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‘A wonderful fact to reflect upon, that every human creature is constituted to be that
profound secret and mystery to every other. A solemn consideration, when I enter a great
city by night, that every one of those darkly clustered houses encloses its own secret; that
every room in every one of them encloses its own secret; that every beating heart in the
hundreds of thousands of breasts there, is, in some of its imaginings, a secret to the heart
nearest it!’

— From ‘A Tale of Two Cities’ by Charles Dickens (1859)



Introduction

1 Introduction

1.1 Setting the scene
There are days that one remembers even after years have passed. For me, one of them is 22 March 2016.
At the time, I lived and studied in Brussels, and initially the day began just like every other Tuesday. I
was about to leave the house, when the alarming news reached me that there had been an explosion at
the city’s airport. In shock, I tried to find out more and checked in with worried friends and family
members. Only a few minutes later, there were reports of another attack. This time, the target was
Brussels’ metro system, and more specifically a train of line five, the line I regularly took to go to
university or the city-centre. While I stayed safely at home during the attacks, I later heard from friends
who just escaped from being killed. Yet, as horrifying as these morning hours of 22 March were, in a
way they did not come as a real surprise, neither for people like me who lived in Brussels nor for external
observers. Thus, the atmosphere in the Belgian capital was already bizarre, after two major attack series
had hit Paris in 2015 and especially, since it had turned out that one of them was orchestrated from
Brussels. This led to soldiers patrolling Brussels’ streets, frequent reports of raids across its
neighbourhoods, and eventually a pre-emptive security lockdown of the Belgian metropole which lasted
for five days in November 2015. Hence, to a certain extent, I had already lived in a city that had been
declared “under imminent attack” for several months. When finally actual bombs exploded in Brussels
on that day in March, it almost felt like an inevitable fate had come true and in comparison, — at least
from my personal impression — the public and political reaction to the local attacks was less intense than
the reaction to those in Paris, as one had already gotten used to living under exceptional circumstances.
This formative personal experience in Brussels significantly contributed to the development of
my research interest in how everyday life transformed due to terrorist violence and counterterrorist
measures in European metropoles. The understanding that cities and terrorism have an ‘indivisible and
brutal relationship’ (Burke 2018) became at latest with the 9/11 attacks prominent in public and
academic discourse (Savitch 2003; Rokem et al. 2017: 257): Cities have admittedly always obtained an
exceptional role in times of warfare and violence, be it as safe harbours or as sensitive targets to
maximise damage (Glaeser and Shapiro 2002). But as terrorist violence is typically highly symbolic and
thus aims at ‘a lot of people watching and a lot of people listening and not [necessarily] a lot of people
dead’ (Jenkins 1975: 15), metropoles appeal as attractive targets to terrorist perpetrators because they
provide concentrated people, resources, mobility as well as manifold cultural, and economic
opportunities. To respond to this constantly looming threat, various countermeasures have been imposed
in cities all around the globe and the everyday lives of their citizens. These have been questioned in a
growing body of interdisciplinary literature, especially criticising their freedom-restricting and
oftentimes discriminatory implications (Coaffee 2009; Katz 2013; Tulumello 2015; Sjoberg 2015;
Fregonese 2021; Batley 2021). My project contributes to these existing debates around the securitisation
of urban everyday life on a theoretical-methodological level as well as on a normative-critical level by

engaging with the central research question: How has everyday life in European metropoles transformed
1
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during times of (counter)terrorism? I decidedly use the notion “(counter)terrorism” to emphasise my
dialectical understanding of the relationship between terrorist violence and counterterrorist violence (cf.
Lindahl 2018: 2). Thus, my analysis considers both how terrorist violence and the response to it has
changed urban everyday life in Europe. So far, most scholars working in the field of Critical Terrorism
Studies (CTS) have focused on the latter to challenge the political decision-making regarding the
legitimate response to terrorist attacks. And understandably so, because it is the side of the coin that
appears possible to influence, as political leaders are at least in democratic regimes to some extent
accountable for their decisions, while the minds and actions of terrorist perpetrators seem even more out
of reach for critical interventions from academics. Yet, from my perspective, any form of violence
requires critical attention and reflection upon its legitimacy. However, although terrorist violence and
counterterrorist violence are ultimately inseparable in co-constituting each other, differentiating between
them implies typically a normative judgement about their (il)legitimacy (Jackson 2018). Using the
notion of (counter)terrorism is hence my attempt to avoid reproducing this problematic tendency.

