

A KANISHKA PROJECT WORKSHOP: COLLABORATIVE RESEARCH DESIGN AND A NEW NATIONAL RESEARCH COMMUNITY
May 23 and 24, 2012

Organized by Public Safety Canada (PS) and held in Ottawa, this two-day workshop was designed to establish a new network of policy professionals and academic researchers interested in terrorism and security, and their relationship with Canadian society. This report will provide a general summary of the workshop’s proceedings and main points. After introducing the context and purpose of the network, the first day focused primarily on the policy perspective, with an overview of Canada’s counterterrorism strategy and two sets of presentations from government partners, outlining their priorities and the questions at the heart of policymaking in this field.  The day concluded with researchers’ responses and an open discussion. The first part of day two primarily featured presentations from academic researchers, and a discussion regarding how best to foster collaboration between academics and policymakers. The workshop concluded with a panel on the Kanishka Project, which provided an opportunity for the Kanishka Steering Committee to interact with researchers in the terrorism, security, and society fields. 
WEDNESDAY, MAY 23, 2012
1. WELCOME AND OVERVIEW OF THE KANISHKA PROJECT 
1.1
Robert Mundie (Director General of Strategic Policy, Planning and Research, Public Safety Canada) began his welcome by discussing the Kanishka Project’s focus on high-quality research and policy relevance. He framed this workshop as taking place one year into the Kanishka Project’s five-year duration, and following the first successful round of proposals for the Kanishka Project Contribution Program (KPCP). Throughout his introduction, Mr. Mundie stressed the importance of a collaborative research approach between policymakers and academics, and the opportunity for such exchange that the Kanishka Project provides.
2. INTRODUCTION TO THE CANADIAN NETWORK FOR RESEARCH ON TERRORISM, SECURITY AND SOCIETY (TSAS) 
2.1
In this segment, Dan Hiebert (University of British Columbia) provided an introduction to the Canadian Network for Research on Terrorism, Security and Society (TSAS), a successful Kanishka Project Proposal
. Emerging from both the announcement of the Kanishka Project and a desire to continue the longstanding history of working together first established in the Metropolis Project, TSAS aspires to address a number of major issues: 1) the geographical challenge posed by a concentrated need for policy information in Ottawa and a dispersion of research capacity across the country; 2) the methodological challenge posed by disciplinary silos that often lack shared knowledge or methodologies; 3) the current lack of systematic knowledge of international research on terrorism in Canada, and from a Canadian perspective; and 4) the difficulties in distinguishing quality research from weaker work, especially across methodological divisions and from the policy side. Dr. Hiebert described the actors within TSAS network in terms of concentric rings around an inner core (himself, Martin Bouchard (Simon Fraser University), and Lorne Dawson (University of Waterloo) —the applicant team for SSHRC and the PS Contribution Agreement), with larger rings comprising the network’s advisory committee, and its working group. 
2.2
Dr. Hiebert went on to describe TSAS’s operational plan. The next two years will constitute an experimental set-up phase, with plans for a mature phase (2014-2021), pending a successful application to SSHRC for a partnership grant. For the first phase, activities will include: working with PS to organize this fall’s conference; commissioning baseline literature reviews; producing a website that will include a searchable database of Canadian researchers in the field, and a virtual library; hosting three workshops; allocating nearly $240,000 in funding for research proposals to generate new knowledge, especially among graduate students; facilitating an internship program for graduate students within government; hosting an intensive summer training institute in July 2013; coordinating with federal government departments to produce a speaker series; and launching a matching process that would pair each researcher with a policy professional interested in their work, and vice versa. 
2.3
Dr. Hiebert concluded his presentation by delineating TSAS’ three ethos: usefulness, accountability and transparency, and communication. 

3. RESEARCH PRIORITIES AND POLICY RELEVANT QUESTIONS 
3.1
Canada’s Counter Terrorism Strategy 
3.1.1
Ryan Telford (Senior Policy Advisor, Intelligence Policy, Public Safety Canada) provided an overview of Canada’s counterterrorism strategy. He emphasized that the strategy is a culmination and articulation of approaches that have been in place over the last ten years.  Throughout his discussion of the threat environment, purposes and principles, and framework for action, Mr. Telford compared Canadian assessments and approaches with those of the United States, the United Kingdom, and Australia. The similarities across Canadian approaches and those of our allies highlight the extent to which Canada’s efforts exist in a global context. 
3.1.2
Mr. Telford outlined how each of the strategy’s four pillars—prevent, detect, deny, and respond—provide opportunities for questions and more precise research. For instance, the Kanishka Project and learning about radicalization are key activities under “prevent”. For “detect,” Mr. Telford emphasized the importance of “left-field” questions: those topics that government is not yet considering, but that may become significant. Under the “deny” pillar, there are opportunities for research to better explain the operating environment. “Respond” refers to building a resilient Canadian society. Here, Mr. Telford encouraged researchers to explore the cyclical nature that ties responses and resilience back to prevention. 

