio” — now a complex system called Computer-Aided Dispatch that 

displays lists of all calls and their status — reactivity is also sociotechnically constructed within 

the dispositifs used by the analysts, and frequently delegated in the Latourian sense to a variety 

of automatisms. In an internal presentation the Edmonton Police described their centre as 

providing “enhanced situational awareness created by leveraging technologies to push 

notifications and automatically identify events, trends, patterns, or entities in the region” (EPS 

2019: 4). In Section I we saw how the GIS-based Active Operating Picture maps and the social 

media filters and keyword searches enabled a number of automated alert functions based on 

preset ‘triggers. ’While not replacing the centrality of dispatch calls as a source of triggers, these 

systems construct a range of additional, and in the case of social media alerts completely novel, 

interfaces with police and population activity. This expansion of surveillance into realms beyond 

dispatch calls is always framed within the need for ‘situational awareness ’and the need to take 

into account emergent spaces of activity such as social media. As the Edmonton Police Service’s 

2019-2022 Business Plan (EPS 2018: 13) says of their centre, “it will allow the EPS to monitor a 

significant portion of the city and have the ability to respond quickly to issues or events as they 

arise” or, slightly but critically different further down, “will allow the EPS to monitor the 

environment and have the ability to respond quickly to issues or events arising in the region” (21, 

emphasis mine). Use of “the environment” in the second quote underscores the desire for and 

imaginary of comprehensive awareness beyond traditional incidents and calls. The previous 

section described how, driven by the desire for real-time information and risk-response, these 
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expansions not only visibilized new objects of policing but also enacted different modes of 

relating around hyper-reactivity and threat preemption. From the perspective of ILP, these 

expansive dispositifs also bring these spaces, these environments, into the purview of reactive 

intelligence work. 

  These spaces like social media, semi-private campuses and malls, or the visibilizations 

resulting from refractive blue force surveillance aren’t just fields of risk policing intervention, 

structured by its rationality and subject to its relations of power. As a result of their ‘pro-active ’

inclusion into the reactive policing sphere by the RTOC they are also subject to the epistemology 

and power relations of RTSA intelligence. Consider this phrasing in a document from the 

Calgary RTOC’s inception: “The RTOC should refocus attention towards the way the service 

captures information, turns this information into useable intelligence and ultimately police 

action/response” (CPS 2018b: 6). Note the political rationality of intelligence process expressed, 

complete with ‘capture ’to underscore the power of the state involved in forcing this system into 

being. On this level ‘pro-activity ’is a useful euphemism, borrowed from older ILP discourse, to 

mask the expansion of policing’s surveillant gaze — as demonstrated in the Niagara Police’s 

RTOC Business Case (NRPS and Solutions 2016: 4):  

The implementation of this RTOC technology will allow the police service to proactively identify 

video sources within the community and work with public and private organizations to secure 

appropriate agreements and protocols that would govern the provision of access to the video 

systems (emphasis mine). 

What ‘pro-activity ’also conceals, and these quotes also indicate, is that the operationalisation of 

intelligence within this reactive sociotechnical system affects its own form and content as well. 

As the next subsection will argue, the reactive modality of RTOCs forces intelligence out of the 
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strategic analytical form into a tactical one — and with the tactical form comes a different kind 

of content. 

 

Tactical intelligence 

Section I detailed how the emergent ‘digital environment ’was articulated as a cause for concern 

and a source of progress, and Section II investigated the dispositifs that were constructed to 

respond to these concerns. From a tactical policing perspective of the officers responding to calls 

for service, these concerns were frequently presented as a need to  “cut through the 

noise/information overload/data” (OPS 2015b: 4). Officers were overwhelmed by the number of 

sources and the amount of information they were required to process en route. The desire to 

reduce this overload by providing targeted and real-time information to the responding officer is 

one of the core rationalities of the RTOC that lies at the heart of its reactivity but also indicates 

an awareness that the data sources available in this digital environment are useful for more than 

strategic planning. A Staff Sergeant at the Calgary RTOC, Rob Anderson, described the 

necessity for responding officers to be “good data managers” and use the available data in RMS, 

social media, etc but that it was rapidly becoming dangerous and unreasonable to expect 

responding officers to look up information while simultaneously driving to the call (Linder 

2019c). Thus the Niagara Police’s RTOC describes their tactical intelligence support as  “adding 

what we call actionable, real-time actionable intelligence, to our front-line officers. So that 

they’re not having to go and try and find that photograph of the eight-year-old that’s gone 

missing from school” (Anon C 2019). Indeed, the head intelligence analyst at the Calgary 

RTOC, Brenda Cohen, maintained that without intelligence-led tactical responses officers are 

“blind,” and as such ILP is crucial for public and officer safety (Linder 2019c). The implication 
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is that in this data environment it is information — intelligence — that is essential to the vision 

of the responding officer, with all the concept’s metaphorical connotations of visibility, 

knowledge, and power: the tactical content to the reactive form that provides them with “local 

awareness and access” (CPS 2018b: 15). 

 Closer examination shows that this tactical content functions explicitly in a functional 

realm that is quite different to and separate from older strategic intelligence operations. The 

types of information listed in operational descriptions show a localised and reactive modality, but 

a broad and open-ended remit to generate content. The Edmonton RTOC (EPS 2018), for 

example, describes its mandate to provide “full time processing of tactical and operational 

intelligence” (13) as   

Supporting frontline officers and detectives with investigative assistance through the delivery of 

actionable intelligence in real-time, improving the EPS ’ability to identify suspects, make 

associations and connections, clear files and conclude calls efficiently and effectively (21, 

emphasis mine) 

The RTOC in British Colombia (RTIC-BC 2014: 3) also stated that 

The unit will not only provide intelligence for gang-related activities, but also for offences and 

situations that are considered a serious threat to public safety. […] Such as but not limited to: shots 

fired, murders and attempt murders, armed robberies, stranger sex assaults, AMBER alerts, active 

shooter situations, high risk missing persons, home invasions, hostage takings, acts of terrorism, 

gang related incidents, and urgent and emerging events that threaten public safety. 

In these descriptions, intelligence has moved far away from the relatively narrow organised 

crime focus of the 1990s or the strategic planning mandate of Ratcliffe’s branch of policy 

thought to include “numerous other incidents that impact public safety” (NRPS and Solutions 
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2016: 2). On the one hand it is local and investigative, responding directly to the immediate 

situation and providing information on potentially involved events, participants and connections; 

yet on the other while it is also meant to provide frontline responders with the kind of 

information “a detective would have access to” as one analyst put it (Linder 2019c), it is also 

articulated within a broader public safety and officer safety mandate. “The Control Centre 

Vision” as one slide from the Ottawa Police so symbolically put it (OPS 2017), is “enhanced 

operational awareness, emergency response, officer safety, and incident command.” Thus, 

beyond a traditional evidentiary purpose it also serves as risk assessment and mitigation 

rationality. This is similar to the creeping “all hazards” remit that Monahan, Palmer, and Regan 

(Monahan and Palmer 2009; Monahan 2010; Monahan and Regan 2012) identified in the 

evolution of Fusion Centres in the US, and leaves the analysts with a lot of leeway for 

interpreting what constitutes pertinent risk information. 