I contend by posing my research question that despite the undeniable value of the evolving
academic engagement with urban everyday life in times of (counter)terrorism, some — yet, critically
important — aspects of this development are still largely underexplored in the current debates. These
neglects revolve firstly around the inseparable entanglement of social and material aspects in how urban
everyday life is securitised: The suspiciousness attributed to people living in cities has implications for
the objects they use and the sites they inhabit in their day-to-day life, and vice versa suspicious things
and urban areas add to the potential dangerousness of people using these objects and inhabiting these
places. Secondly, it has been overlooked that these securitisation processes change local as well as
translocal space because increasingly vague notions of suspiciousness transform not only cities where
attacks happened but also places where no attacks happened. Thirdly, the normative basis of challenging
the undesirable consequences of securitised urban everyday life has remained ‘a little opaque’ (Jackson
2017: 357), as respective asymmetries in affectedness and responsibility have not been discussed
systematically. To tackle these neglects, I develop an analytical framework that draws on assumptions
from various theoretical perspectives, including posthumanist performativity and ethics, securitisation
theory, and theorisations of spatiality and temporality. Empirically, I look at the transformations of
everyday life in London, Brussels, and Stuttgart. Based on my findings, I argue that the securitisation of
everyday life constitutes a process of urban segregation which renders European metropoles the
translocal manifestation of an (in)security paradox that can be and should be challenged. In the
remainder of this introductory chapter, I outline the structure of this dissertation as well as the scope of
its contribution. I begin with briefly arguing for the critical socio-political relevance of my project. Then,
I introduce my theoretical approach and its methodological implications in a nutshell. Subsequently, 1
present the empirical scope of my contribution and my case selection. Finally, I lay out the structure of

my research project by summarising the contents of its different chapters.
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1.2 Socio-political relevance of the project and research objectives

I started off this introductory chapter by outlining what initially motivated me personally to engage with
this project but of course there are various reasons to analyse how everyday life in European metropoles
transformed over time that go beyond my individual experience with (counter)terrorism in Brussels.
While I will discuss my academic contribution to the existing literature about the securitisation of urban
normality in-depth in the critical literature review that follows in the next chapter, I deem it important
to argue, prior to that, why my project and its findings matter in socio-political terms and outline my
central research objectives. This clarification is especially necessary because grasping what the
securitisation of urban everyday life means and why it is problematic might not be immediately obvious
to everyone and even potentially counterintuitive to some: After all, the image of European cities as
particularly safe, free, and liberal places which are full of opportunities for everyone who comes to visit
or live in them has been meticulously curated, in contrast to their counterparts in the Global South which
are denounced as potentially dangerous thanks to the supposedly higher risk of being exposed to violent
crime, poverty, diseases, and terrorist attacks in them (Graham 2006). In this Eurocentric narrative that
proclaims a dichotomy between ‘conflict cities’ in which insecurity is constructed to be expectable and
‘ordinary cities’ in which security is retained to be a given (Fregonese 2021: 26), my argument that
urban everyday life in Europe has become increasingly securitised, as (counter)terrorist violence got
more and more inscribed in European cities, does not fit well.

The observation that spreading insecurity does not match common expectations about secure
European metropoles goes hand in hand with the (in)visibility of this phenomenon. In other words, my
claim about transforming European metropoles may also appear surprising because (counter)terrorist
violence is not necessarily always explicit and obvious. In fact, I openly admit that the securitisation of
urban everyday life can take very subtle forms or even be intentionally obscured. In other cases,
(counter)terrorist violence gets so normalised in urban day-to-day interactions that it becomes hardly
recognisable for what it is, since it appears too mundane and trivial to cause critical attention. Thus, one
may wander the streets of London, Brussels, and Stuttgart feeling completely safe and not actively
encountering or noticing (counter)terrorist violence, when taking the public transport, going to a
restaurant, or attending a cultural event at a crowded venue. Why should one be bothered by the concrete
bollards securing Stuttgart’s busy shopping streets? What difference does it make if the litterbins in
Brussels’ metro tunnels are see-through or not? What is problematic about the announcements in
London’s buses and tube system to report anyone and anything that appears suspicious? Why should
one be concerned when policemen or private security staff checks people’s belongings when entering a
football stadium, a museum, a famous sightseeing spot, or a concert hall? Certainly, some of these day-
to-day encounters with the securitisation of urban everyday life may be considered impractical, time-
consuming, and annoying by people visiting and living in these cities. But experiencing them — although
they are all implicitly or explicitly linked to security — does not necessarily lead to associating them with

the inscription of (counter)terrorist violence in European metropoles.
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Yet, I argue exactly that. Hence, in my understanding, all these security relevant transformations
of urban everyday life deserve public, political, and academic attention not only because they transform
European metropoles but also because they already imply or at least eventually lead to the spreading of
(counter)terrorist violence. This violence can range from physical, verbal, or emotional harm to being
limited in the ways one can participate in urban everyday life, in the sense of realising one’s personal
potential and making one’s own choices on how to behave and interact with others (cf. Galtung 1969).
While such restrictiveness is quite literally tangible in the implementation of access controls at big
venues and events, other examples, such as replacing the not see-through litterbins in Brussels’ metro,
to avoid that potential bombs can easily be hidden in them, are only early indications of adhering to a
more and more absolutist pre-emptive security logic. However, the introduction of these new transparent
litterbins symbolically stands for the bigger question, where does this transformation eventually lead to?
In other words: If a litterbin is see-through or not see-through is not so much worrisome as such but the
question is, where does the implementation of this pre-emptive logic on which this decision was based
end? After all, bombs can be easily put in bags and suitcases or even attached to the human body, hidden
under heavy clothing. Thus, if the rationale behind replacing the non-transparent litterbin is
consequentially thought out, these possibilities should be considered equally concerning from a security
perspective, and therefore call eventually for the implementation of apt countermeasures.