3.1.3
Mr. Telford concluded with a mention of how budget cuts across the federal government and around the world will affect how we prioritize and counter threats to our national security.
3.1.4
Following the presentation, some members of the group raised concerns regarding the strategy’s use of the term “Sunni Islamist” in the description of the threat environment, feeling that it is unproductive and perhaps short-sighted. Academics also posed questions regarding the nature of dialogue PS intends to have with the academic community, specifically regarding at what point in the production of strategic or policy documents academic input will be sought. 

3.2 Royal Canadian Mounted Police – National Security Criminal Investigations Program 
3.2.1
Anna Gray-Henschel (Director General, National Security Criminal Investigations, Royal Canadian Mounted Police) provided a briefing on the role of the RCMP and its National Security Criminal Investigations Program (RCMP – NSCI). The responsibilities of RCMP – NSCI include, in addition to criminal investigations related to national security matters, protective policing, aspects of aviation security, aspects of coastal security, and integrated border security units. The principal task is the investigation of individuals suspected of criminal activity that has a national security dimension to it. Such investigations may include both gathering evidence for subsequent prosecution and disruption of criminal activity or plans. 

3.2.2
Staff within RCMP – NSCI have access to a wide variety of information, including subject matter experts, and links to Canadian and international organizations or associations with similar or related interests. For example, Assistant Commissioner Michaud is chair of the National Security Policy group of the Canadian Association of Chiefs of Police (CACP) and there are links to the Metropolitan Police (United Kingdom), the Federal Bureau of Investigation, and the Australian Federal Police related to countering violent extremism. RCMP – NSCI has a role in all four pillars of the Canadian Counter-Terrorism Strategy (Prevent; Detect; Deny; Respond). With regard to the Detect and Deny pillars, on-going investigations remain, for good reasons, classified. Past criminal investigations may be a source of interest of TSAS members and access to materials held by the RCMP may be possible (subject to appropriate security clearances) for appropriate research. The Prevent pillar for RCMP – NSCI is focused on resilience and individual risk and is intrinsically linked to community policing approaches. There is an integrated community approach to the prevent activities and youth is a priority at this time. With regard to Detect the collection and analysis of intelligence can include financial transactions, foreign fighters, and homegrown individuals or cells related to terrorism. 

3.2.3
Priorities and potential areas of interest for TSAS might include: network analysis; terrorism financing; role of law enforcement in counter-terrorism; the engagement of communities under the prevent pillar; how to prepare for a terrorist attack; communication with communities and the public following an attack or arrest(s); and, metrics for assessing the impact of activities, including metrics that take into account the different perspectives on any issue. 

3.3 Transport Canada

3.3.1
Mr. Tim Dixon (Aviation Security Policy, Transport Canada) provided an overview on the role and interests of Transport Canada vis-á-vis counter-terrorism. Transport nodes, including aviation, marine, surface, and inter-modal, and transport-related infrastructure have remained a preferred target of terrorist groups in the modern age. Within Canada there are International, Federal, Provincial, and Municipal responsibilities for the security and safety of transport. The Federal government is thus one partner in the overall scheme of transport security and safety. Distinctions also need to be made between regulations and voluntary adoption and implementation of best practices at the different levels of responsibility within the international, public, and private spheres. 

3.3.2
Priorities and potential areas of interest for TSAS might include: tools for strategic risk assessment; insider threats; risk-based passenger and baggage screening; maritime security and waterside security issues; information sharing within the marine security environment; cargo security; perimeter security (Canada-US); integrated cargo security (North America); preclearance; capacity-building within industry; terrorist targeting strategies and tactics; surveillance activities; mitigation approaches; cyber threats to transport systems; performance metrics; cost-effective alternatives to regulation; the effects of the ‘Beyond the Border’ strategy on trade and security; and, societal acceptance of risk-based systems. 