 As a result of this broad content remit, the intelligence content provided to responding 

officers has the potential to be at once mundane and also differentially and disproportionally 

invasive. Section II described in detail how the dispositifs particularly around RMS and OSINT 

developed under the logic of risk preemption to collect ever more incidental information, using 

the systems ’interconnectedness to epistemologically authenticate one another. Scenarios 

described by analysts detailed intelligence collection techniques in which intensive and extensive 

social networking and associational analysis was conducted. Known affiliations were pieced 

together, as the event unfolded, from social media posts, RMS data, and third party databases 

like license plate registration or homeownership registries to assess the riskiness of an individual 

or situation based on social and geographical contexts. Yet, as Section II argued extensively, 

these dispositifs come with profound biases embedded deep within their sociotechnical 
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architecture. CCTV, it contended, tends to enact a prejudice of appearance over other 

epistemological pathways; GIS interfaces construct a refractive-surveillance based “blue data” 

version of the policing environment; RMS data has a long and problematic history with over-

policing and skewed data collection; and OSINT, particularly social media surveillance, extends 

policing into new geographies of responsibility and collapses critical contextual boundaries 

along the way. These biases are further compounded by the lack of a clear limit to this kind of 

intelligence assessment. Risk assessment, while circumscribed by the time and technological 

constraints of the event, fundamentally lies with the discretionary power of the analyst. There 

isn’t much empirical, ethnographic research on the modern intelligence analyst’s work, but what 

little there is supports this assessment of significant latitude in information collection and 

analysis by the intelligence analysts (McQuade 2015: 163; Sheptycki 2019). It thus seems likely 

that through this discretionary power, much like frontline police, they will reinforce the biases 

and prejudices already inherent in what Sheptycki (2019) calls the policing “metier.” 

 While I was not afforded the kind of ethnographic access necessary to assess the reality 

of prejudice in the practice of intelligence production itself, we can draw on existing research to 

look at some of the likely constructivist effects of such a discretionary intelligence power. 

Neocleous theorizes police discretionary powers as “administrative” powers (Neocleous 2000: 

101) that “enable the police to structure a particular encounter” (103). So, too, the intelligence 

analysts have the discretionary power to create and structure policing encounters. Indeed, a 

mission brief from the Calgary RTOC, perhaps unintentionally, underscored their structuring 

powers in stating that “the objective is to fashion a police response that combines information, 

analytical support, investigative resources and uniformed resources” (CPS 2018b: 5). Analysts 
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have the power to “fashion” the response through three interlinked moments. In the first, as 

previously described, triggers are set out in policy (the Ottawa RTOC's documents provided a list 

of up to 2700 such triggers that require a response from the centre) and also materially embedded 

in the RTOC’s sociotechnical apparatus. These triggers range from alerts that an officer is 

speeding (intended to relieve the officer of the need to use the radio during a pursuit) to social 

media filters that notify the analyst when certain words or phrases are mentioned. While 

ostensibly primarily fulfilling the function of faster, real-time responsivity, they also are creative 

acts that generate events and potentially precipitate intelligence gathering. The nature of the alert 

structures the nature of the response: on social media, for example, multiple analysts spoke of 

keeping running filters and alerts for mentions of their own police service, often in combination 

with keywords for violence or threat (Linder, 2019, 14591; Linder 2020). Similarly, the Niagara 

RTOCs did the same for references to opioids and self-harm and found themselves inundated 

with instances which they could neither verify nor adequately respond to. The practice was 

eventually ended (Linder 2019e). Thus, this first moment of trigger-based visibilization has 

problematic epistemological issues for intelligence event creation. It reifies the kind of “social 

sorting” risk categorization rationalities and practices that surveillance studies literature has been 

revealing at least since Oscar Gandy’s seminal work on the “panoptic sort” (Gandy Jr 1996). The 

practice fabricates a reality through the gaze and logic of RTSA policing, and then demands a 

response that may not be possible or, particularly in the case of collapsed contexts of social 

media, even desirable or desired. 

 The second moment lies in the analysts ’assessment of a potentially emergent event. 

While triggers are intended to dictate a response, analysts also assess what Anderson and Gordon 

(2017: 163) call “the emerging event.” Analysts, predominately through social media and CCTV 
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surveillance, attempt to give shape to the future development of a potential event - to actualise it 

in the present, in the terminology of risk theorists (Massumi 2015: 15) - so that police may act 

upon its potential. In this sense it would not be incorrect to say that there is a rationality of ‘pro-

activity ’and ‘prevention ’in RTSA intelligence; but it structures the epistemological nature of the 

intelligence as tactical preemption, not the modality of policing towards the kind of strategic 

planning intended by policy-oriented ILP theorists like Ratcliffe or James. Describing one 

dispositif involved in producing intelligence for tactical preemption, the York Regional Police 

RTOC Chief MacSween (MacSween 2019) said  

we have social media monitoring capabilities that allow us in and around an event, we can 

monitor the tweets that are going out, any Instagram accounts that are posting pictures, and 

what it allows us to do is identify potential witness or potential information out there that 

may help in an investigation. […] it gives us significant situations awareness if and when 

somebody would be to post something that may be concerning to the organisation or to the 

school or whatever. 

 

RTSA at its very core is about generating tactical content intelligence and constructing the 

potential situation, assessing the emergent risks and giving actionable contours to an essentially 

fluid moment. In their founding stories, RTOCs often appear haunted by past failures to preempt 

a catastrophic future. The Calgary RTOC, for example, instituted social media surveillance after 

public outcry that they failed to be aware of and respond to a youth’s suicide rapidly enough 

(Linder 2019c). While that story was told to me as an example of the ‘damned if they do, damned 

if they don’t ’public opinion on social media monitoring, together with the quote above it 

highlights the RTOC’s role in providing intelligence on the immediate future. However, as the 

quote from MacSween above also makes clear, the shape of that immediate future is then 

necessarily seen through the discourse and practice of policing in general (“potential witness”) 

and RTSA in particular (“concerning […] to the school”), with all their attendant biases. 
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 Finally, the third moment lies in the kind of “actionable” — the omnipresent qualifier in 

articulations of frontline real-time intelligence — information analysts then share with 

responding officers on the basis of their assessment. The literature on risk rationality and 

preemption tends to discuss the issue in abstract epistemological terms around the “limits” of 

knowledge, prediction, statistics or rationality (Amoore 2011; Aradau and Van Munster 2012).  

Yet, at least in these RTOCs, there are other far more tangible technological limits involved as 

well. The RTOCs are hardly the magical fulcrums of information assessment and dissemination 

the sociotechnical imaginary of RTSA desires; instead they are circumscribed in very particular 

ways, as the previous sections showed, by the technologies and practices available to them. 

These sociotechnical limits also determine what is sent to and utilized by the frontline officers. 

While more complex smart phone-based frontline devices are desired, and in some cases planned 

for, at the moment the analysts and frontline officers still connect predominately via radio, email, 

and/or a shared multimedia messaging platform via the police car’s mobile data terminal (MDT). 

Information exchange is limited to text, audio, picture, and sometimes video exchange. 

Compounded further by the temporal and cognitive parameters of a frontline officer responding 

to a call, analysts must carefully choose the information they send for maximum brevity and 

effect. Thus, a pragmatic logic of density and relevance — akin to Goodwin’s “professional 

vision” on evidence interpretation — governs the content of their actionable intelligence 

products, leaving little room for nuance, context, or ambiguity in a space already structured by 

threat mitigation. This is supported by a growing body of literature on the reification of police 

prejudice in digital data systems (Browne 2015; Jefferson 2017; Jefferson 2018a; Jefferson 

2018b; Benjamin 2019b). Jefferson (2018b: 1) claims of predictive policing technology that it 

“further entrenches and legitimizes racialized policing” (Jefferson 2018b: 1), and does “not 
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establish conditions for more narrow applications of police force […]. On the contrary, it 

amplified rationalizations for policing entire racialized districts in a differential manner” (6). As 

such, it is not a stretch to surmise that the ways in which situational awareness intelligence is 

boiled down to actionable elements in RTOCs would, as a similar sociotechnical process, seem 

highly susceptible to a reductionism rife with the very same biases. In this third moment, the 

analysts ’discretionary power lies in ‘fashioning ’the police response and structuring the situation 

by fabricating communicable bits of information that are relevant and actionable. 

