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Introduction

Exploring Spaces of Security

Mark Maguire and Setha Low

This volume represents the efforts of anthropologists and others to 
explore spaces of security. Today, security is one of the most prominent 
topics in anthropology. A growing ethnographic literature explores its 
various dimensions, from studies of military action and everyday vio-
lence to research on specific infrastructures (e.g., Lutz 2002; Low 2003; 
Masco 2006). Some anthropologists are also exploring contemporary 
problematization of security by attending to new assemblages and sites 
of experimentation (e.g., Lakoff and Collier 2009; Maguire and Fussey 
2016). Of course, the breadth of this ethnographic literature presents its 
own challenge. This volume arose from the simple observation that spa-
tial metaphors and images saturate ethnographic research on security, 
and many of the theoretical devices used— assemblage, infrastructure, 
network, for example— are thoroughly spatial. Yet, anthropology has 
not developed a coherent approach to this important dimension of 
security.

This volume draws together ethnographic research on spaces of secu-
rity from different regions and scales (see also Glück and Low 2017). The 
examples discussed range from blast- proof bedrooms in Israel to bio-
metric identification in India, and from border control in Argentina to 
counterterrorism in East Africa. Each contribution focuses on specific 
spatio- temporal configurations, infrastructural interventions, and shifts 
in discourse and practice. The different emphasis in each contribution 
shows the multiplicity of ways that one might grapple with the rascal 
concept of security. That said, our ethnographic research also demon-
strates the power of a spatial lens to bring into focus the ways that secu-
rity acquires its discursive content and concrete form.
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Our effort to explore how security is worked out in specific ethno-
graphic examples is certainly an antidote to grand claims about our “age 
of security” (see Gros 2012, 2014). Today, some scholars grant “securiti-
zation” excessive power as an all- encompassing process. Filippa Lentzos 
and Nikolas Rose even wonder if it is supplanting liberal democracy:

[B]order controls, regimes of surveillance and monitoring, novel forms of 
individuation and identification, notably those based on biometrics, pre-
ventive detention or exclusion of those thought to pose significant risks, 
massive investment in the security apparatus and much more. Have the 
political rationalities of advanced liberal democracies been displaced by 
new rationalities and technologies of government animated by the telos 
of security? (Lentzos and Rose 2009, 233)

Here, we avoid grand theories and provide several examples that decen-
ter the Western sociological imagination (in this volume see Verdery, 
and Grimson and Renoldi). This raises a key question: if one cannot 
gloss security as the latest iteration of late liberal governing, what exactly 
are we dealing with?

There is an understandable temptation to retreat to the library and 
return with a comforting definition. Indeed, Holbraad and Pedersen 
(2014) propose that the varieties of security are understandable as the 
“reproduction” of “collectives.”1 To borrow a diagnosis from Fredric 
Jameson, this definition suffers from premature clarification, in part be-
cause of the complexity of the topic, but also because anthropology has 
yet to engage fully with adjacent intellectual traditions. As more and 
more anthropologists venture into the world of security, it is useful to 
explore a populous realm with several broad churches, a few syncretic 
movements, but only one truly revered figure.2

In 1983, Barry Buzan published the hugely influential People, States 
& Fear, a book that anticipates the end of the Cold War and promotes 
a new field of scholarly activity. He tracks a concept of security that 
has left the politico- military domain and becomes a mobile idiom for 
everything from the economy to the very nature of society. How does 
he define such an expansive concept? Buzan deliberately avoids hasty 
and superficial definitions when faced with a reality in flux. Instead, he 
draws from W. B. Gallie’s (1956) philosophical paper on “essentially con-



Introduction | 3

tested concepts,” which argues that some popular concepts are powerful 
and evaluative— like art or freedom, for example— and yet they refuse 
definition and have little predictive capacity. Rather, they live off “end-
less disputes about their proper uses on the part of their users” (Gallie 
1968, 169).3 Buzan concludes that security will always elude efforts to 
capture its essence and defines it as “an area of concern” rather than a 
precise condition.4

In later writing, Buzan attempted to put shape on his field by looking 
to the limits of security, only to realize that its object- referent is human 
life itself:

The bottom line of security is survival, but it also reasonably includes a 
substantial range of concerns about the conditions of existence. Quite 
where this range of concerns ceases to merit the urgency of the “security” 
label (which identifies threats as significant enough to warrant emergency 
action and exceptional measures including the use of force) and becomes 
part of everyday uncertainties of life is one of the difficulties of the con-
cept. (Buzan 1991, 432– 433; cf. Foucault 2007)

Here a threat might be anything deemed as such— even change is poten-
tially menacing— while security is the concept that renders life itself a 
matter of life and death.

Buzan’s core position resonates with earlier concept work by Michel 
Foucault (2007)— which we will discuss below in some detail— by situat-
ing the problematization of security within the broader governance of 
“population” and indeed life itself. This is by no means a relativist posi-
tion, because the key question is this: what are the precise conditions for 
the possibility of particular historical and spatio- temporal configura-
tions of security, within and beyond liberal democracies? This question 
motivated our anthropological exploration of spaces of security, and we 
set out to find diverse ethnographic research that might help us think 
through this topic.

This volume arose out of scholarly conversations at conferences 
around the world but, most especially, at a Wenner Gren Foundation 
workshop in Ireland. Many participants discussed security as a set of 
discourses and practices that arrived in their ethnographic field sites 
from elsewhere, often as a ready- made package of solutions and “mobile 



4 | Mark Maguire and Setha Low

exemplars” available to respond to some real or imagined crisis. Indeed, 
many recalled “critical events” (see Das 1995) after which security some-
how became the normalized approach to complex societal problems. 
Others spoke of security as something already present in field sites that 
went by a different name, “safety” or “peace,” for example, or as a set of 
discourses and practices that simply do not follow the trajectory implicit 
in Euro- American sociology. Still others documented it as something 
extant and operating recursively through demands for ever- increasing 
security.

That said, we all acknowledged the ambiguity of the label, and the 
particular spatial qualities of a concept that could be simultaneously ab-
stract and yet concrete. This is a broader problem, as Henri Lefebvre re-
minds us, because everything that arises from social production, indeed 
all “social relations, which are concrete abstractions, have no real exis-
tence save in and through space, their underpinning is spatial. In each 
particular case, the connection between this underpinning and the rela-
tions it supports calls for analysis” (Lefebvre 1991, 440; our emphasis). 
But how might we approach space with more precision, if indeed a focus 
on space will give better picture of security?

Theorizing Spaces of Security

All of the contributions in this volume, whether on the (in- )securitiza-
tion of sporting events or the rise of gated communities, acknowledge 
a crucial issue, namely the curious dynamic between the security 
imagination and its infrastructural solidity. The example of gated com-
munities is illustrative. During the past three decades, a significant 
proportion of the US population has engaged in a volitional migration 
in search of security behind private gates and walls. The infrastruc-
ture of a gated community is one of its selling points: walls, gates, and 
fences stop and search the flows of people, goods, and services, while 
private security enforces order and control. Moreover, security barri-
ers and technological devices creep into homes and bodies in the form 
of poly- functional systems for seeing, tracking, or preventing mobility. 
This “hard” infrastructure is imbricated with the ostensibly “soft” work 
of the imagination— nostalgia for the imagined community life of some 
prelapsarian past, for example— giving it concrete form by spatializing 
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it. The work of the imagination, therefore, has a crucial part to play in 
the story of gated communities.

Urban theorist Simone Tulumello recently showed the critical role 
of images, the imagination, and fearful affects in the spatial form of cit-
ies. Commenting in particular on the role of the media, he notes, with 
evident shock, that “in the US, between 1990 and 1998, at the same time 
as homicide rates declined by 20%, the number of journalistic reports 
on homicide, not counting news on the Simpson case, grew by 600% 
(six hundred percent!) (Tulumello 2017, 22– 23). The simple point here is 
that when one speaks of spaces of security, one is developing a relatively 
open and broad analytical category, one that is open to the powerful 
role of the imagination, affect (especially fear), the historical, material, 
and social context that obtains (especially structures of exclusion such 
as racialization), and the infrastructures and technologies in operation. 
In this volume, when we speak of spaces of security or “securityscapes” 
we are deploying a broad but robust ethnographic approach, one that 
attends to affect and the imagination but also to the specific ways in 
which discursive content takes on concrete form. In order to open out 
this approach further, we turn briefly to spatial theory.