3.4
Justice Canada
3.4.1
Ms. Susan McDonald (Research and Statistics Division, Justice Canada) briefed on the Victims of Crime focus of the Research and Statistics Division of Justice Canada. The principal focus of the Victims of Crime section is how to make legal information more relevant to victims. The unit covers all victims of crime, with the exception of family violence (covered by another division at Justice), and includes a knowledge building (research) section. Research on the response of individuals and communities to trauma demonstrates that information plays a key role in how victims of crime respond to, and recover from, trauma. Consideration is required on when, where, and how, such information is accessed and whether or not such information is timely and relevant to the victim. 

3.4.2
Priorities and potential areas of interest for TSAS might include: the response of the justice system to victims of terrorism; the challenges of response to multi-victim incidents, i.e. recognition of and approaches to differentiation among the victims; the experience and approaches of other states to victims of terrorism; technical and other systems for the provision and delivery of information to victims; availability of information in a 24/7 and international environment, including lessons from the Air India bombing and the subsequent Air India Inquiry; and, improving the interaction of victims with the criminal justice system.

3.5
Public Safety Canada

3.5.1
Ms. Sophie Beecher (Legal Services, Public Safety Canada) addressed the issue of legal trends. It was noted that the environment that legal counsel operates in, within a service department, was focused on the provision of legal advice to a department in relation to its activities and responsibilities. As such, the demands of the role resulted in little time to reflect or step back from on-going and/or day-to-day issues. The desire within the TSAS and KPCP framework is for the identification of legal solutions and viable mechanisms to address the legal challenges. While recognizing there are policy, technical, and operational dimensions to all challenges, the legal dimension is the key area of interest for legal services. Three trends were identified:

1) Disclosure: administrative decision-making has expanded within Government in the realm of national security, e.g. immigration decisions. Challenges to such decisions require disclosure of both procedural and substantive information and the approach has evolved in an ad hoc manner that has created a patchwork of different practices over time. Beyond the realm of judicial review of administrative decisions, the Government of Canada is studying ways of better protecting information from disclosure in all proceedings, including civil and criminal, and how to use information from an administrative context or intelligence as evidence in criminal law proceedings. The courts have become less deferential to government in the national security realm and disclosure orders have shifted the emphasis away from relevant information to all information related to an individual. New mechanisms have also emerged to address disclosure, e.g. Special Advocates, and there is a reduced willingness to accept justifications for the protection of information based on security and classification issues.

2) Information management and sharing: what information is being held by government departments is a key emerging question and email, for example, results in the capture of a wide array of records in different formats in multiple locations. Likewise, limits on information sharing within departments and agencies and between them, as well as with third parties, are exacerbated by mandate restrictions and limited legislative authority. On the other hand, sharing of information and data fusion raise questions of relevance, proportionality, responsibility, and privacy. Information sharing and data fusion are increasingly necessary to detect threats and create accurate portraits of certain activities or areas. Therefore, the culture and legal structure leading to information being kept in silos between government institutions must change, while privacy must continue to be protected. 

3) Risks: liaison and cooperation in the intelligence realm results in foreign partners expressing increasing concern about the protection of information provided to agencies when it could end up in the courts. Of note, while the Crown can withdraw from a case where it is the prosecutor, it cannot withdraw from a case where it is the defendant. In the latter cases the requirement for disclosure, the impact of costs of disclosure, the delays incurred as a result of the necessity to sift sensitive information from the records to be disclosed may be perceived as the government acting in bad faith. 

3.5.2
Priorities and potential areas of interest for TSAS might include: how best to achieve the balance between the right to disclosure and the protection of information and national security; the extent to which the Government should (a) disclose to the courts, and (b) disclose to the defendant; the efficiency of the disclosure system; the necessity and impact of data fusion; creating new legal authorities for information sharing while protecting the privacy of persons; the definition of ‘national security’ in various legal contexts; availability of information and data from administrative processes for law enforcement purposes; extra-territorial application of the Charter and its impact; accountability for intelligence collection and national security activities. 