 This analysis of the tactical intelligence constructed in RTOCs indicates that it differs in 

its normative status from the kind of intelligence envisioned in ILP policy discourse. Its intended 

purpose is not top-down, managerial strategising and while it is pro-active, it is so in an 

extremely narrow, even alternative sense that does not affect the overall reactive modality of 

policing. Instead of rendering policing more attuned to the complexities of crime and context and 

guiding forward-looking planning, it is operationally intent on illuminating the immediate 

situation to ostensibly otherwise blind officers. However, illumination is, as I have extensively 

argued, far from neutral and in this instance multiple exigencies such as risk mitigation, 

reactivity, and sociotechnical characteristics form a particular tactical intelligence content that 

seems more adept at enhancing contextual suspicion than clarity. The next subsection takes this 

supposition further by investigating the imported effects of more traditional national security and 

counter-terrorism logics of intelligence. 

 

 RTSA and the adversarial logic of intelligence 

The militarization of policing, particularly in North America, has received extensive treatment in 

academia, most notably in the work of Peter Kraska (Kraska and Kappeler 1997; Kraska 1999; 



 
 

  153 
   

Kraska 2001; Kraska 2007) and Radley Balko (Balko 2013) in the US and Roziere and Walby in 

Canada (Roziere and Walby 2018; Roziere and Walby 2019; Roziere and Walby 2020). It 

parallels many of the conclusions found in the literature on the shifting global structures of 

security agencies and industries post-Cold War and post-9/11 (Keefe 2010; Abrahamsen and 

Williams 2011; Crampton et al. 2014) mentioned in the introduction, particularly with regards to 

the “Foucault’s Boomerang” (Graham 2012) effect of technologies and practices returning to the 

domestic sphere. While the militarization of policing literature tends to focus predominately on 

the acquisition of military hardware, the proliferation of paramilitary police units, and 

correlations with the use of force (Hill and Beger 2009; Hall and Coyne 2012; Delehanty et al. 

2017; Simckes et al. 2019), some researchers have argued for a more nuanced expansion of the 

research into broader effects of militarization. Kraska (2007), for example, argues that 

militarization effects four major areas of policing: material (weapons and equipment); cultural 

(martial language, rhetoric, beliefs); organisational (‘command and control ’centres, paramilitary 

units); and operational (“patterns of activity modeled after the military such as in the areas of 

intelligence”)  (Kraska 2007: 3). More recently, Simckes et al. (2019: 511) developed a 

similar, five-part conceptualisation that differentiated by “Gear/Technology, 

Protocols/Procedures for Community Interaction, Military Tactics, Officer Culture/ Mindset, and 

Training and Requirements.” While neither explicitly investigate the connection between 

militarization and intelligence practices, their more subtle theoretical conceptualisations of 

militarization and militarism in domestic policing offer an approach for thinking about 

intelligence work as an organisational culture rather than more narrowly as an operational 

strategy or tactic.  



 
 

  154 
   

 One less examined connection lies, I argue, in what some researchers of militarization 

term the “warrior cop” training and mentality (Kraska 2007; Balko 2013; Bove and Gavrilova 

2017; Simckes et al. 2019), in which “they are taught that they live in an intensely hostile world” 

(Stoughton 2014: 227). In a remarkable article from the mid 1990s, Kraska wrote of his 

experience taking part in a paramilitary unit’s training exercise and how easily he was swept up 

in the culture of militarism, despite his intellectual aversion to it. He writes that this ease of 

cultural adoption underscores “the vitality of militarism and the potential for increased 

militarization in the criminal justice apparatus although in more diffuse and opaque forms” 

(Kraska 1996: 425). The warrior mentality is not restricted to front line responders; Kraska 

experience shows that this world view is contagious, and civilian intelligence analysts I 

interviewed in RTOCs exhibited it as much as the sworn officers did. Rather than grenade 

launchers and body armour, officers and analysts in the RTOC displayed a “realist” intelligence 

rationality. Frequently described in the ‘intelligence studies ’literature on military and national 

security intelligence practices — the realist paradigm of international relations (Gill et al. 2008; 

Phythian 2008; Sheptycki 2008; Richards 2012; Bean, 2013, Gill and Phythian 2018) broadly 

put, rests upon an ontology of anarchy in which actors are threats pitted against one another in 

constant conflict. Bean (2013: 516), quoting (Gill and Phythian 2018: 21), describes this 

approach: the ‘“great game ’[of intelligence] was played out between states, threats could be 

objectively measured, and the ‘truth ’of what happened discovered by the accumulation of oral 

and written evidence.” In this theoretical paradigm, intelligence operations are necessary due to 

the insecurity and lack of trust resulting from an opaque world in which other actors must be 

primarily viewed as threats (Phythian 2008). Thus, much like how situational awareness 
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migrated into policing from military aviation and naval command and control via emergency 

response discourse, so too I argue the realist paradigm of intelligence thinking is entering ILP in 

RTOCs on the same boomerang trajectory — and has found a comfortable cultural bedfellow in 

the “warrior cop” mentality. 

 While these changes are congruent with global shifts in security and intelligence, in 

Canada while older, more strategically analytical forms of criminal intelligence have existed in 

Canadian policing since at least the 1950s (Gill 1998: 340), post 9/11 this more threat-oriented, 

national security-style intelligence thinking has permeated domestic security institutions 

(Monaghan 2014). Monaghan and Walby (2012b), for example, examined the cooperation of 

municipal police and federal intelligence agencies during the 2010 G20 summit in Toronto. They 

established (664) that this interaction produced a 

process of threat amplification where intelligence produces categories by simplifying issues and 

adding stereotypes (e.g. ‘violent’) to the categorical identities. Subsequently, these categories are 

translated for the purpose of police training and applied during police operations in ways that feed 

back into intelligence and reinforce the original assessments and stereotypes. 

They go on to argue (665) that  

On the ground, threat amplification often results in coercive and reactionary policing practices. 

When police were processing arrests, we see that the characteristics of threat become ‘generalized ’

to justify a host of charges that are divorced from any particular actions: simply fitting the 

stereotype sets criminal proceedings in motion.  

The key point in their analysis is that these intelligence operations mimicked national security 

and post-9/11 counter-terrorism tactics, yet explicitly did not “conflate activism and terrorism” 

and instead used an ‘“all-threat methodology’” that “frames threats through discourses of public 
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order and criminality” (658). Here, the realist paradigm of intelligence is brought to bear on 

criminality and even ‘potential threats ’like protest movements, re-articulating these objects of 

analysis as opaque threats inherent to an opaque environment of immanent conflict. While the 

RTOCs I investigated did not have the same kind of ties to the federal intelligence agencies that 

Monaghan and Walby found during the policing of the 2010 G20 summit, they did exhibit 

similar organisational cultures of intelligence. While it was beyond my reach to analyse their 

intelligence products as Monaghan and Walby did, the RTOCs I investigated exhibited similar 

realist traits of an internal ontology of adversarial relationships and an accompanying 

clandestine, non-consensual epistemic practice. 

 Deukmedjian and Lint (2007: 242) argue that one of the key reasons the RCMP moved 

from community-oriented policing to ILP in the 1990s was the intelligence failure of the Air 

India bombing. Unable to gain consensual information from the East Indian Punjabi community 

in British Columbia, they concluded that clandestine and extractive surveillance measures would 

be more effective. Elsewhere, De Lint (2006: 2) writes that “in Canada its [ILP] lineage may be 

traced, in part, to the failure of community policing to properly guide organized crime and other 

specialized units.” While it has been argued that various theories of policing merely constitute 

changing discursive cover for an unchanging practice, the realist rationality of intelligence work 

at the very least changes the way police forces think about their relationship between knowledge 

and citizens. Beyond the various notions of visibilization and the dispositif’s attendant biases 

there is also an epistemological relationship of adversarial and non-consensual information 

collection. As I detailed in the methodology section, some police services like the Vancouver 

Police Department, the Halifax Regional Police, and most egregiously the Toronto Police 

Service refused to release documents or grant interviews on the grounds that public knowledge 
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of their operations would compromise their efficacy. This culture of secrecy inherent to realist 

thinking is, as Sheptycki (2008: 179) argues, antithetical to “democratic policing” in which its 

“capacities are exercised on behalf of people who, on the whole, both understand and endorse the 

police mission.”  