In recent years, several urban theorists have tried to frame urban 
transformations occurring in the name of security. Most obviously, Mike 
Davis (1998, 2006) explores new “geographies of fear.” He describes the 
emergence of an “urban apartheid” in which the wealthy are increasingly 
sealed off as “fortified cells” that are ringed by dangerous and criminal-
ized classes (cf. Graham 2010). The deeper the process goes, according 
to Davis, the more security compounds, especially in the form of heavy- 
handed policing, the deployment of infrastructure and new technolo-
gies, and the rise of private security providers. The image that emerges 
is of a striated urban world in which security infrastructure partitions 
distinct social experiences along the lines of race and class. This is the 
central theme of Peter Sloterdijk’s In the World Interior of Capital (2013), 
which proposes a global “exterior” surrounding the secure and artifi-
cially climatized inner spaces for the privileged.

Many such theories of security and the urban form either work off the 
assumption that conditions for the possibility of good city life has been 
dismantled or that such a good life is found only in the imagination as an 
alternative. Absent is what Henri Lefebvre described as the spatial “con-
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sensus” (1991, 57; see also Jacobs 1961). The work of Henri Lefebvre, Jane 
Jacobs— with her well- known image of the bonds of existing sociality 
shaping public safety— and others is critical in attending to the possibility 
of vernacular security, security from below as an alternative (though a po-
tentially problematic one) to the cold rationality of administrative order. 
Indeed, one could argue that much contemporary spatial theory involves 
explorations of the “politics of possibility” (see Appadurai 2013; e.g., De 
Certeau 1984; Deleuze 1992). But as Robert Tally (2013) shows in his re-
view of current spatial theory, much of literature on spatial power and spa-
tial possibility refers to or is in response to the work of Michel Foucault. It 
is important, therefore, to turn back to the fascinating interventions made 
by Foucault on the precise topic of space and security.

In his late- 1970s Collége de France lectures, Foucault (2007) briefly 
touched upon the spatial dimensions of security before abandoning the 
discussion in favor of governmentality and biopolitics (see Bigo 2008). 
During his lectures, he speculates about a coming society characterized 
by a powerful role played by “technology of security.” This technology, he 
suggests with a degree of caution, remains tied to sovereignty, disciplin-
ary mechanisms, and the law. Yet, a “society of security” might appear 
rapidly and naturalize itself, as if it grew organically, because it emerged 
from and targeted population. Security would thus facilitate circulations 
and stand back from the effervescent emergence of freedoms, and yet 
operate along the lines of uncertainty, normalization, and “what could 
be called spaces of security” (Foucault 2007, 11; our emphasis).

Foucault proposes that security tends to work on existing material 
spaces. For example, a bedroom can become a bunker (see Bird- David 
and Shapiro in this volume) or a local football stadium can be forti-
fied for “mega events” (see Rial in this volume). However, one cannot 
read such changes as simply the outcome of some narrow- gauge process 
of “securitization.” While security often works from existing material 
spaces or licenses the building of new infrastructures, it just as often 
involves the production of near- future milieus in which to act— elusive 
spaces filled with possible threats that do not yet exist. This is the realm 
of anticipation, prevention, precaution (beyond risk, or even danger), 
and emergence. Importantly, moreover, because security affixes itself to 
population— something natural and therefore a “reality”— it does not 
have an ideal state. As Foucault pointed out, security does not “recon-
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struct to a point of perfection” (2007, 19).5 Whereas Jeremy Bentham’s 
vision of a prison- tower of steel and glass expressed panopticism, no 
such vision dominates the realm of security. Perhaps, instead of Ben-
tham’s panoptic tower we have Kafka’s “Great Wall of China.” One of 
Kafka’s short stories describes the construction of an immense barrier to 
protect against barbarians (see Kafka 1961). However, the project always 
hinted at being more than a mere wall: planners attempted to sketch a 
tower to elevate the project to some higher ideal about humanity, but all 
the public got was an expensive wall full of holes.

As literature and geography attest, Foucault was not the only theorist 
to explore spaces of security in a manner that exposes the infrastruc-
tural and the imagination. Recently, Wendy Brown noted the curious 
tension between the materialization and dematerialization of border se-
curity, the high- speed mobility and coterminous rash of wall- building 
by nation- states. This contradiction, Brown proposes, speaks to the van-
ishing “political imaginary” of “a global interregnum, a time after the 
era of state sovereignty, but before the articulation or instantiation of 
an alternate global order” (Brown 2010, 39). In other words, no matter 
how concrete a space of security might be, from the barriers that control 
access to a gated community to the surveillance infrastructure of the US 
military, there may well be an essential elusiveness. As W. G. Sebald’s 
Austerlitz proposes, “it is often our mightiest projects that most obvi-
ously betray the degree of our insecurity” (2001, 16– 17).

All of this is of critical importance to the study of security today. As 
more and more is invested in security infrastructure, and as security 
becomes the privileged idiom for discoursing on everything from en-
vironmental risks to terrorist threats, we must critically evaluate secu-
rity as a productive force that constitutes and acts through space. We 
know that security infrastructure is connected to the imaginary, just as 
concrete effects are tied to affects such as fear. Moreover, we know that 
ethnographic research shows the varieties of these ties. How, then, do we 
explore spaces of security anthropologically?

Toward a Spatial Anthropology of Security

As mentioned above, security has become one of the most salient topics 
in anthropology. This is itself important, because most nineteenth-  and 
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early twentieth- century anthropologists dealt with security in a rather 
offhand way. They recognized it as something necessary but usually only 
remarked upon it if struck by its visibility or by its absence. Safety and 
stability certainly merited discussion, but security, to borrow from Fer-
nand Braudel, named “events not yet considered as such” (quoted in 
Maguire et al. 2014, 13). Even during the 1970s and 1980s, despite the 
menacing presence of the Cold War security apparatus across the globe, 
only a scattering of specific (though still inchoate) studies of security 
emerged (e.g., Hayano 1974; cf. Nader 1986). However, with the end of 
the Cold War and dramatic shifts in global governance, security became 
an obvious leitmotif in countless performances of political power (see 
Masco 2006). Moreover, especially since September 11, 2001, it has been 
hard to ignore the ways in which security discourses and practices 
have saturated contemporary politics and the media, just as it is hard 
to ignore the planetary projection of US counterterrorism (see Masco 
2014). The risk in all of this is that anthropological theories of security 
are simply reactive. It is timely, therefore, to turn to the literature on the 
anthropology of security to draw out key theoretical trends, especially 
spatiality.

Over the past two decades, anthropologists have explored the impacts 
of war, violence, and insecurity on vulnerable populations (e.g., Lutz 
2002), while others explore shifting relations between public and pri-
vate, gates and guards, state and non- state, often under the star of neo-
liberal reforms (e.g., Low 2003; Goldstein 2010, 2016). Taken together, all 
of this research points to but rarely makes explicit what Lefebvre (1991) 
terms a spatial “underpinning.” Whether one studies racialized exclu-
sion through gatedness or shifting state- citizen relations by focusing 
on the privatization of security, spatial images and metaphors abound.6 
This is also true for the large and well- known literature on the US mili-
tary and processes of militarization. Catherine Lutz (2002) and Joseph 
P. Masco (2006), for example, explore the specific relationships between 
Cold War paranoia and the presence of military infrastructures— the 
often- occluded realm of critical infrastructure. Moreover, despite dif-
ferences of scale, there are close ties between secretive military infra-
structure and everyday experiences of insecurity, even during times of 
peace. Lest we forget, versions of the American dream, from the utopia 
of suburban family life to the freedom of highways, are products of Cold 
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War paranoia and military structures. The suburbs allowed for dispersed 
population targets, while the highways allowed one to evacuate a city in 
the event of a nuclear attack (see Time 1947).