3.6
Canadian Security Intelligence Service

3.6.1
Ms. Louise Doyon (Director General Academic Outreach, CSIS) briefed on the role of the academic outreach unit of CSIS and proceeded to identify a number of research questions that would be of interest and relevance to the Service under the Kanishka-TSAS arrangements. Reference was made to the report Evolving Transnational Threats and Border Security
 and the range of issues identified that affect Canadian national security.
3.6.2
Priorities and potential areas of interest for TSAS might include: Narratives of terrorism; homegrown terrorism and violent radicalization appear to be underpinned by narratives that are seemingly unique in each country. The relationship between narratives from abroad and the narrative developed within homegrown groups, the mechanisms and processes for understanding how a narrative works, the effectiveness of narratives in encouraging individuals to conduct or support terrorism, and the effectiveness of counter-narrative approaches remain of interest. Research on the effects of the removal or disappearance of (claimed or perceived) key drivers for terrorism remains of interest to the policy community. For example, will the withdrawal of combat troops from Afghanistan have an impact on the homegrown narrative? What impact will the end of authoritarian rulers in the Middle East and North Africa have on Al Qaeda and its affiliates in terms of narratives, organizational structures, and operational capabilities? How do weak, but not failed or failing, states serve the narrative of terrorist groups and/or the development of terrorist organizations? Right wing extremism rose in the US and Europe in recent years, but the effect, or impact, of right wing extremism in Canada is not well understood: what are the prospects for right wing extremism in Canada; what are its drivers; what is the appeal of right wing groups; how adept are such groups in social media, and what impact does that have; are there links between Canadian groups with US or European groups; is the upswing in activity based on anti-Islamic sentiments or something else; and, could right-wing extremism and radicalization result in reciprocal radicalization of other groups and communities? In the context of radicalization, what role, if any, do individual personality traits play in radicalization – Canadian and comparative studies would be of interest in this realm. 
3.7
Citizenship and Immigration Canada
3.7.1
Mr. Bruce Jamieson (Director, Knowledge Dissemination and External Relations, Citizenship and Immigration Canada) briefed on role of Citizenship and Immigration Canada, the work of the Metropolis Project and impact of migration on the Canadian economy, family and humanitarian immigration and reunification, and citizenship and multiculturalism in the context of an integrated society. Both CIC and the Metropolis project have published extensively on these issues, thus a wealth of information and research is available on these topics within Canada. 
3.7.2
Priorities and potential areas of interest for TSAS might include: Social inclusion and exclusion in Canadian society; Youth and youth radicalization; impact of Canadian counter-terrorism measures and media coverage on youth and their sense of belonging from cultural, religious and social group perspectives
3.8
Public Safety Canada
3.8.1
Ms. Larisa Galadza (Senior Director, National Security Policy, Public Safety Canada) noted that despite a growing imperative to know that public resources are being used effectively, no one (internationally) is very good at evaluating counter-terrorism policies or measures, not least because it is very difficult to do so.  Nevertheless, there are important efforts such as the book "Evidence-Based Counterterrorism Policy" by Cynthia Lum and Leslie Kennedy (especially chapter 16).  Such evaluation is essential, and in that context three types of questions emerge from priorities and areas of interest at Public Safety Canada:

1)
What is Canada doing right? Canada has suffered less terrorism than some of its closest allies and the question is what policies and programs have led to this relative success; why are there, or have there been, fewer violent radicals in Canada; what programs, policies or mechanisms - within and beyond the security domain - are the crucial ones to keep; how hard should security officials work to achieve 100% success; as government cannot take all the credit, what are communities doing well in this effort, or is there too much emphasis on communities and their role in counter-terrorism and counter-radicalization? 

2)
Problem, Risk, and Effectiveness: Policymakers need to achieve public goods (i.e. security), and have a set of levers (laws, regulations, programs, etc.).  While some states focus on threats, an approach based on risk offers a means for policymakers to more effectively use limited resources.  If we know what makes someone cross the line to violence, CSIS and the RCMP can concentrate efforts accordingly.  Thus, in terms of risk assessment, how narrow should such assessments be and what, or who's, risk are we addressing; do risk assessments drive pragmatism and what is the impact of pragmatism; what problems should the security community be concerned with - unhappiness, discontent, moral oxygen/narratives, or stick to criminal threshold - and how far should security policies reach back in terms of prevention, with consideration for the ethical issues of such reach back; what is at risk - it could be the economy, values, icons, identity, laws and the judicial system, etc. - but also consider risks from the spread of violent propaganda, travel to conflict zones, the financing of terrorist causes, and intimidation within communities; and, what trade-offs are acceptable in security and non-security environments - what are we willing to give up given competing demands to invest across a range of policy imperatives?

3)
What does success look like?  It will not be a complete elimination of threats.  How do we measure effectiveness of counter-terrorism policies; what is, or should be, the baseline of such assessments; what are more accurate definitions of the problems involved (with terrorism and counter-terrorism), which can then drive the creation of clear baselines, and improved means to gather and use, or develop proxies, for data; what data is relevant; which opinions need to be taken into account; how do we attribute causality in the "soft" world of terrorism prevention; what role does religion play in terrorism and violent radicalization; and, what is the sociology of the internet and social media - how do relationships form, how does influence work - that allows them to be such a force in radicalization leading to violence?