 In addition to an ostensible need for secrecy, analysts in the RTOCs treat information as 

something to be “captured” (CPS 2018b: 6) “to turn each piece of information entering the Centre 

into actionable intelligence” (14). In our conversations, they described the data mining work and 

the OSINT work in terms of a clandestine and highly enjoyable game played with their targets, 

constantly maneuvering to exploit lax privacy settings on social media or esoteric connections 

between databases. On multiple occasions analysts articulated a version of ‘if the information is 

publicly accessible, then it’s fair game’ — only to then describe in detail how they would use a 

friend of the target’s social media account with no privacy settings to circumvent the target’s 

private account and acquire a more recent picture (Linder 2019b; Linder 2019c; Linder 2019e). 

The same kind of warrior cop mentality converges with the realist epistemology of adversarial 

data extraction, engendering a self-identity amongst the analysts as warrior sleuths engaged in 

epistemic combat with an opaque and duplicitous opponent. This realist rationality of 

intelligence imbues the act of knowledge collection with inherent suspicion, much like the kind 

of distrust in appearances that theorists of lateral surveillance describe (Andrejevic 2004; 

Andrejevic 2006; Chan 2008; Reeves 2012). As these theorists point out, this suspicion and 

distrust becomes foundational to the relationships thereby performed, fundamentally structuring 

the broader social fabric in which they are embedded. 
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 It is theoretically well established that intelligence, as opposed to evidence, has an 

“internal career” (Sheptycki 2008: 43) as information upon which to base policing strategy and as 

such is not intended to hold up in a court of law. This normative status was the basis for the 

justification of intelligence work on organized crime in the ILP of the 1990s. However, when 

realist intelligence is made ‘actionable ’for reactive, tactical, and especially mundane operations 

in the ways described in the previous sub-sections, these means of knowledge production 

arguably enact a very particular kind of relationship between police and all citizens involved in a 

‘situation. ’In it, this ‘pro-activity ’of analysts, and the broader preemptive surveillance apparatus 

that underpins it, seems to extend the same epistemological relationship of distrust towards 

quotidian participants. Rather than an a priori assumption of honesty and willingness to help — 

in situations in which the police were intentionally called — this stance treats people involved in 

emergent situations as an adversarial other, from whom the truth must be ferreted out, often non-

consensually and clandestinely.  

 

Conclusion 

This section sought to grasp the construction and role of ‘intelligence ’in RTSA and unpack how 

different discourses, genealogies, and practices of RTSA and intelligence have become entwined 

in RTOCs. While I couldn’t speak more broadly about the effects of this marriage upon the larger 

project of ILP as it pertains to policing as a whole, it is clear that ILP as constructed in RTOCs 

has undergone some significant changes as a result. The modal tension between ILP’s focus on 

intelligence for strategic planning and pre-emption and RTSA’s operational exigencies of hyper-

vigilance and instantaneous threat response have resulted in a very different kind of intelligence 
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being enacted. In it, RTSA’s governmental rationality of risk mitigation found a complementary 

logic in the realist discourse on intelligence work in which the operational ontology is one of 

anarchy and threats. RTSA was intended to respond to the sense of a rapidly growing digital 

environment that the police didn’t understand and couldn’t operate in with existing tools. A 

number of political ontologies could have been applied to render this environment intelligible, 

but due perhaps to this logical affinity between realism and naive, i.e. non-constructivist, risk 

thinking and the pervasive existence of the “warrior cop” mentality, the realist approach appears 

predominant. However, the shift towards a rationality that casts the policing environment as one 

requiring non-consensual and clandestine information extraction even in mundane calls for 

service is apparent in the articulation of two keys terms: pro-active and actionable. 

 Pro-activity is central to established ILP thinking. It signifies a shift in policing away 

from the traditional reactive modality towards a more strategic, managerial, and future-oriented 

approach to crime, particularly around organised crime the systemic complexity of which had 

defied reactive solutions. Pro-active policing, i.e. police operations in anticipation of a potential 

crime, also embodies notions of preemption and prevention which from a naive realist 

perspective provide legitimacy for such “pre-crime”(Zedner 2007) policing practices. However, 

RTSA policing is still thoroughly reactive and while pro-activity as a term still features 

prominently, the actions it refers to are not preemptive or preventative (beyond deterrence 

theories of policing, at least), nor are they concerned with complex organised crime. Instead, pro-

activity now refers to practices by which to accelerate event-specific intelligence gathering and 

dissemination, most centrally through the expansion of indiscriminate surveillance systems. As 

the head of the NSA Keith Alexander famously said after the Snowden revelations, “you need the 

haystack to find the needle” (Tuccille 2013), and it is with the same reasoning that indiscriminate 
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surveillance systems are expanded in RTOCs to preemptively collect data before an event begins 

to emerge. Thus, the talk of proactivity serves to mask not only the abiding reactivity of the 

system, but also legitimises the expansion of surveillance systems that further entrench old and 

new biases in police responsivity by embedding them epistemically in the RTOC upstream of the 

responding officer. 

 RTOCs and RTSA’s emphasis on “actionable” intelligence underscores a complementary 

epistemological and praxeological shift in intelligence work. While it would appear to represent 

continuity with older ILP ideas of informing policing through systemic and strategic analysis, the 

exigencies of real-time responsive threat interdiction reduce the epistemic temporal horizon 

down to near immediacy. As a result, information that could be considered actionable is more 

likely to be stripped of the very kinds of in-depth, contextual analysis that ILP was originally 

intended to provide. This section argued that this shift is apparent in the types of actionable 

content sent to frontline officers, from threat profiles of potentially involved individuals to 

situation analyses — and that in this production of actionable intelligence lies the discretionary 

power of analysts to fabricate the types of encounter the responding officer is likely to have. 

Operating in the tension between ever more expansive data mining systems capable of collating 

more and more contextual data and the practical parameters of a police response, analysts have 

immense latitude in the intelligence they choose to disseminate. As we saw in Section II, many 

of the sociotechnical systems at the heart of RTOCs and RTSA have established histories of 

biases and, given the ease with which a realist view of intelligence and the warrior cop mentality 

slip into risk-mitigation thinking, it seems likely that long-standing police prejudices will find 

their way into RTSA intelligence work.  
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 However, not all analysts and officers I interviewed were quite as naively realist as the 

material appeared on average. Interspersed in our conversations were tentatively constructivist 

statements about doubts regarding the veracity of predictive analytics (Anon A 2018), the 

recognition that social media surveillance was creating too many unverifiable incidents (Anon C 

2019), the need to institutionalize this new geography of responsibility of RTSA intelligence as 

trustworthy within the broader police force (Anon C 2019), or that in the inherent mutability and 

functional multiplicity of RTOCs lies great potential to change policing (Anon B 2019). Due to 

the lack of proper ethnographic access to the intelligence practices and products of the RTOCs I 

visited, this section’s analysis is based upon descriptions in documents and interviews and its 

arguments are rather more abductive and putative than the previous sections in which the unit of 

my observation coincided more tightly with my unit of analysis. As such, while the adversarial, 

reactive, and tactical tendencies I critique here are certainly predominant and cause for concern, 

there are also more critical voices involved in RTSA intelligence work. However, they remain 

caught between, on the one hand, the systemic, political requirement to respond as an institution 

to this digital environment they see themselves faced with and, on the other, the hegemonic 

techno-solutionist, mass surveillance-driven answers presented in the sociotechnical imaginary 

of RTSA. As this section has demonstrated, intelligence as a form of knowledge work presents 

itself as the smart, targeted, pro-active, actionable resolution to this tension. However, without 

even more careful, constructivist thinking within police forces it remains likely to extend the old 

biases of hypervisibility, invisibility, over-policing, and discriminatory social sorting in novel, 

sociotechnically embedded ways. 
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CHAPTER 4: CONCLUSION 