Recently, Limor Samimian- Darash and Meg Stalcup (2016) proposed 
that too much of anthropological literature addresses insecurity rather 
security.7 In contrast, they attend to what they call “security assem-
blages,” the rhizomatic, temporary, and experimental formations that 
manifest themselves between large- scale apparatuses and specific prob-
lematizations (see Rabinow 2003). Security is certainly problematized 
in numerous contemporary settings, though this approach offers tools 
for specific circumstances. Despite the attractive air of emergence and 
creativity around the notion of assemblage, the challenge is, and has al-
ways been, to understand such novel formations in context, and context 
often means the mundane realm of security institutions. Marcus and 
Saka (2006, 102, 106 passim) sound a note of caution around “assem-
blages” more broadly:

[Assemblage] offers an odd, irregular, time- limited object for contempla-
tion. Whoever employs it does so with a certain tension, balancing, and 
tentativeness where the contradictions between the ephemeral and the 
structural, and between the structural and the unstably heterogeneous 
create almost a nervous condition for analytic reason. Indeed, one might 
argue that once relaxed in terms of the heightened tension it promotes, 
assemblage becomes something more sober like actor- network theory.8

Of course, there are other studies of security that one might also men-
tion, from Didier Fassin’s Enforcing Order (2013) to Ruben Andersson’s 
scale- jumping Illegality Inc. (2014). Yet for all this theorizing of struc-
tural violence, infrastructure, assemblage, and borders, with the implied 
spatiality of the concept, the anthropology of security still has a signifi-
cant spatio- temporal gap. We have yet to see an effort to foreground and 
explore how security is produced spatially, constructed by multiple ac-
tors, discourses, practices, and histories (also see Glück and Low 2017).

Our ethnographic case studies demonstrate that we should consider 
spaces of security as ethnographic objects, as securityscapes. No matter 
whether one is discussing the securitization of home life in Israel or bio-
metrics in India, the borders of Argentina or gated communities in the 



10 | Mark Maguire and Setha Low

United States, it seems that securityscapes are in evidence. These spaces 
of security striate and break up our worlds, spaces in which the security 
imaginary meets the concrete reality of security technologies and infra-
structures, a realm of affects and asymmetries. “Securityscapes” provides 
the anthropology of security with a useful native concept with which to 
explore spaces of security ethnographically.

Securityscapes

More than two decades ago, Arjun Appadurai (1990, 2– 4) argued 
that situated agents— nation- states, corporations, even groups of 
individuals— were producing imaginaries and “imagined worlds” 
but not necessarily “imagined communities” (Anderson 1991). He 
responded with a series of well- known perspectival constructs to cap-
ture the emergent experience of global flows: ethnoscape, mediascape, 
finanscape, ideoscape, and technoscape. He aimed to show how the 
speed and scale of change were making disjuncture a fundamental char-
acteristic of contemporary experience, such that politics and the work of 
the imagination involve the “disjunctive and unstable interplay” of dif-
ferent landscapes (Appadurai 1990, 7). Over the decades, the openness 
of Appadurai’s perspectival approach was lost to calcification due to too 
little engagement and too much citation. However, the image of multiple 
landscapes resurfaced in studies of security.

In his work on nuclear weapons, Hugh Gusterson adopted the term 
“securityscape” to address “asymmetrical distributions of weaponry, 
military force, and military- scientific resources among nation- states 
and the local and global imaginaries of identity, power, and vulnerabil-
ity that accompany these distributions” (Gusterson 2004, 166). Perhaps 
because of the precise nature of the topic, his formulation insisted on a 
rather monolithic understanding of state power, while foregrounding 
the important role played by expert communities that are often globally 
networked (Gusterson 2004, 166– 167; cf. Gupta and Ferguson 2002). In 
short, he imagines a securityscape as a distinct landscape populated by 
professionals. Recently, however, anthropologists have opened the term 
to invoke a broader range of agents and agencies but have retained the 
focus on experts and knowledge circuits (see Albro et al. 2012, 11). It 
is clear, however, that to date anthropologists have deployed the term 
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“securityscape” as a synonym for the US national security apparatus. 
Despite the gravitational attraction of US national security’s planetary 
power, it is important that anthropologists attend to a more diverse 
universe.

Anthropologists are not alone in moving beyond state- centric ap-
proaches (see Wilson and Bakker 2016) and exploring “vernacular” and 
“every- day” security (Vaughan- Williams and Stevens 2015; cf. Bubandt 
2005). Indeed, some scholars attend to everyday security along spatio- 
temporal axes, focusing on its affective dimensions (see Lemanski 2012). 
However, as anthropologists, we must attend to security as an ethno-
graphic object. Of course, security often manifests itself as asymmetrical 
and even elite discourse. Security may sometimes be the concern of ef-
fervescent and future- oriented assemblages of technology and expertise, 
but it then retreats into a landscape of older institutions and infrastruc-
tures. Moreover, security may be nothing more than a neighborhood 
gate or fence. Sometimes anthropological theories are nothing more 
than descriptions of how things are in field sites. However, through fore-
grounding the spatial dimensions of security, we are able to illuminate 
particular aspects of security that demand theoretical attention.

If one thinks of security in terms of securityscapes, questions of tem-
porality (including speed), vector, and scale spring to mind. This is use-
ful because one of the more vexing questions in current social- scientific 
discussions of security is spatial. Researchers who explore the deploy-
ment of new technologies or the construction of new infrastructure note 
how they are folded into the mold of local life while being simultane-
ously partitioned or occluded, or serving the interests of other agents 
elsewhere (e.g., Klauser 2010). What are we to make of interventions in 
securityscapes that are non- local scape- shifters?

Appadurai noted this exact problem some time ago. In a twist on 
Marx’s “fetishism of commodities,” he proposed that production now 
masks not only social relations but also the “complicated spatial dy-
namic” of globally dispersed forces driving production. Thus, what one 
can experience “locally”— such as a factory, stadium, or military site, for 
example— may be an outcome of processes at a different scale or in a dif-
ferent space. Thus, we propose that securityscapes, a frame inspired by 
Appadurai’s work, is helpful, and recent ethnographic efforts show this 
potential. Yarin Eski’s Policing, Port Security and Crime Control deploys 
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the term securityscape to describe securitized ports as landscapes satu-
rated with security wherein people still live their ordinary lives— where 
“precautionary measures reign over social life, where ‘security’ is both 
highlighted and made concrete” (Eski 2016, 86). Thus, the advantage 
of thinking about securityscapes is that it allows one to grapple with 
a hard- to- define spatio- temporal configuration that includes the affec-
tive and imaginary as well as the infrastructural and concrete. This is 
certainly in keeping with contemporary geographical theory, which is 
attending to territorial and border security as volume: beyond older im-
ages of frictions and flows, walls and wire fences, Stuart Elden (2005, 
2007, 2013) discusses “volumetric” spaces, multidimensional landscapes 
wherein the vertical is as important as the more traditional horizons of 
geopolitics.

Here we are suggesting that securityscapes can be individually con-
tained (an airport, a stadium, a gated community, a bomb shelter) as 
well as ethnographically studied, but that they are part of a network of 
spaces and securityscapes that ultimately provide a cultural code for liv-
ing as well as a material map of their social and political production. Let 
us consider three examples of how the term securityscape might operate 
at different scales: logistics, gated communities, and CCTVs.

Deborah Cowen gives us a direct and accessible example with which 
to work through all of this from the problematization of circulation and 
control in the world of logistics. A US Coast Guard admiral tells her, 
“To sustain prosperity, we open the gates. To ensure security, we close 
the gates,” but the gates are not mere physical barriers. Rather, the US 
homeland is protected by “layered security,” and security “reorganizes 
space and scale” (Cowen 2010: 75– 77; our emphasis). But when we con-
sider the “gates” to an economy or nation- state as a securityscape, we 
also assume activity at other scales, from the geopolitical on one side, to 
the “homeland.”