3.9
Financial Transactions Reports Analysis Centre of Canada 

3.9.1
In this presentation
, Mr. John Schmidt (Macro Analysis and Research, FINTRAC) presented a brief summary of FINTRAC’s work, the agency’s research interests, knowledge gaps that FINTRAC analysts have noted in existing literature, and research questions that would support their work. FINTRAC’s research interests relate to issues associated with money laundering, terrorist financing and related activities, as well as the circumstances under which they occur. 
3.9.2
Priorities and potential areas of interest for TSAS might include: as an overarching theme, FINTRAC is interested in developing a strong baseline knowledge on emerging issues, which includes introducing frameworks for understanding topics FINTRAC is already familiar with, helping to operationalize concepts or models, and moving away from retrospective analysis into current cases. Key topics include: exploring the workings of the global financial system from a Canadian perspective; defining the rules for normal financial activities in industries that might be abused for money laundering and terrorist financing; producing a typology of criminal proceeds and the financing of terrorism; assessing financial strategy decision-making within terrorist organizations and cells; outlining typologies for terrorist financiers; and improving FINTRAC’s analytical capabilities. 

4. RESPONSES FROM RESEARCHERS: HOW TO FOSTER RESEARCH THAT ENGAGES WITH POLICY
4.1
Ron Levi (University of Toronto) argued that researchers have plenty of answers, but are often unaware of what the questions are. He emphasized that, when policymakers pose questions for researchers, specificity is key, although sometimes the scale of a question may be more significant, especially given tight timeframes. Translating existing research to make the policy angle clear is an important endeavour. Fostering policy-relevant research requires that policy professionals understand the risks and benefits of the academic field, and develop appropriate incentive structures: getting rid of time constraints is often a more significant incentive to academics than money, especially regarding translating existing research. Collaboration can by crystallized in institutionalized or organizational relationships, such as TSAS. Such relationships will help both policymakers and academics break out of disciplinary silos. While collaboration between policy and research is key, especially where it comes to identifying policy trade-offs, Dr. Levi emphasized that the cost-benefit decision of which trajectory to follow is ultimately a political decision, and academics may not have insight beyond their roles as individual citizens.
4.2
John Monahan (Mosaic Institute) introduced the Mosaic Institute as a “think and do” tank that endeavours to engage diaspora communities within Canada to promote peace and conflict resolution in their countries of origin. First, Mr. Monahan discussed the definition of “radicalization,” and the importance of interrogating what we mean by the “moderate mainstream” that radicalized individuals stray from. Next, Mr. Monahan made a case for including DFAIT, DND, and CIDA in these discussions
, arguing that we are concerned primarily with global issues whose implications are felt in Canada, and so taking into consideration the nuances of Canada’s position in the world is central to our security. Mr. Monahan concluded on an aspirational note, arguing that instead of a “man the lifeboats” approach, this forum should be construed as a foundation for a new vision of nation-building; one which engages a wider community than has traditionally been the case.
4.3
Flowing from Mr. Monahan’s discussion regarding diaspora communities and recognizing that terrorism is tied to foreign policy, Margaret Walton-Roberts (Wilfrid Laurier University) began with a discussion of the diaspora—foreign policy link. She emphasized that the current focus on tapping into diaspora communities as a source of intelligence is problematic, in that it engenders a “tyranny of participation” and ensuing stigmatizations of communities, and can increase feelings of insecurity by those targeted for information. She also stressed that diaspora communities are complex and active political agents; different segments of a diaspora community may make different demands of the Canadian state, and so our understanding of their agency must by nuanced. Next, Dr. Walton-Roberts proposed that rather than conceiving of terrorism, security, and society in a state—other framework, we should shift our focus to “the other within,” to better understand how our institutions are working. She attributed Canada’s success regarding radicalization, as compared with other states, to the hegemonic success of multiculturalism in our education system, and concluded with a cautionary note that we not “throw the baby out with the bathwater.” 
4.4
Martin Bouchard (Simon Fraser University) echoed Dr. Levi’s comments regarding the need to create a sustainable relationship between policymakers and academia (adding that academics should be consulted early in the process of creating policy and strategy documents), and the significant incentive that freeing academics’ time can provide. Noting the tension that academics face between their desire to contribute to their academic responsibilities and to policy, he suggested that access to data (such as datasets, or willing interview participants) would be another strong incentive for participating in policy-driven research projects. If, from the policy side, there is an understanding of academics’ professional trajectories accompanied by the time and space to allow academics to reflect on policy, academics will be able to learn to understand the policy world’s constraints. 
4.5
Jeremy Littlewood (Carleton University) stressed that policymakers must not assume that academics inherently know what the policy problems are, or who is responsible for addressing them. To that effect, he maintained that TSAS’s idea of pairing public servants with academic researchers would be hugely beneficial, and that we should aim to push the boundaries of academic disciplines and their relationships with the policy world through honest and forceful discussion. Dr. Littlewood encouraged the group to be aware of the distinctions between research and advocacy within this framework. In terms of producing new knowledge, he agreed with earlier comments regarding the primacy of time management and building projects into larger researcher plans. He suggested that feedback on unsuccessful KPCP proposals would assist in focusing further iterations of policy-relevant research. In addition, funding opportunities to build expertise among graduate students would be also be useful. In terms of content, Dr. Littlewood emphasized that research should explore support for terrorism as well as terrorist events and perpetrators of violent acts, and consider Canadian interests abroad in addition to Canada as a direct target. At the same time, he cautioned that we must leave room for academics to explore the “left-field” questions, and not all chase priority areas. 
4.6
Following the researchers’ comments, open discussion raised issues regarding the relationship between TSAS or other Kanishka Project research and the government. Fears that TSAS would become an arm of the government in policy development were soothed by assertions that TSAS was highly interested in promoting a critical perspective. Furthermore, clear statements that award recipients do not necessarily reflect the Government of Canada’s views are beneficial: academics are not expected to be spokespeople for the government, and practitioners are not penalized for critical commentary. In addition to the benefits of critique (such as preventing oversights, turf wars, and missed opportunities), discussants also addressed the need to identify the sources of government successes to ensure that counterproductive policies are not introduced unknowingly. 