Summary 

As a first time visitor to Milipol or CTX, once one has gotten over the shock of seeing a phalanx 

of blacked-out limousines pull up and disgorge a platoon of soldiers around a Gaddafi-lookalike 

festooned in medals like some kind of crude orientalist trope made manifest, the truly disturbing 

disorientation sets in about 10 minutes later when you begin to wonder why a warlord caricature 

is at a trade show billed for “homeland security.” Then you begin to notice that right next to the 

company showcasing riot gear for police forces there is a booth proudly displaying a tank. Not 

an armoured personnel carrier or a hardened police mobile command truck (these are there too) 

but an actual battle tank, complete with cannon and anti-aircraft capabilities. One booth further 

down, a man in body armour with POLICE emblazoned across the front is showing visitors to 
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how hold a machine gun. Not a sub-machine gun or an automatic rifle (although these too are on 

display), this has a tripod and can barely be picked up by the man in the body armour. Finally, to 

make it inescapably clear that you have wandered deep into Bigo (2001)’s  Möbius strip of 

internal externals and external internals, in the next stall a man wearing a sweater over his shirt is 

demonstrating “lawful intercept” technologies in a variety of camo colours. 

 It was one thing to have read about the structural changes to the international security 

industry (Abrahamsen and Williams 2010; Keefe 2010), the long-standing entwinement of 

foreign and domestic security and policing operations (Schrader 2019), the militarization of 

police forces (Kraska 2007; Graham 2012), or the gradual slippage of national security 

intelligence practices into domestic and municipal policing (Monaghan and Walby 2012b; Regan 

and Monahan 2013; McQuade 2019). It was entirely another to see the lines blur and then vanish 

entirely before my eyes as members of police forces from around the world wandered from 

booth to booth in a horrifying dialectical synthesis of warfare and protect-and-serve. It was 

somewhere around this point, on my fourth or fifth trip to the café just to get a few minutes 

respite from the relentless performativity of the place, that I began wondering in line with 

Rosental’s sociology of demonstrations (Rosental 2005; Rosental 2013; Rosental 2016) and 

Callon’s work on the enactment of potential worlds in which the designed technologies would fit. 

Theodore Baird (Baird 2017) had written an exceptional article on the semiotic economies of 

security trade shows in which he detailed the “mutually constitutive expressions of border 

security knowledge” (2). “The fair,” he writes, “is an extension, reassertion, reaffirmation, and 

transformation of the border as securitized space” (9). I, however, could not get a throwaway line 

I’d read in a dozen journalistic articles on facial recognition out of my head: that it was a solution 
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in search of a problem. While all of Baird’s observations were replicated at Milipol, Eurosatory, 

CTX, and the IACP, at booth after booth demonstrating surveillance technology I became 

increasingly aware of the elaborate performances intended to construct problem-ridden presents 

and immediate futures brimming with high-tech solutions. On stage, I realised, were smaller 

scale, yet equally potent, sociotechnical imaginaries clustering insistently around “real-time” 

surveillance for “big data,” “intelligence,” and “situational awareness.” What, then, is this 

imaginary that blurs such a range of normative binaries while including the same terms I’d 

started seeing in real-time operations centres around Canada? How is it involved in the 

developmental trajectories apparent in these RTOCs? What regimes of surveillance and policing 

power are being constructed? That is what I set out to investigate in this thesis. 

 After visiting four trade shows, six RTOCs, conducting interviews with police officers 

(both formerly and currently involved), civilian analysts, as well as representatives from 

surveillance and data analysis corporations, and examining thousands of documents acquired via 

ATIA legislation or accessed publicly I developed the following six over-arching conclusions: 

1. Real-time situational awareness, as a sociotechnical imaginary, is a central developmental 

dynamic in the creation of RTOCs. It acts as a projected, or even presumed, future of 

policing by providing an internally coherent mental roadmap to the solution of a range of 

accepted problems. The most prominent of these is the rise of a ‘digital policing 

environment, ’with which agencies feel professional pressure to engage. 

2. RTOCs, unlike older police intelligence units or newer Fusion Centres, are designed around 

the dispatch unit and intended to support active calls for service. This operational 

architecture fundamentally structures their function and effects. 
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3. The attempts to realise these RTSA solutions through the structure of the RTOC came up 

against a number of immutable realities: real technological capacities, individuals ’

capabilities, financial support, and institutional buy-in. The effect of this tension was a 

heterogenous array of processes of ad hoc co-construction between users, corporations, and 

the technologies themselves. This heterogenous engineering produced a functional 

multiplicity of very specific surveillant power modalities: a pre-emptive, yet chronoscopic 

and hyper-reactive, risk-driven surveillant assemblage that served to extend policing’s 

geography of responsibility into new digital data spaces. 

4. This process of constant heterogenous engineering is architecturally intentional; RTOCs are 

fundamentally designed to expand and incorporate new elements into their network and 

enact a multiplicity of policing functions. As such they are best described as highly mutable 

relationality platforms in which mission creep is a feature, not a bug. 

5. As a result of these dispositifs ’co-construction upon established, or through isomorphic, 

technologies, it is highly probably that they will import analogical discriminatory biases. On 

this basis, RTSA is likely to exacerbate established problems with hypervisibilization, 

mission creep, context collapse, and the reification of racist, classist, or gender-based 

prejudices in novel sociotechnical procedures. 

6. These rationalities, practices, and technologies of RTSA also merged with older intelligence-

led policing practices, creating a different conceptualization and operationalisation of 

intelligence in policing. This new strain emphasized tactical reactivity and immediately 

actionable intelligence over strategy and preemption, as well as non-consensual or 

exploitative information collection over transparent or democratic methods.  
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7. Finally, in stark contrast to still frequently espoused values of community policing, these 

changes support the hegemony of a realist, more hostile rationality of intelligence work in 

policing in which the general public becomes an intransigent and threatening adversary that 

must be investigated to reveal the truth. It is important, at this point, to restate that 

conclusions 4) and 6) represent untested hypotheses. This research bears out the validity of 

making the hypothesis, hence the hypothetical tense; an entirely different research program, 

one with ethnographic access to the daily operations of the RTOCs and the frontline officers 

with whom they communicate, would be necessary to substantiate their conjectures.  

 

Implications 

 Rather than use this conclusion to simply reiterate what I’ve already said, I’d like instead 

to re-approach the findings both in terms of methodology and analysis from the perspective of 

what I didn’t see, and then draw some preliminary implications for further work, particularly 

with regards to critique and abolition. This is intended to add some depth and structural evidence 

to a discourse that can at times fall into overly simplistic or out-of-hand critiques of policing and 

surveillance. In these, specific (although none the less very real) effects of a technology, practice, 

or institution often become their own causes and crowd out more complex — and more 

pragmatically, progressively, useful — analyses. It is this tendency, I surmise, that Latour was 

criticising in ‘Reassembling The Social’: a tendency to reify the analytical conceptualization of 

an observed phenomenon as its own cause and therefore not only ignore the myriad mechanisms 

by which it is produced, but also occlude their solutions. Similarly, most critical policing, 

abolitionist, or anti-carceral scholars recognise that while some institutions may be beyond 

reform in toto, treating them as singular manifestations of the objectionable effect, say ‘structural 
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racism in policing, ’fails to illuminate the varied internal and external conditions and 

relationships through which this occurs and so cannot get at the cause of the institutions ’

dysfunction (Vitale 2017; McDowell and Fernandez 2018; Akbar 2020; Valdez et al. 2020). 

While this is good for placards, it is less useful for strategy. 