While such considerations of “where does it end” may at this stage still be dismissed as
dystopian, I contend that even if the securitisation of urban everyday life will not further intensify in the
future, the tendencies that can already currently be observed are problematic enough, and therefore need
to be challenged. After all, feeling safe and free in Europe’s urban everyday life is as of today a matter
of privilege that is not enjoyed by everyone and everything equally. In other words, those people, and
things, that are nowadays deemed to be potentially dangerous, already face the repressive and violent
repercussions of their association with suspiciousness. In this sense, although urban everyday life is not
completely securitised yet — and probably, hopefully never will be — ignoring the current tendencies
towards its increasing transformation means ultimately ignoring the struggles of those who are already
suffering its present-day consequences. Therefore, I pursue three central research objectives in this
project: Firstly, I aim to understand how everyday life in European metropoles has transformed over
time and across space during times of (counter)terrorism, in adopting increasingly vague notions of
suspiciousness that mark more and more people, things, and sites in these cities as potentially dangerous
or vulnerable attack targets, leading to the implementation of restrictive and violent measures of control
to manage this suspiciousness. Secondly, I want to critically engage with the problematic consequences
of this securitisation process that affects everyday life in cities that have and cities that have not
encountered a local terrorist attack, in further empowering privileged people, things, and sites as worthy
of protection and further exacerbating the vulnerabilities of those who are already marginalised. Thirdly,
I intend to make normative claims about who is responsible to challenge the increasingly worrisome

securitisation urban everyday life in Europe and how to counter this unsettling development.
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1.3 Theoretical framework: Analysing the transformation of urban everyday life

To make this contribution to the ongoing academic and political debate, I develop an original theoretical
framework which allows me to study the transformation of everyday life in European metropoles during
times of (counter)terrorism. So far, especially Critical Geographers but also scholars from CTS and
Critical Security Studies (CSS) provided meaningful insights on how pre-emptively managing the threat
of terrorist violence reorganised urban everyday life (Tulumello 2015; Bannister and Fyfe 2001; Coaffee
2009, 2019). Such processes are oftentimes enabled by initially temporary policies that become
eventually perpetual, constituting a ‘permanent state of exception’ (Agamben 2005) which makes
security practices increasingly banal and mundane (Katz 2013). This legitimises on the one hand acts of
counterterrorist violence (Vaughan-Williams 2009) and creates ‘suspect communities’ (Hillyard 1993).
On the other hand, ordinary citizens are increasingly charged with reporting any signs of suspiciousness
in their professional and private lives (Heath-Kelly and Strausz 2019; Batley 2021; Rodrigo Jusué 2022).
The described growing prevalence of security logics, known as securitisation, was recognised initially
as either a discursive process or a shift in practices (Buzan et al. 1998; Bigo 2002; C.A.S.E. Collective
2006). However, more recently, scholars pointed out the materiality of securitisation processes, claiming
that ‘discussions [...] of the governance of security did not lead to an engagement with the role of
“things” in security constructions’ (Aradau 2010: 493). This New Materialist turn incited research about
critical infrastructures, mundane objects, and security devices (Aradau 2010; Neyland 2008; Amicelle
et al. 2015). In respect to urban everyday life, contributions which explicitly drew on New Materialism
laudably emphasized the agential role of materiality, and thus non-human research objects, such as
concrete barriers (Trandberg Jensen and Jensen 2023) and urban transportation in securitisation
processes (Hoijtink 2015), to reveal the material-discursive interplay of its human and non-human
aspects (Fregonese and Laketa 2022; Adey et al. 2013).

Despite the thought-provoking value of this existing interdisciplinary body of literature, I
contend that the current academic debate has some shortcomings. To tackle them, I engage with different
theoretical lenses rather than sticking to one clear-cut approach and hence I combine assumptions from
posthumanist performativity and ethics, securitisation theory, and theorisations of spatiality and
temporality, and integrate them into a coherent analytical framework. My starting point is to
conceptualise urban everyday life as a socio-material entanglement of intra-acting human and non-
human bodies, following Barad’s (2003, 2007) notion of posthumanist performativity and to define
securitisation as a material-discursive transformation process. Employing a New Materialist lens — and
Barad’s thinking especially — allows me to consider how human and non-human bodies both form part
of urban everyday life and are as such both transformed in times of (counter)terrorism. This is based on
my premise that urban everyday life is neither made up only by its streets, buildings, and material objects
nor is it merely constituted by the personal and professional interactions of humans, inhabiting cities but
the intertwined interplay of these social and material aspects. This understanding is also reflected in how