THURSDAY, MAY 24, 2012

5.
REVIEW OF DAY ONE
5.1
Dan Hiebert (University of British Columbia) opened the second day of the workshop expressing his satisfaction with the previous day’s rich discussion between academic researchers and policy professionals. He summarized the day’s proceedings along the lines of three broad themes. 
1) Creating a culture of engagement between research and policy was the first theme discussed. This culture of engagement involves: the transfer of existing knowledge, in addition to new research; a two-way flow of information, in addition to flows of money and commitment of political capital; policymakers’ understanding of academics’ institutional context, and vice versa; and academics who are prepared to make contributions to society in addition to their intellectual contributions. 
2) The second theme addressed the context for this engagement, including: the multidimensional consequences of an age of austerity; the challenges posed by policy relevance in research; the need for researchers to move beyond critique; and also the requirement that Canadian policy be viewed in the context of a global matrix. 
3) The social context—i.e. factors to keep in mind when bringing Canadian society into the discussion—was the final theme discussed. These factors include: being conscious of how certain terminology is used, viewed, and internalized; recognizing that threats exist within Canada, and that counterterrorism policies have impacted Canadian communities; and acknowledging the clear relationship between exclusion in society and insecurity. 
5.2 Dr. Hiebert concluded with the hope that the previous day’s discussion served as a strong starting point for the process of developing trust and a culture of working together between the policy and academic communities. 
6. APPLICATION OF COLLABORATIVE RESEARCH DESIGN: “FEAR, HATRED, BELONGING, AND COHESION: UNDERSTANDING AND PREVENTING DYNAMICS OF POLARIZATION”
6.1
This session took as its starting point key themes that emerged during the recent Metropolis workshops on this subject, drawing out clear possibilities for policy-relevant research. 
6.2
Antoine Bilodeau (Concordia University) presented his work on understanding and tracking mass public reactions to diversity. He advocated for better tools to measure and track attitudes toward immigration, diversity, and specific groups over time. He stressed that researchers should pay more attention to views on ethnic diversity and specific groups, since attitudes toward immigration do not necessarily reflect one’s level of comfort with diversity. Citing studies by Koopmans et al. and Gary Freeman on the role of political opportunity structure, Dr. Bilodeau emphasized the need to better understand the role of macro-level political factors in the radicalization process. He suggested that the Canadian political opportunity structure may be the source of Canada’s relative success, as compared with European countries, with radicalization. If variations in political opportunity structures exist across the provinces, then the provinces—presently unrepresented within the Kanishka Project—may play a role in preventing radicalization. Dr. Bilodeau provided a brief summary of his “Provincial Diversity Project,” which tracks diversity across all ten provinces to assess and explain differences on views toward immigration, ethnic diversity, and specific groups, in addition to other factors such as political orientations, and social and economic values.  
6.3
Rima Berns-McGown (University of Toronto) reiterated the notion of Canada’s “exceptionalism”, compared with Europe, regarding radicalization. Having conducted research within the Somali diaspora, Dr. Berns-McGown described how members of Toronto’s Somali community felt strongly Canadian, whereas their counterparts in London, England felt as if they were never seen as British. Integration involves the newcomers’ weaving between two identities, and external society lowering its barriers to integration. Whether Canada’s inclusiveness is intentional or not, this inclusion must be nurtured—whether from a social justice or security perspective—if Canada is to integrate newcomers into Canadian society, and maintain its success in preventing radicalization. Dr. Berns-McGown proposes a three-point approach for achieving such integration: 1) reaching out to kids while they are in high school to ensure that they are successful; 2) seeking means to deal with trauma experienced before arriving in Canada, especially by women; and 3) stopping the criminalization of people in marginalized neighbourhoods.