 As such, my “micro-physics of power” approach to analysing RTSA and RTOCs was 

chosen to avoid that very mistake of buying into the dystopian inverse of the trade show’s sales 

brochure by tracing the actual processes of co-construction. In so doing, however, I found even 

less coherence than I had expected. If I can stretch the operational metaphor of material 

semiotics, while I was looking to deconstruct the narrative I had at least expected to find a 

consistent plot. Instead of a clear idea, plot, or plan being implemented, I found a hodgepodge of 

disjointed stories, rationales, processes, and pressures both amongst the RTOCs and within them. 

As Section I detailed, while each RTOC had an origin story — usually one of traumatic failure 

— they were not the same, nor were the lessons learned. They fused their root failure with an 

eclectic range of additional issues, like force distribution or a need to “respond” to social media. 

Their subsequent attempts to build sociotechnical responses to these issues, focussing varyingly 

on a GIS active operating picture, centralising CCTV, or institutionalising social media and 

OSINT, were accordingly jumbled. Even within those specific heterogenous engineering 

attempts laid out in Section I I found u-turns, failure, indecision, halted or ignored projects: no 

one at the Calgary RTOC, for example, seemed to even recall even using Motorola’s Real-time 

Intelligence Console (RIC), yet documents clearly refer to it as at least having been tested. The 

Ottawa Police made grand plans with IBM, yet despite being the police force of Canada’s capital 

city their RTOC was thoroughly home-spun, consisting predominately of freeware technologies 
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and practices. York Regional Police had built their own data analysis platform and wandered 

down their own path of Blue Data tracking, and the Edmonton Police were engulfed in internal 

arguments around all the potential uses to which their centre could be put. On an institutional as 

well as a structural level, their developmental and operational narratives were a mess, both 

figuratively and in Law’s analytical methodological sense (Law 2004). Yet, they still orbited 

around the fuzzy imaginary of RTSA with RTOCs as this kind of empty material signifier. 

Despite all the disparity and patchwork quilting of technologies and justifications, they all still 

clung to the sociotechnical imaginary of big data-esque real-time intelligence and situational 

awareness. 

 What do we make of that? While this thesis was predominately focussed on the harms, 

actual and potential, of pursuing RTSA as a policing rationality in RTOCs, it could just as easily 

be a tale of the myriad disparate processes by which such change occurs — and the difficulty of 

introducing transformation rather than ineffective reformation. Dahl and Sætnan (2009: 83), in 

their excellent discussion of function creep, write that even after a considerable change in 

function there is rarely a conspiracy to be found. Foucault, too, in his discussion of the micro-

physics of power in History of Sexuality Vol 1, wrote that changes to dispositifs of power are not 

reducible to a clear plan (Foucault 1990: 95). As I have detailed, real-time situational awareness 

is presented to the police services by the security industry as a blueprint promising high-tech 

salvation from their varied issues - yet in reality, it functions as a mirage that dominates the 

conceptual horizon of their self-perception and inhibits critical structural analysis. What began as 

a sociotechnical strategy to support calls for service morphed under the aegis of RTSA into a 

sprawling multiplicity of functions and rapid surveillant assemblage mission creep. 
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 A hegemonic internalisation of Morozov’s “solutionism” — the belief that ‘technology ’

writ large can provide the solution to social problems (Morozov 2013) — underpins this 

approach, crowding out ideas that do not involve novel technologies.  As a result, many of the 

issues police forces think they face, like maintaining oversight over a growing police force, 

responding to risks and threats posted online, managing a growing demand for CCTV cameras, 

or calls for equitable behaviour and greater transparency seem, on their face, technological 

problems. These are easily interpreted as capacity or performance issues in which the police are 

falling short and should therefore enhance their functionality through technological reform. The 

mess that I found, or the plot that I didn’t find, is important to this analysis because it reveals the 

degree to which these police forces are conceptually stuck between a deep sense that they need to 

respond to structural societal changes, and a practically dysfunctional, yet ideationally 

hegemonic, high-tech solutionism in the form of RTSA and RTOCs that dominates the horizon. 

Rather than by a clear strategy or set of policy frameworks, the change appears driven by general 

fashion-like trends in the sociotechnical policing-industrial economy, much like the platform 

policing shift (Gates 2019; Linder 2019; Wilson 2019). The ‘IT Roadmap for Service 

Modernization ’that IBM produced for the OPS, for example, is almost a caricature of big data 

industry hype (OPS and IBM 2014). It is little surprise the OPS had to abandon it. The result, 

instead, is a kind of ad hoc heterogenous bricolage in which spaces for structural reconsideration 

disappear, and incremental technological changes, practices, or rationalities end up subsumed 

into and exacerbating the existing structural logics of policing.  

Re-approached with the perspective of this tension, this thesis provides evidence in support of 

the key abolitionist argument that structural change is not to be achieved through technological 

intervention: 
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I. RTSA as a sociotechnical imaginary demonstrates that police services ’sociotechnical self-

perception and conceptualisation of their own future continue to be fundamentally captivated 

by those of military and national security institutions and corporations. 

II. Attempting to reform an existing function with novel technology, e.g. RMS data mining, 

frequently results in a transformation of not just that function but of others to which it is 

connected. 

III. Attempting to perform an established policing function in a new sociotechnical space, e.g. 

social media, alters both that function and the space. 

IV. Merely limiting police access to certain technologies (like live facial recognition or cell-site 

simulators) may curb the most extreme shifts in power, but does little to halt the ongoing 

direction of this transformation. 

V. As a result, we need to engage in detailed, alternative solutions-oriented research and 

development work of not just how far policing should be pared down, but more critically of 

on what, if any, alternative sociotechnical, economic, and cultural basis an equitable, anti-

discriminatory, and beneficial real-time, data-driven governance could be built. There are 

alternatives being developed, and it is up to academics and practitioners together to help 

design and prototype them. 

 

I. Captivation by the security-industrial complex 

A vast amount has been written about the military-industrial complex, and the militarization of 

policing has received extensive treatment as well, most recently in Canada by Brendan Roziere 

and Kevin Walby (Roziere and Walby 2018; Roziere and Walby 2019; Roziere and Walby 

2020). Less attention has been paid to the corporations behind the latest technological shift in 



 
 

  171 
   

policing towards data-driven systems, although an approach can be found in the burgeoning 

platform policing literature (Egbert 2019; Gates 2019; Linder 2019; Wilson 2019). While this 

thesis doesn’t engage with these corporations as an industry, it does go a long way to show that 

policing in Canada isn’t only structured by its history of militarization and settler-colonialism 

(Dafnos 2013a; Monaghan 2013; Boyle and Dafnos 2019), but is also thoroughly captivated by 

the US security-industrial complex. As I’ve shown, the RTOCs explicitly modelled themselves 

after US fusion centres and sought out advice and technology from major security-industrial 

corporations like Motorola, IBM, Esri, and Palantir. While the Canadian police services may 

have imagined themselves unaffected by the US’s brand of post-9/11 militarism and thus viewed 

the RTOC/RTSA technologies as neutral in a kind of naive techno-functionalist way, I have 

argued here that that is not the case. 

 RTSA as a rationality of hyper-vigilance and a risk-centric ontology stems from military 

aviation and has found a natural bedfellow in real-time surveillance technologies. These 

technologies, like Palantir or IBM’s data mining tools, are used by both police forces on 

municipal and federal levels as well as by intelligence and military agencies in the US and in 

Canada. Thus while it is difficult — for lack of an explicit strategy as well as for the quietly 

feigned cordon sanitaire towards the US — to identify clear and specific transferrals of military 

practices, I argue that one can see a kind of influence by sociotechnical osmosis. It enters 

policing by what - in reference to nuclear non-proliferation laws - one could call ‘dual-purpose ’

technology (Evan and Hays 2006), and creates the sociotechnical conditions of possibility for the 

co-construction of the dispositifs I described above. Similarly to RTSA, ‘intelligence ’as a 

epistemic rationality is also falling under the sway of a more ‘realist ’approach, one whose 
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ontology of threats aligns with that of RTSA to produce a more militaristic adversarial view of 

the world. Thus, the vaunted neutrality of ‘data analysis solutions ’is belied by the operational 

rationalities with which they are implemented; the technologies are decidedly “never-neutral,” 

and policing’s sociotechnical imaginary for them is fundamentally structured by the security-

industrial complex. 