In many contexts, houses and communities are semi- professional se-
curityscapes as residents attempt to master and make safe their worlds. 
More concretely, gated communities are designed as residential environ-
ments built to promote security and have quite specific architectural ele-
ments such as walls and gates, legal underpinnings based on corporate 
law and the loss of civic rights, institutionalized forms of governance 
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encoded in Covenants, Conditions & Restrictions (CC&Rs), and an af-
fective atmosphere of fear of crime and others (see Low in this volume). 
The point we are making is that, while a gated community is certainly a 
“space of security,” that is, a socially produced space that has evolved in 
response to the fears of residents and the racial capitalism of developers, 
it is also a contemporary fixture on the American suburban landscape. 
It reproduces racist social relations, institutional arrangements, archi-
tectural details, legal and symbolic encodings, and affective structures of 
feeling. This aspect of the gated communities renders them more than 
just “spaces,” but material features of a security- based landscape, a se-
curityscape, that is transforming residents’ and their neighbors’ sense of 
place, safety, inclusion, and citizenship.

In another, more technical and infrastructural example, a CCTV 
camera may simultaneously protect private assets while combating ter-
rorism, it may be a platform for several moving technological parts and 
degrees of systems integration; elements of its functioning may be non- 
local, transparent, occluded, or secret even to its operator. One could 
argue that any CCTV camera creates a securityscape composed of these 
contradictions and inconsistencies. Yet if we examine the locations of all 
the CCTV cameras surrounding Union Square in New York City (about 
240 cameras), we could begin to understand how the urban landscape 
has been crafted and reinforced by policing, legal regulations, corpo-
rate financial control, and specific behavioral rules that are changing 
New York City public space and civic life. Clearly, then, the challenge of 
understanding security today is both spatial and temporal; it includes 
the examination of infrastructural interventions and the discursive and 
symbolic practices that make up its paths, links, and trajectories. In this 
regard, security is an ethnographic object.

Security as an Ethnographic Object

The chapters in this volume draw upon distinct imaginaries, infrastruc-
tures, governance strategies, social structures as well as various affects 
that characterize the spaces of security studied by our contributors. 
The volume opens with chapters by Zoltán Glück, Katherine Verdery, 
and Alejandro Grimson and Brígida Renoldi. Broadly, these chapters 
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describe the ways in which security problematizes, distributes, and 
targets individuals, neighborhoods, and borders in contexts that are tre-
mendously diverse.

Glück’s chapter on Security Urbanism and the Counterterror State 
in Kenya tracks the aggressive prosecution of the War on Terror in the 
wake of the 2013 Al- Shabaab attack on Nairobi’s Westgate Mall. This crit-
ical event led to Operation Usalama Watch, which involved roundups, 
demolitions, forced relocations, and a great many human rights abuses, 
all with little evidence indicating the successful countering of actual ter-
rorism. Glück is interested in the multilevel transformations in govern-
ing that openly connect counterterrorism, military interventions, border 
walls, checkpoints, and a raft of legislation. People experience security 
as insecurity, though not always, as he patiently explains. His analysis 
certainly shows security becoming the preferred idiom of a state that 
is being renegotiated, re- territorialized, and re- scaled. However, people 
coproduce security in interesting ways. What they experience is an un-
even “affective infrastructure,” a city perceived and lived as a series of 
safe or danger zones. But can security- sociality develop into an imag-
ined community, he wonders? Nairobi’s citizens want security, but when 
they assemble to demand it, the state security forces give them clouds of 
tear gas instead.

Readers will certainly find in Glück’s rich ethnography many of the 
salient themes in the broad anthropology of security literature. He 
tracks the rise of security as a preferred idiom for contemporary gov-
ernance, coterminous with the rise of a peculiar affective infrastruc-
ture. However, while one can see striking parallels with ethnographic 
research carried out elsewhere (e.g., Fassin and Pandolfi 2010), Glück’s 
work insists that we attend to both the transnational flow of late- liberal 
governance and the unstable and unfinished cultural potentiality of se-
curityscapes. It is important, therefore, to move from this analysis of 
uneven in- securitization in Africa to other examples that show the var-
iegated history of security.

Diverse and tangled histories are the substance of chapter 2. In 
Comparative Surveillance Regimes, Katherine Verdery gives a histori-
cal anthropology of labor- intensive surveillance by “formerly existing 
socialism” in 1948– 1989 Romania, which she then contrasts with fear- 
inspiring Nazism and contemporary dataveillance. When one reads 
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Verdery’s work on communism’s unsophisticated listening infrastruc-
ture and the vast, always- emergent networks of informers, it is difficult 
to think in terms of “assemblages” without doing violence either to 
Deleuze’s concept or to Verdery’s ethnography. The communist regime 
certainly waded into anticipatory knowledge at the micro- affective lev-
els, but it ended up drowning in waves of information. In this volume, 
Thomas Kirsch describes this as the “recursive” quality of security— 
its capacity to work upon itself. Certainly, in communist Romania 
the system referred to itself and choked on knowledge of itself. How-
ever, as Verdery notes, the surveillance project also lacked a realiz-
able target. Security denoted socialist well- being, and thus the regime 
deployed a vacuous word to describe an impossible state. What of con-
temporary data- led security and surveillance? Verdery proposes that 
a full understanding of historical context helps to isolate the spatio- 
temporal features of the present while showing the context in which 
contemporary discourses and practices must operate. It is critical here 
to realize that Verdery’s chapter speaks of surveillance networks. Such 
networks illustrate a key attribute of security: sometimes they manifest 
themselves in concrete spatiality; sometimes they remain in the realm 
of connections, information nodes, or images of how the real or imag-
ined world works.

It is similarly useful to situate the work of Alejandro Grimson and 
Brígida Renoldi as contributing to anthropology’s understanding of the 
variety of contexts in which security is emergent. Like Verdery’s work in 
this volume, Grimson and Renoldi provide an antidote to the perspec-
tive that things are always entirely new. The military dictatorships that 
scarred Latin America during the 1960s and ’70s imagined themselves 
to be operating in a global war against communism. Today, the dictator-
ships are fading from memory, as are the major threats posed by radi-
cal enemies inside and outside. Contemporary Latin American regimes 
seem to suffer, instead, from what Ken Minogue once termed the St. 
George- in- retirement syndrome: having slain the dragon, ever- smaller 
challenges must suffice, eventually leading to hacking at thin air. Grim-
son and Renoldi thus write about “borderization,” which is ostensibly 
a security response to terrorism, crime, and illicit mobility, especially 
at the Tri- Border Area separating Argentina, Brazil, and Paraguay. The 
border is, of course, where legal and illegal flows are separated, but with 
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great attention to border sociality Grimson and Renoldi describe a zone 
of multiple discretions without which nothing would move.

As different as each of these cases is theoretically and substantively, 
they offer insights into the many ways that security is produced in and 
through identifiable securityscapes. By applying this conceptualization 
to each, it is possible to reveal the impact of security temporally and at 
different spatial scales. Several contributors to this volume write about 
security by focusing on the level of architectural infrastructures (Rial, 
Kirsch, Low, and Bird- David and Shapiro) and the arc of this cluster of 
chapters reveals the complexity and compounding qualities of security.

During the past several decades, major sporting events and their as-
sociated infrastructure have been designated as spaces of security. In 
chapter 4, From Panopticon to Panasonic: The Architecture of Fear in 
Mega- Events, Carmen Rial follows this vector in Brazil. Once, accord-
ing to Rial, Brazilian football games attracted many tens of thousands 
of mostly peaceful fans in displays of demotic devotion to their local 
teams. Today, she tells us, the process of attending a game is strikingly 
similar to taking an international flight— during the 2014 World Cup 
one even walked from ordinary and everyday Brazil into a “free area” 
operated by the international football association, FIFA. What explains 
these scape- shifting transformations? Rial points to “critical events” (see 
Das 1995). The Heysel and Hillsborough disasters in Europe during the 
1980s problematized large- scale (and very lucrative) football events as 
being vulnerable to threats from “hooligans.” The threat of organized 
though seemingly senseless violence from young men appears sufficient 
to rid the experience of sport of its earlier demotic quality— even the 
occasional profanity became a nuisance. Rial documents the different 
security infrastructures that now sanitize football stadiums, from CCTV 
and listening devices to “architectural individualization,” but the result 
may well be the draining out of the very experience that characterizes 
the sport, and it is experience that is, after all, its unique selling point.