6.4
Approaching religious extremism from the perspective of neuro- and social psychology, Ian McGregor (York University) began with an introduction to his discipline. He conducted humorous and surprising mini-experiments using the group as subjects to demonstrate how easily researchers can be misled by their own cognitive biases. He presented findings for his research on reactive approach motivation (RAM) for extremism: when anxiety—whether it be in the form of frustration, uncertainty, exclusion, injustice, insecurity, or threat—is introduced to a test group, it reliably causes a number of seemingly discreet phenomena that are ingredients in radicalization, such as hostility, retribution, jingoism, xenophobia, conviction, idealism, resolve, devotion, and risk-taking. Several of these anxiety-inducing manipulations can produce religious extremists who are more willing to kill and die for their beliefs, because their religion mutes their brain reactions to the vulnerability that anxiety introduces. Dr. McGregor’s findings imply that policies should avoid exacerbating anxiety, and should facilitate inclusion and engagement. Policies should not attempt to reduce the influence of religion, but rather to redirect it toward more benign forms. 
6.5
Closing this society-focused panel of researchers, Sara Thompson (Ryerson University) introduced the preliminary stages of her research with Sandra Bucerius on the complex and sometimes-contradictory effects of “collective efficacy” as applied to counter-terrorism. Used widely in criminology literature, “collective efficacy” refers to “the combination of trust and cohesion among residents who share expectations about the importance and exercise of informal social control”; it is not just about intention, but also the willingness to intervene and take action on behalf of what is perceived to be the collective good. The project examines collective efficacy within the Somali and Tamil ethnic groups in Toronto. These cases will illustrate how, from a counterterrorism or public safety perspective, efforts to increase collective efficacy on their own will likely be unsuccessful in addressing the stressors that may give rise to radicalization. Rather, looking at ethnic-specific ways that collective efficacy is understood and mobilized may be particularly useful to inform and improve the ways in which collective dynamics may heighten or curtail radicalization.  
7. RESEARCH IN TERRORISM, SECURITY, AND SOCIETY: SHORT PRESENTATIONS BY RESEARCHERS ON WORK RELEVANT TO THE KANISHKA PROJECT AND THE TSAS NETWORK
7.1
Martin Bouchard (Simon Fraser University) opened the panel presenting the preliminary work he conducted with colleagues Richard Frank and Kila Joffres on the Terrorism and Extremism Network Extractor (TENE). Building on the widely understood notions that extremists use the Internet to accomplish many of their objectives (including communication, networking, information provision and gathering, financing, and recruitment), TENE is a WebCrawler that will differentiate terrorist websites from those websites that discuss terrorism. The goal is that TENE will map out the structure of these websites according to network capital: a combination of content severity and connectivity. Having a mapped out structure of the network will allow intelligence and law enforcement agencies to best target their efforts. 
7.2
Aurélie Campana (Université Laval) presented her preliminary, conceptual findings regarding terrorist safe-havens and the social relations within them. In “grey areas,” where the state is weak, failing, or completely dysfunctional, informal modes of governance (such as tribalism), rules, and constraints still exist. Groups, both local and transnational, can take hold of these areas and use them, for example, to train jihadists or to plan terrorist attacks. Dr. Campana’s work analyzes the mechanisms that structure the relationships between the “grey area’s” actors, including terrorist groups, and uncovering the strategies they use to penetrate these areas and create alliances with local actors. The asymmetrical nature of all social relations underlies these mechanisms and strategies. The group’s research prioritizes the process of radicalization and strategies introduced by certain diaspora groups to that effect. 
7.3
Bringing a critical security studies perspective to the panel, Veronica Kitchen (University of Waterloo) provided an overview of the work she is presently conducting on the set of counterterrorism institutions that proliferated after 9/11, horizontally integrating different parts of the security bureaucracy. Her work will evaluate the effectiveness of these institutions and explore their effects on society. These questions will be approached from a comparative perspective, looking at fusion centers and joint terrorism task forces in the United States, counterterrorism units in the United Kingdom, and the Integrated Terrorism Assessment Center in Canada. Effectiveness and societal effects will be explored along three categories: securitization, transnationalization, and privatization. At the present stage, Dr. Kitchen is working on mapping out these different elements of the security bureaucracy, and conducting youth outreach to encourage thinking about counterterrorism and connected ethical questions. Dr. Kitchen also briefly mentioned a second project on the securitization of policing. 