 

II. Technological modernization 

The naive techno-functionalism mentioned in the previous subsection also leads to the belief that 

a pre-existing policing practice, for example, can be improved or modernized with a new 

technology without fundamentally altering relations of power beyond the specific system itself. 

The act of ‘modernizing ’a system such as a service’s records management system (RMS) with 

Palantir’s Gotham software had radical and far-reaching effects on the Calgary RTOC. Both the 

Privacy Impact Assessment and the RTOC’s IT officer responsible for the system emphasized 

that Gotham added no new data and was merely a portal to the established RMS databases. 

However, a more nuanced sociotechnically constructivist analysis showed that it didn’t just alter 

how much work the analysts could do, but also what kind of work. With basic analytical 

functions vastly accelerated, analysts had time for more in-depth research, which in turn 

fundamentally changed the nature and meaning of data collection for the service. With Gotham 

in place even the most incidental data collection was worthwhile as it was easily surfaced and 

could become useful in the future.  

 This underlines that one cannot rely on the established nature of a policing function to 

safeguard against the potentially pernicious effects of sociotechnical change. The awareness is 
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growing that technologies do not enhance objectivity in and of themselves. However, I argue 

here that policing critics and abolitionists should be aware that “big data policing” as Brayne and 

Ferguson call it (Brayne 2017; Ferguson 2017) is just as likely to arrive not proclaiming 

enhanced objectivity, but instead in the guise of a function-neutral technological update to an 

established practice. 

 

III. New sociotechnical spaces 

Similarly, the developmental histories of some of the dispositifs I investigated show that the 

attempt to introduce an established policing function into a novel sociotechnical space changed 

not only the space but the function as well. One of the central arguments of abolitionists in 

Canada and the US is that the police are tasked to respond to a variety of societal issues for 

which they are neither equipped nor the best choice (Maynard 2020; Centres 2021; Woods et al. 

2021). This thesis has shown how police forces, in their attempts to respond to the ‘digital 

environment, ’have actively sought to extend and strengthen their reach into new societal spaces 

like malls, campuses, and, most consequentially, into publicly accessible social media. 

Particularly in the case of social media, the arguments were that criminals had moved online, or 

that advance warning or evidence of a policing issue were to be found in and amongst all the 

tweets and posts society produces, and as a public space the police had a professional 

responsibility to be present and responsive there too. However, as many have already pointed out 

and Section II substantiates, social media is not like a public street down which the police patrol 

(Trottier 2012; Trottier 2015; Trottier 2016), and the attempts to treat it as such may lead to the 

collapse of various framing contexts in which posts were made, forcing the ‘policed public 

sphere ’frame upon all publicly accessible social media posts. 
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 From a critical / constructivist perspective on policing this is exactly what the institution 

is intended to do: “fabricate social order” in (Neocleous 2000)’s terminology. From an 

abolitionist perspective, however, we can also see that it is part of a more complex and nuanced 

development in which police services are increasingly confronted with pressure to perform 

specific functions they had not previously assumed. The debate over the nature of the policing 

function is a broad and hotly contested one, as Section II details. Many of those more critical and 

constructivist definitions could easily incorporate these expansions within their abstraction, but 

that is not the point here. Rather it is the inclusion of specific activities that individual services 

had not previously performed, for example the Niagara Regional Police’s expansion of its social 

media surveillance to include mentions of opioid risks. This seemed to them at the time like a 

logical use for their social media surveillance capabilities as the region was struggling with the 

effects of the opioid epidemic. However, as officers described it, in so doing they opened the 

floodgate to a vast reality of drug-related risks that, having seen, they needed to respond to. They 

not only struggled to discern the social context — from their perspective the validity and 

significance — of the posts, but also craft a policing response to them. The attempt to extend an 

established policing function regarding the dangers of the opioid epidemic into social media 

altered not only the space but the function as well. Ultimately the NRPS was forced to abandon 

the opioid social media surveillance, but this story illustrates how the rationality and imaginary 

of RTSA lead, almost imperceptibly, to mission creep. Without clear boundaries to other services 

(like social welfare, mental health workers, addiction specialists, etc), broad surveillance 

enhances the already sweeping and fuzzy discretionary remit of police services, leading to the 

kinds of policing responses to more complex societal issues that abolitionists decry. 
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IV. Prohibiting technologies is necessary, but not sufficient 

Over the last few years we’ve seen a rising wave of successful movements to ban advanced 

surveillance technologies. Beginning in Oakland, California, and then spreading through San 

Francisco and many more US cities, the movements have managed to prevent police forces from 

acquiring live facial recognition systems (Flynn 2020), and in some cases predictive policing too 

(Stein 2020; Sturgill 2020). This is a powerful start to raising society-wide consciousness on the 

harms of police surveillance; the message is growing that these technologies pose an 

unacceptable risk, not only because they malfunction by their designers ’own standards, but more 

so because even their idealised functions exacerbate discrimination and undemocratic power 

imbalances. As I have argued in this thesis, the idealised function is largely a myth — but it is a 

powerful one that police services continue to chase out of a combination of institutional culture 

and a hegemonic sociotechnical imaginary. As parallel internet of things governance trends 

grow, most notably in smart city development about which Jathan Sadowski's work is 

particularly instructive (Sadowski and Pasquale 2015; Sadowski and Bendor 2019), the pressure 

and seeming inevitability of this imaginary will only increase. At this point of convergence, 

which I suspect has largely already arrived in major metropoles, prohibiting individual 

technologies is necessary but not sufficient to prevent the kind of mission and function creeping 

I’ve detailed in the preceding chapters.  

 There are too many points of potential incremental bricolage in the surveillant 

assemblage to properly inhibit the trend by interdicting one large techno-function or another. 

None of the RTOCs I visited were using predictive policing or live facial recognition, only two 

had data-mining capabilities (Calgary and York), and those were very limited versions of the 

ideals of “frameless” big data analytics that have been so intensely discussed over the last decade 
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(boyd and Crawford 2012; Kitchin 2014a; Aradau and Blanke 2015; Andrejevic 2017). A couple 

of RTOC chiefs explicitly voiced their distrust of predictive policing, yet went on to extoll the 

advantages of real time data-mining interfaces and enhanced data collection. It would be 

reductive and myopic to reduce ‘big data ’in policing to the flashiest systems like Palantir, 

PredPol, Amazon Ring, or Clearview AI. Instead, as Brayne (2017) and Ferguson (2017) already 

indicate, it also should include the sea-change (or, more aptly, “see-change” in Eggers ’The 

Circle) towards a heterogenous, on their own not-particularly-big-data-y assemblage of 

technologies and practices, the development of which is none the less driven by the imaginary of 

big data systems and results in a fuzzy subset of some of its effects. The absence, in some cases 

intentional absence, of the big name systems did not prevent the creeping bricolage of big data 

systems by other means, with all the attendant harms described above. As such, I argue that these 

points, as supported by this research, provide a strong evidentiary grounding for the 

abolitionists ’one-two claims that technology is not the solution to structural discrimination in 

policing, and that the path to real reform runs through dismantling and redistributing function 

and remit. 

 

V. A conclusion’s conclusion: steps for further work 

This thesis has served, primarily, to shine some light on the development of RTOCs in Canada. 

Somewhat oddly for a country with vibrant critical criminology, security studies, and 

surveillance studies fields they have gone unstudied. With the access I was able to broker I used 

interviews, short observations, access to information requests, and visits to trade shows to try and 

unravel these blackboxes from multiple angles. Through these approaches I was able to outline 

the dynamics of their development, identify RTSA as their guiding sociotechnical imaginary on 
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the horizon, produce a critical analysis of the dispositifs of power they were constructing, and 

examine their merger with longer-standing trends in intelligence-led policing. Finally, from these 

conclusions I drew a set of implications for the current abolitionism debate in North America. 