This tendency of security to turn on itself— the tendency of the ob-
ject of securitization to be security— is central to the work of Thomas 
Kirsch. In chapter 5, Securing Security: Recursive Security Assemblages 
in South Africa, he explores the reasons behind the widespread sense 
that the world is witnessing “all- encompassing securitization” from the 
“intimacy of the domestic realm into the vast expanses of transnational 
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space.” Kirsch warns against the dyad that places security in opposition 
to insecurity and instead looks at the limits of (in)security processes (see 
also Bigo 2008, 2014). Rather than follow the logic of endless expansion, 
Kirsch observes the ways in which “security needs to be secured.” He 
deploys a number of examples drawn from his ethnographic research 
on the South African “securityscape.” For example, Robert, a middle- 
class family man living in the Eastern Cape Province, purchased a dog to 
protect his home. The dog vanished from his front garden even though 
high walls surround the property. Robert replaced the dog and added 
barbed wire to the walls. However, he then felt compelled to purchase a 
CCTV system to protect the valuable barbed wire, which was protecting 
the guard dog. Moreover, Robert’s surveillance system depends on the 
wider electric infrastructure, and sometimes thieves target the electri-
cal cables. Thus, Robert’s “scaled security assemblage” gives way to a 
broader, striated, and shifting securityscape.

Specific interventions and infrastructures within scaled securi-
tyscapes are also the topic of Setha Low’s chapter on Domesticating 
Security. In chapter 6, Low turns to the embodied and affective infra-
structure that connects “private” home security in the United States to 
class structure and the broader security apparatus. The ethnographic 
location— and battleground— is a middle class that seems beset on all 
sides by a seemingly disparate process of financialization, enclosure, 
surveillance, regulatory changes, and the ever- present fear of downward 
mobility. Drawing on more than 20 years of ethnographic research, Low 
recognizes that processes of in- securitization involve new assemblages 
and infrastructures within broader structures, and security- sociality— 
novel forms of sociality that are emergent around those assemblages and 
infrastructures. Sociality is sometimes emergent around the hardware— 
bollards, fences, and high walls— but Low is especially interested in the 
software of rules, regulation, and protocols (see also Deleuze 1992). Her 
analysis shows that security, though complex and elusive, often produces 
outcomes on other landscapes, such as that of social inequality. In her 
work, we see the instantiation of security and the reification of deep 
inequalities.

But if Low’s securityscape offers a race-  and class- based battleground, 
this image is rendered in even more dramatic form in chapter 7, Do-
mesticating Spaces of Security in Israel, by Nurit Bird- David and Matan 
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Shapiro. They describe the effects of the post- 1992 legal requirement to 
construct mamad or security rooms in Israeli homes. Here one sees the 
emergence of security- emergency within domestic life and its natural-
ization. Of course, this process involves a shift in the landscapes of pub-
lic and private, and the already unstable line between civilian “peace” 
and soldier at war. Mamads, however, are not bunkers: they are gener-
ally ordinary- looking children’s rooms, designed to withstand missile 
attacks. Of course, Bird- David and Shapiro do not ignore the broader 
context, indeed their argument is that Israel’s routine emergency has 
become an intimate routinergency that reflects shifts in space and scale. 
After all, Israel’s military sometimes breaches the protective walls that 
surround the Israeli state in search of “terrorists” to assassinate. The ar-
gument here is that one might approach territorial space as volume filled 
by multiple scapes and networks, some real and some imaginary, from 
protective rooms at home to assassinations abroad. Bird- David and 
Shapiro emphasize the moral and other uncertainties in this example, 
together with the process of normalization, but they foreground space. 
Fundamentally, they explain, the mamads are more than security infra-
structure: they are critical infrastructure.

The final cluster of chapters in this volume (Lutz, Graham, and Rao) 
explore security infrastructure with a particular emphasis on technology. 
In chapter 8, on The Political Economy and Political Aesthetics of Military 
Maps, Catherine Lutz explores “transparent” maps, norms, and military 
institutions in Guam. Her work draws out the underexplored aesthetic 
dimensions in reports on the environmental impact of the US presence. 
Lutz describes the global archipelago of military infrastructure and its im-
pacts on “strategic and disposable” island populations. US environmental 
law applies to Guam, thus environmental statements and some interaction 
with stakeholders must accompany expansive military plans. In common 
with other contributors to this volume, Lutz recognizes the layers of se-
curity available even in “transparent” maps. On the one hand, the maps 
jump scale frequently: the mapmakers frame the often- destructive local 
impacts of bases as necessary to the security of the Western Pacific Region 
or even to the projection of planetary force. On the other hand, the maps 
are scape- shifting “technologies,” situated in and between the multidimen-
sional securityscape— an active and future- oriented milieu in which to 
act— and local environmental landscapes.
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Catherine Lutz’s discussion of the history of military maps shows an 
increasing emphasis on geographic information systems and efforts to 
know and act in multidimensional space. The US military, in particu-
lar, has foregrounded and funded investment in future- oriented tech-
nologies, and the high- tech infrastructures of the contemporary tend to 
emerge first in the military securityscape. Today, satellite infrastructures 
survey the planet, and the cartographic imagination must account for 
verticality and “volumetric” (Elden 2013). Of course, verticality is by no 
means new. In 1912, Italian aircraft dropped propaganda and bombs on 
Turkey’s civilian population; British airpower threated Ireland in 1916 
and devastated Iraqi populations two years later. Indeed, by the 1930s, 
war was certainly vertical aesthetically. Here is Benito Mussolini’s de-
scription of his enjoyment of the Abyssinian war:

We had set fire to the wooded hills, to the fields and little villages. . . . It 
was all most diverting. . . . The bombs hardly touched the earth before 
they burst out into white smoke and an enormous flame and the dry grass 
began to burn. I thought of the animals; God, how they ran. [ . . . ] After 
the bombing racks were emptied I began throwing bombs by hand. . . . It 
was most amusing. (quoted in Russell 2004 [1938], 18)

However, well before Mussolini had a chance to murder people from 
above, writers imagined a future of airpower. H. G. Wells’s The War in 
the Air (2004 [1908], 246) imagines a world composed of multiple “fab-
rics,” bending and giving, from the monetary and production systems 
to the scientific culture, held together by “the hallucination of security.”

Verticality, volume, and the security imaginary are all themes in 
chapter 9 by Stephen Graham, Enigmatic Presence: Satellites and the 
Vertical Spatialities of Security. Graham opens with a dizzying proposi-
tion: in space, the vertical and the horizontal axes merge into the orbital. 
This multidimensional securityscape of nearly 1,000 active satellites is 
difficult to imagine let alone visualize, in part because of the number 
of clandestine “black” satellites, but also because of the occluded sites 
and infrastructure back on planet earth. It is also difficult to analyze 
the significant role of satellites in the contemporary global economy 
without referencing the military origins of digital communications, 
global positioning, and images, for example. Even the user- friendly and 
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near- ubiquitous “scale- jumping” offered by Google Earth refers back to 
long- held military desire to hold the “high ground.” Graham refuses to 
relegate satellites as the panoptic gaze of a new imperialism. Instead, 
referencing Peter Sloterdijk, he attends to the possibilities in this “in-
verted astronomy,” the growing critical engagement, sous- surveillance 
activism, and even potential pleasure. Then again, he notes, even con-
temporary activism is reliant on scape- shifting “dual use” technologies 
and infrastructures.