I conceptualise securitisation in this project, by interlinking more classic discourse and practice based
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notions of it with New Materialist thinking (Buzan et al. 1998; Bigo 2002, 2006b; Aradau 2010). Such
a conceptualisation enables me to look at how discursive meanings and physical materialities of
suspicious human and non-human bodies in urban everyday life have changed over time. The second
dimension of my theoretical framework deals with how local notions of who and what is suspicious
travel from one city to the other and from memories of terrorist attacks in the past and future imaginaries
thereof to initiate transformations in current urban everyday life. To theoretically capture this process, I
draw on Stritzel’s concept of ‘translation’ (2011a, 2011b) and conceptualise spatiality and temporality
as both relational and multidimensional, in following scholars such as Massey (1992, 1994) and Low
(2014, 2016). This enables me on the one hand to consider space as local space in which everyday life
exists, as geographically identifiable places such as my case cities, and as translocal space, meaning the
intersubjectively created notion of European metropoles (Low 2016: 174). On the other hand, it allows
me to consider time in its past, present, and future configuration within my analysis. The third dimension
of my theoretical framework engages finally with the normative aspects of my argument. To critically
reflect on how everyday life was securitised against the background of existing socio-material power
hierarchies in European metropoles, I adopt an understanding of posthumanist ethics (Barad 2007;
Haraway 2008) and thus reveal how asymmetries between privileged human and non-human bodies at
the centre and marginalised human and non-human bodies at the periphery further increased within their

transformation in times of (counter)terrorism.

1.4 Methodological implications: Conducting a historiographic archaeology
Understanding methods in their performativity as research practices is helpful to grasp the entanglement
of theory and methods as well as to discuss reflexivity in my research project, as from my perspective,
theoretical and methodological research decisions always go hand in hand (Aradau et al. 2015b: 15).
Thus, my original theoretical framework to analyse transforming everyday life in European metropoles
during times of (counter)terrorism calls for an explorative and creative methodological approach. While
most of the existing academic literature on the securitisation of urban normalities makes use of
ethnographic research techniques (see for instance: Ochs 2013; Adey et al. 2013; Fregonese and Laketa
2022), I employ what I call a historiographic archaeology to methodologically engage with my project.
I argue that this method allows to me trace the transformation of urban everyday life across time and
space and reveal power dynamics within this process, as it is inspired by Foucault’s (1964, 1974, 1980)
understanding of archaeology and genealogy as well as the notion of mapping, as used by Bourdieu
(1989) and Latour (2005). The temporal element of my method is that I look at the securitisation of
urban everyday life across time, meaning across three analytical phases: the time before 9/11, the time
between 9/11 and the European peak of attacks in 2015/16, and the time thereafter. Its spatial element
is that I analyse this process on the local level of space, and its human and non-human bodies, on the
level of place, meaning my case cities, and on the level of translocal space of European metropoles. In
contrast to the existing ethnographies, my research is desk-based, and its empirical material includes
policy documents, newspaper articles, academic literature, reports, websites, ultimately anything that
6
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discusses everyday life in European metropoles and its securitisation in times of (counter)terrorism.
Within this vast corpus of data, I collect, identify, and categorise what is relevant for my analysis by
mapping the material “to show the reader what I have seen”, while being aware of the selectivity,
fragmentation, and subjectivity that are inevitably implied in this process (cf. Loughlan et al. 2015: 47).

In the first step of my historiographic archaeology, I compile mental maps for the transformation
of local space, looking at human and non-human bodies separately to draw out their nuances and
particularities. The non-human bodies that I analyse are firstly suspicious sites, meaning the locations
and areas in a city that are deemed vulnerable for an attack or the place where dangerousness emerges
from. Secondly, I look at suspicious objects, by comparing how mundane urban objects, such as cars,
bags, and trashcans, became attributed with suspiciousness just like classic weapons, such as firearms,
explosives, and knives. On the other hand, the human bodies that I analyse are firstly suspicious people,
meaning individuals who are suspected to having committed terrorist violence or having intentions to
do so or who are deemed to be receptive to extremist radicalisation. Secondly, I engage with managers
of suspiciousness who are charged with counterterrorist responsibilities. To do so, I look at formal
managers of suspiciousness who are representatives of institutions that are traditionally responsible for
dealing with security matters including countering terrorism, as for instance police forces, intelligence
services, and military personnel. Besides that, I also analyse semi-formal and informal managers of
suspiciousness who are encouraged in their professional and respectively their private lives to look out
for suspiciousness in everyday life and report their observations to the authorities.