What remains now is to consider whether, and if so how, big data-based real-time situational 

awareness systems can be restructured and resituated in ways that actively work against existing 

systemic discrimination and do not support surveillance capitalism. Security studies and 

surveillance studies have never really had a strong vision for going beyond critique, however 

incising; but perhaps one is to be found in contemporary abolitionist approaches and their visions 

of building alternative institutions “rooted in hope,” with the goal of “transforming structures of 

our world and our relationships to each other” (Akbar 2020: 1785).  

 One such structural change would be to restrict the types of events to which an RTOC 

can be tasked. As this research has argued at length, RTOCs are fundamentally built around 

supporting calls for service in what is perceived as a wide-ranging and complex environment, 

and it is this operational stance towards risky, irruptive events that conditions many of the more 

pernicious effects of RTSA and RTOCs. However, as policing scholars have repeatedly detailed, 

most calls for service to which the police respond in North America do not require the unique-to-

police approach of coercion and enforcement (Gardett et al. 2016; Neusteter et al. 2019). As 

such, paring down the policing remit by, amongst other means, changing the organisational 

structure of 911 calls to relegate police from the default responsive to responders in the last 

resort would undoubtedly go a long way to inhibiting the RTOCs ’mission creep tendency to 

apply invasive surveillance practices to mundane events. The sentiment that their actions in the 

RTOCs were driven by the needs of policing in the 21st century - that they don’t pry into 

people’s information beyond what is mission-critical because “who has the time” - was a constant 
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refrain in the field. Narrowing the police mission by dismantling and disaggregating functions is 

just as critical a move against excess surveillance as banning technologies. 

 However, on a broader view of the digital changes to society, the police services are not 

wrong to think that the ‘digital environment ’is something to which democratic governance must 

respond. The overriding sense I got speaking to all the officers and analysts about RTOC 

development was that they meant well and were overwhelmed with the complexity of their task.  

There are undeniable societal issues with a digital or online component that require some form of 

intervention. The real question then becomes, is it achievable, by shifting redesigned versions of 

these systems out of policing institutions — perhaps into democratically-run and community-

controlled organisations — that their promises of rapid, personalised, and data-driven 

governance could be a force for progressive good? Given the abstract parallels both in design 

and in origin between the Edmonton RTOC and the social welfare HUB model developed in the 

prairie provinces (McFee 2014; Nilson 2016a; Nilson 2016b; Rezansoff et al. 2018) it seems at 

least warranted to pursue this line of research. Many of the functions that seem in some form 

desirable — like monitoring social media for self-harm, mental health, or drug issues; or 

providing responders with individuals ’background information — may well be possible in a 

care-driven, anti-discriminatory fashion if run from a HUB-like organisation. These are hard 

questions to answer, but the datafication of society is not going to go away, so any abolitionist 

plan needs to envision and prototype an alternative to RTSA-structured calls for help. This is 

where the real steps for further work between academics and practitioners lie. 
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Could publication of the research 
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YES 
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I will also be collecting information 

regarding the function, sale and 
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This information could be specific 
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government agencies, and as such 
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my informant. 

6.11 

Will anyone other than the 

Principal Investigator or members 

of the research team have access 

to the data during collection or 

processing (e.g., translator, 

transcriber, research assistant)? 

NO 

6.12 

If YES, list all types of individuals 

who will have access to personally 

identifiable information who are 

NOT listed on the research team 

and attach a copy of the 

Confidentiality Agreement. 

 

6.13 

Provide specific details about 

storage and security procedures 

for all research materials and plans 

for the ultimate 

retention/deposit/disposal of 

these materials. Indicate that data 

will be securely stored for [length 

of time; minimum of five years] or 

provide a justification why they 

will not be. State what will happen 

to the data after this time period 

(e.g., destroyed securely, archived 

indefinitely in the Queen's 

University Institutional Repository 
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Hand-written notes will be 

transcribed to my laptop directly 

after an interview or field work at 
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destroyed. Audio and written 

notes will be securely stored only 

on my encrypted laptop (Apple 

FileVault) and backed up in an 

encrypted cloud service 
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retained for 5 years (unless a 

participant wishes it deleted), 
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irrevocable erased. 

 



 
 

  210 
   

7. 7. Informed Consent 

 

# Question Answer 

7.1 

How will you obtain consent? With 

the exception of online surveys, in 

most other instances, researchers 

find that the combined Letter of 

Information/Consent Form is the 

optimal way to inform participants 

and obtain consent. Check all that 

apply. 

Combined written Letter of 

Information and written Consent 

Form (active consent)|Other: 

Verbal consent|Other: Implied 

consent 

7.2 If OTHER above, explain. 

Initial discussions with vendors at 

trade shows will operate with 

verbal or implied consent. These 

are highly trained representatives 

and the unstructured yet 

consensual exchange of 

information at these booths is 

their job. 

7.3 

If participants are unable to 

provide informed consent, what 

procedures will be followed to 

obtain formal consent from the 

participants’ legal guardian/legal 

representative? 

 

7.4 

If participants are unable to give 

consent (e.g., children, 

participants who have experienced 

a mental health illness), what 

procedures will be followed to 

obtain participants’ assent (e.g., 

written assent by participant, oral 

assent)? If obtaining assent is 

impossible, explain. 

 

7.5 
Does the research involve 

deception of participants? 
NO 
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7.6 

If you are using deception, justify 

its use and describe. Also attach a 

copy of your debriefing materials 

and outline your plan for 

debriefing participants. If you do 

not plan to debrief participants, 

provide justification as to why not, 

based on the TCPS2 (2018) Article 

3.7. 

 

 

8. 8. Supporting Materials Checklist 

 

# Question Answer 

8.1 Copy of CORE certificate. Attached 

8.2 Letter of Information. Attached 

8.3 Consent Form. Attached 

8.4 

Questionnaire, sample questions, 

interview guides, verbal scripts, 

letter scripts, research stimuli. 

Attached 

8.5 

Copies of recruitment notices, 

emails, scripts, advertisements, 

and information sheet, as well as 

any information for participants 

provided by a sponsor or 

supportive organization, as 

applicable. 

Attached 

8.6 

Office of Research Ethics Security 

Protocol Form and/or 

Confidentiality Agreement (for 

translator, research assistants, 

etc.). 

N/A 

8.7 Debriefing Letter. N/A 

8.8 

Other support information (e.g., 

sponsor or supportive 

organization). 

N/A 
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8.9 

If you are a student in the Principal 

Investigator’s role, did you add 

your research supervisor’s name 

on the PROJECT TEAM INFO tab? 

You MUST attach a letter/e-mail 

from your research supervisor 

stating that they have reviewed 

and approved your application 

that includes: a) the title of the 

Research Project; b) the date of 

the Letter/Email; and c) your 

Supervisor's signature (written or 

electronic). Have you attached the 

required document? Note: 

Postdoctoral fellows should select 

N/A. 

YES 
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Doc / 

Agreement 
Version Date File Name Description 

Renewal Clearance Letter 2020/04/28 
Linder GSOC-174-19 

6025941 2020.pdf 

2020 renewal clearance 

letter sent Apr 28/20 GI 

CORE/CCHRP Certificate 
 

tcps2_core_certificate.pd
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CORE certificate 

Delegated Clearance 

Letter 
2019/05/08 

Linder GSOC-174-19 

6025941 May 8 2019.pdf 

delegated review 

clearance letter sent May 

8/19 GI 

Interview Questions 
 

Sample Questions For 

Vendors semi-structured 

interview.doc 

Sample questions for 

vendors 

Interview Questions 
 

Sample Questions For 

Police semi-structured 

interview.doc 

N/A 
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document) 
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Letter/Email/Notice/Post

er 
 

Linder - Sample 

Recruitment Letter.docx 
N/A 
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