In the final chapter, Re- Spatializing Social Security in India, Ursula 
Rao brings together many of the salient themes in this volume. She adds 
to our understanding of the diverse securityscapes in the contemporary, 
exploring security’s unevenness in terms of infrastructure and technol-
ogy. Indeed, her chapter is on one of the great examples of security in 
the contemporary moment: extraordinary rolling out of biometric iden-
tification in India. Rao foregrounds the “seamful” layering of the spatial 
imagination of paper- based Indian bureaucracy with the emergent spatial 
imagination of biometrically enabled governance. State bureaucracy in 
India, and elsewhere, problematizes the mobility of the poor who shift 
locations while following networks of support and opportunity. The older 
spatial logic of state verticality and encompassment (see Gupta and Fer-
guson 2002) necessitates the fixing of populations in a governmental ter-
rain. Biometric security, however, promises a new era in which citizens 
can collect benefits by verifying identity rather than fixing location. This is 
a nontrivial transformation, because now populations can be managed in 
ways that allow circulation and flow. However, as Rao’s rich ethnographic 
chapter on the (in- )securitization of welfare unfolds, it becomes clear 
that older spatial imaginings remain like a palimpsest. The ways in which 
the state imagines and responds to the deserving poor, and undeserving 
“imposters,” certainly indicates an enduring asymmetrical landscape of 
power, access, and privilege. Nevertheless, the anthropological model of 
a state landscape of verticality and encompassment must open to a multi- 
dimensional governmentality whereby biometric security aims to free citi-
zens from the fixity of the past, opening greater access to governance, but 
reinforcing older asymmetries while introducing new ones. What Ursula 
Rao shows is the emergence and institutionalization of biometric security 
in the bureaucratic landscape of India, the emergence and institutionaliza-
tion of a biometric securityscape.
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Conclusion

The number of anthropological projects on security is rising steadily. 
Ethnographic research is occurring at different scales, with different 
concepts and theoretical lenses available. However, the chapters in this 
volume clearly show that we must draw the spatio- temporal dimen-
sions of security into the foreground. Each contribution attends to the 
production of security spaces by different actors, discourses, practices, 
and temporalities. No matter whether we are discussing the biometric 
security of the body in India or the satellite surveillance of the globe, 
we require a spatio- temporal framework in order to attend to powerful, 
pervasive, and yet elusive form of contemporary security.

The contributions in this volume show us not only the recruitment of 
prior spatial regimes, the infrastructural interventions, and the produc-
tion of near- future security milieu but also the particular ways in which 
security concretizes. Our use of the term “securityscape” is an effort to 
highlight the asymmetrical architectural, institutional, legal, and affec-
tive qualities of security that are available in the ethnographic contexts 
we write about. Therefore, when we discuss securityscapes, we are de-
scribing the security presence found in a contemporary landscape, the 
curious dynamic between the security imagination and its infrastruc-
tural solidity. And, we remain open to the possibility that failure is the 
predominant feature of a security imaginary— such that we are left with 
weapons, walls, and razor wire, but no vision of and for the society being 
protected. Throughout, we describe security as an elusive concept with 
dangerous potential, acknowledging that its conceptual vagueness is it-
self a danger.

Our neighbors in disciplines such as international relations, political 
science, political sociology, and security studies acknowledge the vague-
ness of security and its extraordinary rise and spread. Indeed, Lentzos 
and Rose describe a vast horizon of “new rationalities and technologies” 
(2009, 233). But here, we go further than simply mapping contemporary 
shifts in governance. The chapters in this volume shift scale from the 
body and the intimate realms of home to the management of borders 
and global surveillance programs. We share a spatial lens in order to 
render security more visible by locating this elusive concept in a spe-
cific time and place. This volume shows the diverse global landscapes 
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wherein security and insecurity are lived; security shows itself as securi-
tyscapes that striate the contemporary— interventions often in the form 
of infrastructures that give material content to security; interventions 
that also show the work of the often- partial security imagination.

What we find most compelling about this approach is the way it cuts 
across the various ethnographic cases and enables a more grounded 
discussion of how (in)securitization processes work. By comparing the 
ethnographic cases, we have been able to identify commonalities that we 
offer as preliminary conclusions of the utility of our spatially oriented 
and landscape- based analysis.

The first of our comparative findings focuses on how the 
infrastructures— biometric, architectural, GIS, satellite photography, 
policing, and many others— generally function through the processes of 
inclusion and exclusion. Usually the infrastructure focuses on excluding 
identified people from a particular landscape— such as Somalis excluded 
from certain neighborhoods in Nairobi (Glück) or poor and working- 
class spectators from a soccer stadium (Rial). The infrastructures, how-
ever, are equally facile at including certain people within a secure zone, 
such as in the case of safe rooms in Israeli homes (Bird- David and Shap-
iro) or within the walls of a gated community or co- op apartment build-
ing (Low; also Kirsch). These infrastructural processes of inclusion and 
exclusion exercise power spatially, that is, by locating and containing a 
marked landscape, as well as temporally through fluctuations of control 
throughout the day, month, or even year as the infrastructure and re-
lated security apparatus morph and reorganize. While people identified 
as “risky” are most often targeted, other community resources such as 
land (Lutz), neighborhood stores and services (Glück), and recreational 
spaces (Rial) are also recruited, regulated, and restricted by the various 
infrastructures examined.

The clearest ethnographic case is Grimson’s and Renoldi’s use of “bor-
derization” to theorize how borders, walls, and other kinds of material 
and technological boundaries are basic components of any (in)securitiz-
ing process, especially with regard to the border areas between Argen-
tina, Brazil, and Paraguay. Borderization, albeit developed as a way to 
theorize national frontiers, is equally foundational for understanding 
how infrastructures exclude and/or include in any of the securityscapes 
described in this volume. Borders are constructed by walls and guards 
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in gated communities to include residents and exclude others; in fact, 
as is mentioned in a number of the chapters, if there were no borders, 
informants wonder how they would distinguish who is to be included or 
excluded. Borders are essential, whether drawn on a map to lay claim to 
land for US military use and to exclude local residents from their sacred 
and historic sites in Guam (Lutz) or employed through the biometric 
characteristics of individual bodies to determine whether a person and 
his or her family are to be excluded/included in securing the right to 
health care and a sense of citizenship (Rial).

The second theoretical point that emerges from this comparative 
analysis is that infrastructures of inclusion and exclusion depend on 
people, land, and other kinds of goods being rendered “visible” in order 
to be securitized (and in other cases invisible to escape the infrastruc-
tural gaze).9 Again, Guam military maps are a useful example in the way 
that map lines create regions, and subsections are then brightly colored 
to make them “visible” to those who use the map to secure land for 
the US military— even though the brightly colored regions have an im-
perfect and often misrepresented relationship to the lived landscape. By 
making some sections more visible, they also become defendable and 
treated as requiring protection.

Most often, however, the process of making people visible, readable, 
and intelligible takes the form of the social construction of race, gender, 
and class categories that are stereotyped, given “naturalized” physical/
biological characteristics, and enable profiling. Making people visible in 
some contexts may offer greater power and representation, but within 
the securityscape bodily visibility usually means that the security ap-
paratus can more easily locate those to be monitored, followed, or ex-
cluded, as in the cases of the security police in Nairobi (Glück), private 
security guards in Brazil (Rial) or the United States (Low), or national 
informers in Romania (Verdery).

Rendering people, land, and resources visible, whether through in-
frastructures of biometric technologies, social and behavioral cues, 
foreignness, racial profiling, or moving across border walls, is a critical 
component of spatial governance. Foucault’s (2007) initial formulation 
of a concept of spatial governance, however, requires a combination of 
enclosure and surveillance. While the cases presented in this volume do 
not always include enclosure as a means of making people and things 
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visible, it does apply to a majority of the ethnographic cases: gated com-
munities, policing of Somali neighborhoods, outlined areas on maps, 
soccer stadiums, and others, and the main securitizing process is a com-
bination of surveillance and policing of those who have been identified. 
To follow the development of Foucault’s (2007) thought, security appa-
ratuses allow “natural” processes to occur, facilitating circulations and 
controlling those circulations. Thus, as we show in this volume, spatial 
governance strategies are also deployed even when “enclosure” is not the 
main strategy for containment since spatial governance can be equally 
exercised through biometric markers, racial characteristics, class behav-
ior, or simply not being “people like us.” The third finding, then, of this 
comparative project is that securityscapes and their securitization pro-
cesses rely heavily on spatial governance employing an array of strate-
gies of making people, places, and materials visible to control, exclusion, 
and— if not adequately controlled— expulsion (Sassen 2014).