In the second step of my historiographic archaeology, I engage with the entanglements of human
and non-human bodies in becoming more and more suspicious or respectively responsible to look out
for suspiciousness and I analyse how the attribution of vulnerability or potential dangerousness to them
produces, reproduces, and reinforces suspiciousness in their socio-material interplay within urban
everyday life. Thus, this step shifts my analysis from the local level of space to the level of place, as it
allows me to shed light on how the everyday life of a particular city was securitised over time. In the
third step of my historiographic archaeology, I reflect on my findings from a perspective of posthumanist
ethics by contextualising my observations within existing socio-material power hierarchies. To do so, I
ask three questions: Who and what is material-discursively constructed as potentially dangerous? Who
and what is material-discursively constructed as worthy of protection? And who and what is material-
discursively constructed as capable and credible to provide security in urban everyday life? After
compiling a historiographic archacology for each of my cases separately, I bring them together in a
‘thick comparison’ (Niewohner and Scheffer 2010) to lift my analysis from the level of place to the level
of translocal space: By mapping the similarities and differences of my cases across time and across
space and comparing the normative implications of securitising urban everyday life, I not only tease out
where and when material-discursive meanings of suspiciousness were translated from one of my case
cities to the others but I also make observations which are noteworthy for European metropoles in

general about how their everyday life transformed in times of (counter)terrorism.
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1.5 Empirical scope of the project and selected cases
Studying the transformation of everyday life in European metropoles during times of (counter)terrorism
implies two crucial questions about the empirical scope of my project, namely where and when do 1
analyse these transformation processes? My spatial limitation to European cities is already inherent in
the phrasing of my research question. Restricting my project’s scope to Europe is not intended to suggest
that the securitisation of urban everyday life is only or particularly a problem in this geographical
context. In fact, the existing literature must be criticised for its focus on cites in Europe and the Global
North in general. Especially postcolonial accounts offer a valuable perspective to dismantle how white
bodies are valued over black bodies in the public, political and academic reception of (counter)terrorism,
as cities in the Global South are in comparison more affected by terrorist attacks but their visibility is
still higher in the Global North (Catto 2016). This coincides with higher public and political attention
paid to counterterrorist measures there. Yet, at the same time, the securitisation of urban everyday life
in the Global North does bring violence and restrictions to its metropoles which fundamentally
contradict their attributed reputation as liberal and safe places which offer a high level of personal
freedom (Fregonese 2021). This discrepancy is my main reason to focus on cities located in the Global
North. My special geographical limitation to European cities has on the one hand pragmatic reasons,
such as my personal background as a European researcher which goes hand in hand with stronger
cultural sensitivity, and language skills in English, French, and German. On the other hand, this spatial
focus bears the advantage that cities within Europe share many similarities thanks to their geographical
and cultural proximity (Haussermann and Haila 2005: 44; Bagnasco and Le Galés 2000). In the temporal
sense the scope of my project is limited to times of (counter)terrorism. This demarcation is — in
comparison to my spatial scope — intentionally less specific because identifying the exact starting point
of when the securitisation of urban everyday life in Europe began is impossible but at the same time the
transformation process that I observe in my project is currently still ongoing, and thus has no “natural”
end point yet either. To still make my project researchable, I limit my analysis to a period beginning
roughly after World War II and ending in 2022, when my data collection was completed. Of course, this
does not mean that (counter)terrorism did not exist in Europe before 1945. However, since my analysis
is not a purely historical inquiry, I limit it to relatively recent trajectories. Ultimately, both the spatial
and the temporal limitations of my project’s empirical scope are necessary to make my analysis
analytically feasible. Yet, | argue that the original framework that I develop within this dissertation can
be easily adapted for researching other temporal and geographical contexts, and therefore constitutes a
valuable theoretical-methodological contribution to the existing academic debate on the securitisation
of urban everyday life which goes beyond Europe and beyond times of (counter)terrorism.

Limiting myself to European metropoles in times of (counter)terrorism does however still not
say anything about which specific places to choose as cases for my empirical analysis. My selection of
London, Brussels, and Stuttgart as case cities is mainly indebted to their different local encounters with