8. CONNECTING POLICY MAKERS AND ACADEMIC RESEARCHERS: BUILDING A CALL FOR PROPOSALS
8.1
TSAS has reserved approximately $240,000 of Kanishka Project funding to support new research. In this segment, Dan Hiebert (University of British Columbia) outlined the administrative issues surrounding TSAS’s upcoming call for proposals, and led a group discussion to that effect. Consensus emerged that the process must not be subject to steerage by government officials.
8.2
Regarding the process of adjudication, Dr. Hiebert proposed that TSAS follow the rules of operation used by Metropolis, which sets two minimum hurdles for each proposal: academics must be convinced that the proposal could lead to peer-reviewed publication, and policy professionals must be convinced the application has the potential to be important for policy development. Concerns were raised in discussion regarding the use of “peer review” as a useful standard. On whether proposals should be adjudicated and ranked according to clearly defined, transparent, weighted criteria (like for SSHRC), or more based on what excites committee members, the group’s general leaning was toward innovation. The “value added” of TSAS over regular SSHRC and Kanishka Project proposals is its focus on cultivating graduate students.  
8.3
The call for proposals will define the outer boundaries of what TSAS is interested in, and define a set of priorities for which applications will be considered most favourably. When asked how much shaping TSAS should do in terms of guiding proposals, the group’s general feeling was that the call should be broad, so as to encourage more “out-of-the-box” thinking. When delineating the call for proposals, how the different TSAS elements work together, how research should link to the four pillars of the counterterrorism strategy, and if there is an obligation to link content to the Kanishka Project’s priorities should be addressed. The group also discussed what is meant by an emphasis on Canadian context, which requires thinking about the role of comparative work, and international researchers and non-domestic data sources. 
9. KANISHKA STEERING COMMITTEE
The Kanishka Steering Committee meeting began with introductory remarks by the committee’s co-chairs, Paul MacKinnon (Public Safety Canada Assistant Deputy Minister Strategic Policy) and Susheel Gupta. The two emphasized that Kanishka Project funding is available not only to conduct quality research that will help produce tools that better protect Canadians, but to remember the Air India tragedy and honour its victims. 
Brett Kubicek provided the committee members with an overview of the workshop’s previous discussions on collaborative research design, using the three broad themes that Dr. Hiebert identified in his summary at the start of the day. Dan Hiebert then provided an overview of TSAS’s workplan, structure, schedule of events, and progress, analogous to his presentation at the start of the previous day. 
Following the reports, Mr. MacKinnon led an open discussion about priorities, direction, and research ideas for Kanishka. He framed the debate by suggesting that “success” in counterterrorism should work on the assumption that bad things happen to good people; that resilience is a priority. Mr. MacKinnon posed a number of questions to the group, primarily relating to radicalization and incentives toward violence, resilience, and community engagement and outreach. Related key topics raised by members of the steering committee included: a requirement for moving beyond critique to help government improve its approaches; the need for political engagement; the importance of demonstrating progress and success in real time; and how to perform effective outreach. 
A closed meeting of the TSAS Executive Committee followed the discussion. 
Report written by Ms. Nicole Tishler (NPSIA, Carleton University) and Dr. Jez Littlewood (NPSIA, Carleton University) at the request of PS and TSAS
� At the time of the workshop, successful proposals had not been officially announced. Successful proposals under round one of KPCP were announced on May 30, 2012.


� Available at: � HYPERLINK "http://www.queensu.ca/cidp/events/conferencearchive/ttbs.html" �http://www.queensu.ca/cidp/events/conferencearchive/ttbs.html� 


� This presentation occurred on day two of the workshop; it is included in this section for consistency and ease of reference to all government presentations.


� These federal departments were not represented at the workshop.