Our final concluding point focuses on the role of discourses that ob-
scure the personal damage, societal violence, and landscape destruction 
of securityscapes as revealed in the various ethnographic cases. Not all 
of the cases included in this volume address the discursive power of (in)
securitization processes, but at least a few chapters provide hints of how 
language works to keep the brutality of security power hidden. Why else 
would gated- community and co- op residents spend so much time talk-
ing about their fear of others and rationalizing their security strategies, 
which are often racist and exclusionary? Lutz offers excellent examples 
of how the discourse of military security for Guam and the protection of 
the island and its residents simply provide a cover for taking more land 
or contaminating yet another coast or valley.

Because of the extensive literature on the discourse of fear and se-
curity, we have chosen to emphasize the infrastructural and affective 
dimensions of our ethnographic object and have set out to interrogate its 
materiality. We took this tack in the hopes of revealing how the ephem-
eral qualities of security actually take on concrete form and reproduce 
material landscapes of fear, violence, and enclosure. Looking across the 
chapters suggests that (in)securitization processes are promoted, en-
hanced, and reproduced by (1) infrastructures of exclusion and inclu-
sion; (2) increased visibility through borderization, stereotyping, and 
“older” practices such as racial profiling; (3) spatial governance through 
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enclosure and surveillance; and (4) discursive practices that obscure the 
violence and destruction potential of (in)securitization practices of the 
growing number of securityscapes proliferating in the global landscape. 
We hope that further ethnographic research will address these prelim-
inary conclusions and examine them in other contexts and historical 
periods to begin to build a theoretical framework that emphasizes the 
spatial and temporal. Only in this way will we begin to pin down this 
elusive but dangerous concept that produces a reality that is changing 
the life chances of millions of people and destroying indigenous and 
environmentally sustainable landscapes.
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Notes
 1 Holbraad and Pedersen’s volume Times of Security (2014) deserves more atten-

tion as a venturesome effort by British social anthropologists to capture some 
examples of security for analysis. Interestingly, even within their project dissent is 
evident. Elizabeth Povinelli (2014, 33) questions their emphasis on the reproduc-
tion of collectives. “I worry,” she says, “that this definition of security may obscure 
the very thing it was meant to illuminate, at least in some quarters of security 
studies— namely, a specific historical modality of governance.” Of course, a defini-
tion that emphasizes the reproduction of collectives should at least make sense 
when it comes to “national security,” but even there it fails (see Baldwin 1997).

 2 There are a variety of schools of thought on security and securitization. “Securi-
tization” is often associated with the international relations focus and speech- act 
theories of the so- called Copenhagen School, as discussed briefly here. However, 
anthropologists working on security, especially those inspired by the work of 
Michel Foucault, tend to see themselves as working adjacent to Critical Security 
Studies, the so- called Paris School (see Bigo 2014). With some exceptions (e.g., 
Rollason 2017), most anthropologists exploring security familiarize themselves 
with the scholarly literature and stake out a position accordingly.

 3 Ernest Gellner was among W. B. Gallie’s earliest critics. A philosopher, he explains, 
relies upon the idea that a concept is one thing that refers to an original exemplar in 
the past. In contrast, an anthropologist, according to Gellner, is more comfortable 
with the notion that contestation and debate can stand only on belief— “the debate 
is its life, and not a contingent attribute of it” (Gellner 1974, 94).

 4 It is useful here to compare to Michel Foucault’s description of a problematiza-
tion. According to Foucault, “Problematization doesn’t mean the representation of 
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a pre- existent object, nor the creation through discourse of an object that doesn’t 
exist. It’s the set of discursive or non- discursive practices that makes something 
enter into the play of the true and false, and constitutes it as an object for thought 
(whether under the form of moral reflection, scientific knowledge, political analy-
sis, etc.)” (quoted in Kritzman 1988, 255).

 5 Security, seen in this light, does not value the world in terms of good and evil, but 
rather as “natural.” However, this does not rule out new configurations of evil that 
arise from biopolitical interventions (see Maguire and Fussey 2016).

 6 There have been several efforts by anthropologists and ethnographers to use 
space to understand security, especially research on international relations (see 
Weldes et al. 1999), studies of the still- emergent field of “homeland” security 
(see Fosher 2008), and, more recently, explorations of the nexus between aid 
and security (e.g., Higate and Henry 2009). This volume brings ethnographi-
cally diverse examples together to delve further into the topic of space and 
security.

 7 Samimian- Darash and Stalcup state plainly that they aim to study security with-
out insecurity in US counterterrorism. This is a striking ambition when situated 
alongside ongoing and contradictory efforts in Critical Security Studies. For 
example, Didier Bigo (2008) judiciously draws from the work of Michel Foucault 
to explore the rise of transversal “managers of unease” in the field of security, 
describing the “Möbius strip” of security and insecurity in this realm. It would 
be interesting to know more about the reasons for the extraordinary empirical 
distance between Samimian- Darash and Stalcup’s study of security policy and the 
Critical Security Studies literature.

 8 In Navigators of the Contemporary, David Westbrook gives us a clear- sighted view 
of assemblage from an ethnographic perspective: “Sometimes the word ‘assem-
blage’ is used to denote the specific set of relationships that the anthropologist 
seeks to address. Situation, constellation, assemblage— the words have slightly 
different associations, and sometimes one seems more appropriate than another. 
No matter: the task at hand is to imagine an ethnographic inquiry that fosters un-
derstanding of [ . . . ] hard- to- define locations in the contemporary global ocean” 
(Westbrook 2008, 42).

 9 Following Lefebvre (1991, 96), we take the “visible” to be processual and imbri-
cated with the readable and intelligible.

References
Albro, Richard, George E. Marcus, Laura McNamara, and Monica Schoch- Spana, eds. 

2012. Anthropologists in the Securityscape: Ethics, Practice, and Professional Identity. 
Walnut Creek, CA: Left Coast Press.

Anderson, Benedict. 1991. Imagined Communities: Reflections on the Origins and 
Spread of Nationalism. London: Verso.

Andersson, Ruben. 2014. Illegality Inc: Clandestine Migration and the Business of Bor-
dering Europe. Berkeley: University of California Press.



Introduction | 27

Appadurai, Arjun. 1990. “Disjuncture and Difference in the Global Cultural Economy.” 
Public Culture 2(2): 1– 24.

Appadurai, Arjun. 2013. The Future as Cultural Fact: Essays on the Global Condition. 
London: Verso.

Baldwin, David A. 1997. “The Concept of Security.” Review of International Studies 23: 5– 26.
Bigo, Didier. 2008. “Security: A Field Left Fallow.” In Foucault on Politics, Security and 

War, edited by Michael Dillon and Andrew Neal, 93– 114. London: Palgrave.
Bigo, Didier. 2014. “Security: Encounters, Misunderstandings, and Possible Collobora-

tions.” In The Anthropology of Security: Perspectives from the Frontline of Policing, 
Counter- Terrorism and Border Control, edited by Maguire, Frois, and Zurawski, 
189– 206. London: Pluto Press.

Brown, Wendy. 2010. Walled States, Waning Sovereignty. New York: Zone Books.
Bubandt, Nils. 2005. “Vernacular Security: The Politics of Feeling Safe in Global, Na-

tional and Local Worlds.” Security Dialogue 36(3): 271– 296.
Buzan, Barry. 1983. People, States & Fear: The National Security Problem in Interna-

tional Relations. Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press.
Buzan, Barry. 1991. “New Patterns of Global Security in the Twenty- first Century.” 

International Affairs 67(3): 432– 433.
Cowen, Deborah. 2010. “Containing Insecurity: US Port Cities and the War on Ter-

ror.” In Disrupted Cities: When Infrastructure Fails, edited by Steve Graham, 69– 84. 
New York and London: Routledge.

Das, Veena. 1995. Critical Events: An Anthropological Perspective on Contemporary 
India. New Delhi: Oxford University Press.

Davis, Mike. 1998. Ecology of Fear: Los Angeles and the Imagination of Disaster. New 
York: Metropolitan Books.