terrorist violence within the time frame of my analysis. Hence, I argue that their respective trajectories
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make not only each of them individually an interesting case but moreover, their combination is
particularly valuable for the sake of my thick comparison of cases. Thus, London is significant because
of its long and eventful history of local encounters with terrorist violence within my analysis’ time
frame. The city experienced attacks committed by domestic and transnational terrorist groups, attacking
both human and non-human targets, and using a wide range of different attack methodologies. An
important era of terrorist violence before 9/11 happened in the context of the Northern Irish Conflict, as
groups such as the provisional “Irish Republican Army” (IRA) committed assaults not only on Northern
Irish territory but brought violence also to the British mainland. Their campaign was particularly focused
on London which counted more than 50 casualties during the last decade of the so-called Troubles
(McGladdery 2006: XIV). In the phase between 9/11 and the European peak of attacks in 2015/16,
London encountered terrorist violence less frequently but became the local target of one of the deadliest
attacks committed on European ground at the time: On 7 July 2005, only one day after the metropole
had been announced the host city of the Olympic Games in 2012 and, while the UK was hosting the G7
summit in Gleneagles, the city’s public transport system was hit by several coordinated explosions,
costing the lives of 56 people and injuring over 700 (Closs Stephens and Vaughan-Williams 2009b).
Since the peak in 2015/16, the attacks other European cities suffered shifted attention away from London
but nonetheless several incidents of terrorist violence happened in the British capital, especially in 2017
(Black 2019). Thus, thanks to its long history of continuous local encounters with terrorist violence,
London serves as the “prime example” case within my selection. In contrast to London, Brussels has not
much of a past, when it comes to terrorist violence: Although the Belgian capital saw some attacks in
the late 1970s and early 1980s committed by the domestic group “Cellules Communistes Combattantes”
(Communist Combatant Cells, CCC) from the extreme left, these ended abruptly with the capture of its
leadership circle in 1985. The CCC’s violence was explicitly directed at non-human targets and only
caused two, presumably unintentional, human casualties (Fendt and Schéfer 2008). After a long absence
of local attacks, Brussels gained in recent years the infamous reputation to be Europe’s capital of
jihadism (Boussois 2017: 173), as the city was not only targeted in a major local attack in March 2016
but also the place where the Paris attacks in November 2015 were orchestrated from. In this sense, |
consider Brussels as the “newcomer” case within my selection, as its most intense local experiences
with terrorist violence are still very much present. My last case city Stuttgart constitutes finally the “test”
case within my sample, since the German metropole has never experienced a local terrorist attack so far.
Thus, it was neither targeted during the domestic campaign of the “Rote Armee Fraktion” (Red Army
Faction, RAF) during the 1970s and 1980s, nor did it encounter an attack in the post 9/11 era. However,
not only given its “uneventful” past but also due to it being one of the less popular and visible European
metropoles, Stuttgart does not come immediately to mind when thinking about ‘where the next terrorist
attack will happen’ (Aradau and van Munster 2012: 98). Therefore, the city fits my project design aptly,
as including it enables me to show how (counter)terrorism travels from places where local terrorist

violence happened to the everyday life of European metropoles which never encountered a direct attack.
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1.6 Structure of the project

Despite my circular understanding of doing research, my dissertation follows a classic linear structure
to make its argument easy to follow. Thus, after this introductory chapter, I critically engage with the
existing academic literature on the securitisation of urban everyday life. Hence, I reveal not only the
inspirational value but also some relevant shortcomings of the current interdisciplinary debates. These
revolve around the entanglement of human and non-human suspiciousness, the superficial engagement
with how (counter)terrorism travels across space and across time, and the insufficient normative basis
to challenge the problematic consequences of how human and non-human bodies have become
increasingly suspicious in urban everyday life. My literature review therefore allows me to argue for the
meaningful contribution that my project makes, both on a theoretical-methodological level as well as on
a normative-critical level. To make this contribution, the next chapter is dedicated to my original
theoretical framework in which I firstly conceptualise urban everyday life as a socio-material
entanglement and securitisation as a material-discursive transformation process. Then I outline my
relational and multidimensional understanding of spatiality and temporality before I finally introduce
posthumanist ethics as a normative perspective to critically engage with the securitisation of urban
everyday life. These three steps allow me to formulate my central argument and delineate its scope. In
the subsequent chapter, I discuss the methodological implications of my theoretical premises, in that [
establish historiographic archaeology as my method to identify, collect, and engage with empirical
material in my project. Having outlined its consecutive analytical steps brings me to discuss my case
selection in-depth and argue for the individual relevance of researching London, Brussels, and Stuttgart
as well as for the added value of analysing their similarities and differences in a thick comparison.

The three following chapters build the centre of my empirical analysis: Firstly, I conduct a
historiographic archaeology of the British capital which provides the basis for comparing my cases, as
London serves as the prime example case within my sample. Secondly, I engage with the Belgian capital
as the newcomer case among my selected cities to show that although the attacks in and from Brussels
in 2015/16 pushed the securitisation of its everyday life significantly, suspiciousness already spread
incrementally before that. Thirdly, I analyse the transformation of everyday life in Stuttgart, as the test
case within my sample, to demonstrate that securitisation travels across time and space from places
where local attacks happened to places where they did not. In the chapter thereafter, I conduct a thick
comparison of my cases in which I analyse how material-discursive suspiciousness is translated from
the past and the future to the present as well as from the local space of one place to the other and to the
translocal level of space. My systematic engagement with the similarities and differences of my cases
enables me to claim that European metropoles constitute the spatial manifestation of an (in)security
paradox in times of (counter)terrorism. In my conclusion, I discuss the normative-critical implications
of my findings in respect to scholarly debates but also beyond academia. These revolve around how to
challenge the increasing securitisation of urban everyday life. Finally, I critically reflect on my project’s

limitations, engage with some anticipated criticism, and outline ideas for further research.
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2 Literature Review

2.1 Introduction

The securitisation of urban everyday life has received critical attention from researchers across various
disciplines, including CTS, CSS, Critical and Urban Geography, Architectural Studies, Sociology and
Anthropology. Despite this emerging body of literature that deals with how practices, discourses, and
materialities in and about urban normality have changed in times of (counter)terrorism, I contend that
my project provides a meaningful contribution to these discussions in the theoretical-methodological as
well as the normative-critical sense. In this chapter, I demonstrate how the different dimensions of my
argument tie in with existing debates on the securitisation of urban everyday life by building on their
findings but more importantly by addressing some of their shortcomings and neglects. To do so, this
literature review is divided into three parts. In its first part, I show that especially thanks to the New
Materialist turn, the securitisation of urban everyday life was unpacked as a process with social and
material implications. Yet, it has not been fully grasped how the increasing material-discursive
suspiciousness of human and non-human bodies is inseparably entangled. In the chapter’s second part,
I argue that these processes of entanglement matter not only on the local but also on the translocal level
of space, because albeit spatial and temporal lenses have been used to make sense of the securitisation
of urban everyday life, how notions of suspiciousness are simultaneously translated across different
configurations of space and time was overlooked. In the chapter’s third part, I outline how although
many scholars made critical interventions concerning the normatively undesirable consequences of
securitised urban everyday life, respective asymmetries in affectedness and responsibility have not been
discussed systematically. I address this shortcoming by drawing on posthumanist ethics which not only
allows me to reveal how socio-material hierarchies are reproduced due to securitisation but moreover

implies a normative starting point to think about countering the securitisation of urban everyday life.

2.2 The (counter)terrorist securitisation of urban everyday life as an entanglement

Conceptually and politically, “terrorism” is a contested issue because assigning this label to acts of
violence enables actors not only to discredit their opponents but also to implement extraordinary
measures to counter this seemingly special type of violence (Jackson 2018). What makes terrorism
arguably a distinctive ‘method of violence’ (Richards 2014: 213) is the intention to deliver a symbolic
message of insecurity that projects fear beyond the actual violent act. Within this logic, international
metropoles are deemed to provide ‘the ideal stage to broadcast the terrorist message’ (Savitch 2003:

108), and thus, they offer interesting research objects (Glaeser and Shapiro 2002; Graham 2004).

2.2.1 The existing debates around cities as attractive (counter)terrorist targets

Cites are considered attractive targets for terrorist perpetrators thanks to their assigned material, social,
and symbolic vulnerabilities. In material terms, Luke (2004), Jordan (2008), and Coward (2009) claimed
that metropoles are attacked as nodal points of critical infrastructures which provide ‘a resource-rich
terrain for terrorists to exploit” (Luke 2004: 120) due to their material constitution, such as the fragility
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of high glass buildings, and the destructive domino effects that terrorist incidents have at them. In social
terms, cities are vulnerable not only as ‘containers of people’ (Molotch and McClain 2003: 679) but
furthermore so, given their socio-political relevance as places of economic prosperity and cultural
diversity (Savitch and Ardashev 2001: 2516) which have been ‘something to shoot for as well as
something to shoot at’ (Bishop and Clancey 2004: 55) since ancient times. These urban vulnerabilities
— although this is often not decidedly specified in the respective analyses — revolve usually around cities
of the Global North: While cities in the Global South are typically even more affected by both terrorist
and counterterrorist violence (cf. Graham 2006), questions of risk and vulnerability are usually reserved
for metropoles in the Global North (Beall 2006), as the international visibility of attacks differs greatly
depending on where in the world they take place (Catto 2016).

Given this exposed role of cities as attractive targets of terrorist violence, they consequentially
received special attention from a counterterrorist perspective. Since the ‘next terrorist attack’ (Aradau
and van Munster 2012: 98) has been declared a threat that is permanently daunting, not only in ‘conflict’
but also in ‘ordinary cities’ (Fregonese 2021: 26), security practices became increasingly banal and
mundane (Katz 2013), encroaching on their everyday life. In material terms, this led to debates about
the (in)defensibility of urban space (Simpson et al. 2017b) and freedom-restricting practices
implemented through urban planning, which turned cities into exclusionary ‘fearscapes’ (Tulumello
2015: 257; see also: Bannister and Fyfe 2001). This has put limits to social interaction at sites
constructed as vulnerable (Ceccato 2020; Graham 2004; Aradau 2015), propagated exclusionism
towards certain users of space (Carr 2020; Luke 2004), and normalised measures of control such as
surveillance and material barriers (Lyon 2004; Ellis 2020; Franko Aas et al. 2008; Klauser 2010; Coaffee
2010). However, not only the material but also the social implications of securitised urban everyday life
have been explored in the literature. Thus, on the one hand, scholars have engaged with the violent
implications of counterterrorism for all urban inhabitants (Vaughan-Williams 2009) but especially
certain minority groups, whose members are automatically stigmatised as terrorist suspects based on
bodily features or identity markers such as religious beliefs (Hillyard 1993; Awan 2012; Breen-Smyth
2014). On the other hand, critical contributions tackled how urban everyday life was reorganised under
the premise of resilience (Coaffee et al. 2009b), as ordinary citizens are increasingly charged with

looking out for suspiciousness (Heath-Kelly and Strausz 2019; Batley 2021; Rodrigo Jusué 2022).