Davis, Mike. 2006. Planet of Slums. London: Verso.
De Certeau, Michel. 1984. The Practice of Everyday Life. Berkeley: University of Cali-

fornia Press.
Deleuze, Gilles. 1992. Negotiations 1972– 1990. New York: Columbia University Press.
Elden, Stuart. 2005. “Missing the Point: Globalization, Deterritorialization and the 

Space of the World.” Transactions of the Institute of British Geographers 30: 8– 19.
Elden, Stuart. 2007. “Governmentality, Calculation, Territory.” Environment and Plan-

ning D: Society and Space 25: 562– 580.
Elden, Stuart. 2013. “Secure the Volume: Vertical Geopolitics and the Depth of Power.” 

Political Geography 32: 35– 51.
Eski, Yarin. 2016. Policing, Port Security and Crime Control: An Ethnography of the Port 

Securityscape. London: Routledge.
Fassin, Didier. 2013. Enforcing Order: An Ethnography of Urban Policing. London: Polity 

Press.
Fassin, Didier and Mariella Pandolfi, eds. 2010. Contemporary States of Emergency: The 

Politics of Military and Humanitarian Interventions. New York: Zone Books.
Fosher, Kerry. 2008. Under Construction: Making Homeland Security at the Local Level. 

Chicago: University of Chicago Press.



28 | Mark Maguire and Setha Low

Foucault, Michel. 2007. Security, Territory, Population: Lectures at the Collège de France, 
1977– 1978. London: Palgrave Macmillan.

Gallie, Walter Bryce. 1956. “Essentially Contested Concepts.” Proceedings of the Aristo-
telian Society 56: 167– 198.

Gallie, Walter Bryce. 1968. Philosophy and the Historical Understanding. New York: 
Schocken.

Gellner, Ernest. 1974. Selected Philosophical Themes II: Contemporary Thought and 
Politics. London and New York: Routledge.

Glück, Zoltán and Setha M. Low. 2017. “A Sociospatial Framework for the Anthropol-
ogy of Security.” Anthropological Theory 17(3): 281– 296.

Goldstein, Daniel M. 2010. “Toward a Critical Anthropology of Security.” Current 
Anthropology 51(4): 487– 517.

Goldstein, Daniel M. 2016. “Some Thoughts on the Critical Anthropology of Secu-
rity.” Etnofoor 28(1): 147– 152.

Graham, Stephen. 2010. Cities under Siege: The New Urban Militarism. New York: 
Verso.

Gros, Frédéric. 2012. Le principe sécurité. Paris: Gallimard.
Gros, Frédéric. 2014. “The Fourth Age of Security.” In The Government of Life: Fou-

cault, Biopolitics, and Neoliberalism, edited by Vanessa Lemm and Miguel Vatter, 
17– 28. New York: Fordham University Press.

Gupta, Akhil and James Ferguson. 2002. “Spatializing States: Towards an Ethnography 
of Neoliberal Governmentality.” American Ethnologist 29 (4): 981– 1002.

Gusterson, Hugh, 2004. The People of the Bomb: Portraits of America’s Nuclear Com-
plex. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press.

Hayano, David M. 1974. “Marriage, Alliance, and Warfare: A View from the New 
Guinea Highlands.” American Ethnologist 1(2): 281– 293.

Higate, Paul and Marsha Henry. 2009. Insecure Spaces: Peacekeeping, Power and Perfor-
mance in Haiti, Kosovo and Liberia. New York: Zed Books.

Holbraad, Martin and Morten Axel Pedersen, eds. 2014. Times of Security: Ethnogra-
phies of Fear, Protest and the Future. London: Routledge.

Jacobs, Jane. 1961. The Death and Life of Great American Cities. New York: Random 
House.

Kafka, Franz. 1961. Metamorphosis and Other Stories. London: Penguin Books.
Klauser, Francisco R. 2010. “Splintering Spheres of Security: Peter Sloterdijk and the 

Contemporary Fortress City.” Environment and Planning D: Society and Space 28(2): 
326– 340.

Kritzman, Lawrence, ed. 1988. Michel Foucault. Politics, Philosophy, Culture: Interviews 
and other Writings, 1977– 1984. New York: Routledge.

Lakoff, Andrew and Stephen J. Collier, eds. 2009. Biosecurity Interventions: Global 
Health and Security in Question. New York: Columbia University Press.

Lefebvre, Henri. 1991. The Production of Space. London: Blackwell.
Lemanski, Charlotte. 2012. “Everyday Human (in)Security: Rescaling for the Southern 

City.” Security Dialogue 43(1): 61– 78.



Introduction | 29

Lentzos, Filippa and Nikolas Rose. 2009. “Governing Insecurity: Contingency Plan-
ning, Protection, Resilience,” Economy and Society 38(2): 230– 254.

Low, Setha. 2003. Behind the Gates: Life, Security, and the Pursuit of Happiness in 
Fortress America. New York: Routledge.

Lutz, Catherine. 2002. Homefront: A Military City and the American Twentieth Cen-
tury. Boston: Beacon Press.

Maguire, Mark, Frois, Catarina, and Nils Zurawski. 2014.  “The Anthropology of 
Security: Retrospects, Prospects, and Aims.” In The Anthropology of Security: 
Perspectives from the Frontline of Policing, Counter- Terrorism and Border Control, 
edited by Maguire, Frois, and Zurawski, 1– 24. London: Pluto Press.

Maguire, Mark and Pete Fussey. 2016. “Sensing Evil: Counterterrorism, Technosci-
ence, and the Cultural Reproduction of Security.” Focaal— Journal of Global and 
Historical Anthropology 75(3): 31– 45.

Marcus, George E. and Erkan Saka. 2006. “Assemblage.” Theory, Culture and Society 
23(2– 3): 101– 106.

Masco, Joseph P. 2006. The Nuclear Borderlands: The Manhattan Project in Post– Cold 
War New Mexico. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

Masco, Joseph P. 2014. The Theatre of Operations: National Security Affect from the 
Cold War to the War on Terror. Durham, NC: Duke University Press.

Nader, Laura. 1986. “The Drift to War.” In Peace and War: Cross- cultural Perspec-
tives, edited by Mary LeCron Foster and Robert Rubinstein, 185– 193. New York: 
Transaction.

Povinelli, Elizabeth A. 2014. “Defining Security in Late Liberalism.” In Times of Secu-
rity: Ethnographies of Fear, Protest and the Future, edited by Martin Holbraad and 
Morten Axel Pedersen, 28– 33. London: Routledge.

Rabinow, Paul. 2003. Anthropos Today. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.
Rollason, William. 2017. “Security, Otherwise?” Anthropology of this Century 

19(May): http://aotcpress.com.
Russell, Bertrand. 2004 [1938]. Power: A New Social Analysis. London: Routledge.
Samimian- Darash, Limor and Meg Stalcup. 2016. “Anthropology of Security and 

Security in Anthropology: Cases of Counterterrorism in the United States.” An-
thropological Theory 17(1): 60– 87.

Sassen, Saskia. 2014. Expulsions: Brutality and Complexity in the Global Economy. 
Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Sebald, W. G. 2001. Austerlitz. London: Penguin Books.
Sloterdijk, Peter. 2013. In the World Interior of Capital. Cambridge: Polity Press.
Tally, Robert. 2013. Spatiality (The New Critical Idiom). London: Routledge.
Time Magazine. 1947. Time/Life Magazine. June 15.
Tulumello, Simone. 2017. Fear, Space and Urban Planning: Critical Perspectives from 

Southern Europe. Geneva: Springer.
Vaughan- Williams, Nick and Daniel Stevens. 2015. “Vernacular Theories of Everyday 

(in)Security: The Disruptive Potential of non- Elite Knowledge.” Security Dialogue 
47(1): 40– 58.



30 | Mark Maguire and Setha Low

Weldes, Jutta, Mark Laffey, Hugh Gusterson, and Raymond Duvall. 1999. Cultures of 
Insecurity: States, Communities, and the Production of Danger. Minneapolis: Univer-
sity of Minnesota Press.

Wells, H. G. 2004 [1908]. The War in the Air. Hazleton: University of Pensylvania 
Press.

Westbrook, David. 2008. Navigators of the Contemporary: Why Ethnography Matters. 
Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Wilson, Lee and Laurens Bakker. 2016. “Cutting Off the King’s Head: Security and Nor-
mative Order beyond the State.” Conflict, Security & Development 16(4): 289– 300.