2.2.2 The shortcomings and neglects of the existing debates

Theoretically, securitisation was initially analysed as either a discursive process or a shift in practices
(Buzan et al. 1998; C.A.S.E. Collective 2006). However, more recently, scholars pointed out the
materiality of securitisation processes (Aradau 2010: 493). This New Materialist turn thus incited
analytical engagement with critical infrastructures, the suspiciousness of mundane objects, security
devices, and objects of protection (Aradau 2010; Neyland 2008; Amicelle et al. 2015; Trandberg Jensen
and Jensen 2023). In the particular context of urban everyday life, scholars such as Coaffee et al.

(2009b), Katz (2013), Tulumello (2015) and Lehr (2019) were already well aware of the spatio-material
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implications of securitisation practices but oftentimes treated material objects, such as bollards, Closed
Circuit Television (CCTV) cameras, and passports, as devices merely facilitating securitisation, rather
than recognising their active role in shaping the ways in which they are either securitised as dangerous
and vulnerable objects or securing as devices which offer safety and protection (Aradau 2010: 495).

In contrast, contributions, which explicitly drew on New Materialism, laudably emphasized the
agential role of materiality in securitisation processes. Thus, Trandberg Jensen and Jensen (2023)
explored for instance ‘the social life of a barrier’, arguing that the material condition of counterterrorist
concrete blocks and their strategic placement within a city unfold a metropole’s social, cultural, and
practical constitution. This is not only closely linked to adjacent debates about the beautification and
(in)visibility of security measures (Coaffee et al. 2009a; Dalgaard-Nielsen et al. 2014) but more
importantly sheds light on the interplay of material and social aspects in the securitisation of urban
everyday life. Hence, perspectives of New Materialism explicitly reject a separation of securitisation
processes of human bodies from the securitisation processes of non-human bodies, because agency and
actorness are not defined by their intentionality but seen as a relationship that implies change (cf. Latour
2005). Following such an understanding, urban (counter)terrorism was investigated, especially by
Critical Geographers, as a sensual experience that is felt by and through human and non-human actors
in urban everyday life. Hence, Adey et al. (2013: 302) employed the notion of ambiance to make sense
of urban surveillance regimes, because they allow a researcher to be ‘sensitive to material-affective
relations of presence and absence [...], but also the not-so-simple encounters with security’s materials,
presences and practices’. Fregonese and Laketa (2022) drew on the notion of affective atmosphere to
study the collective experience of how (counter)terrorism feels at particular spatial contexts in the
aftermath of terrorist attacks. Closs Stephens et al. (2017) showed that this sensual experience of space
is also powerful for the way in which these events are material-discursively memorialised. Therefore,
New Materialist perspectives of affective atmospheres and ambiance are particularly valuable to capture
how socio-material transformations of everyday life (re)produce subjectivity and materiality in and
through the experience of (in)security in cities with local attack experiences.

As thought-provoking as especially the existing New Materialist accounts on the securitisation
of urban everyday life are, they still uphold a certain hierarchy of human over non-human actors or vice
versa. Thus, in the literature on affective ambiance/atmospheres (Adey et al. 2013; Fregonese and Laketa
2022; Closs Stephens et al. 2017), the role of human bodies is particularly highlighted which is reflected
most prominently in the methodological approaches used to make sense of how urban atmospheres of
terror feel, as these are typically (auto)ethnographies that naturally put the human body of the researchers
and their sensations when engaging in urban space at the centre of analysis. Flipping this logic around,
Trandberg Jensen and Jensen (2023) conducted a decidedly material ethnography which revolves
around the non-human bodies of concrete barriers as the focus of analysis, and but hence simultaneously
side-lined to some extent the role of human bodies. In contrast to the existing literature, I draw on Barad

(2003, 2007) and her posthumanist understanding of performativity to critically make sense of the
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securitisation of urban everyday life as a transformative entanglement. Its added value, instead of
recurring on Butler (see for instance: Duff 2017; Brassett and Vaughan-Williams 2015), is Barad’s
radical materialist reconceptualization of performativity which is not limited to the formation and
materialisation processes of human subjectivity and bodies (cf. Butler 1993), but posthumanist, in the
sense that material-discursive formation processes concern ‘all bodies’ (Barad 2003: 810), rejecting a
prioritisation of human over non-human bodies and vice versa. The notions of entanglement and intra-
action which I introduce in-depth in the theoretical chapter of this thesis bring this non-hierarchical,
relational understanding of socio-material reality and the inseparable agency of human and non-human
bodies to the forefront of the analysis. In a similar vein, Aradau (2010: 491) demonstrated how Barad’s
posthumanist performativity reveals that critical infrastructure ‘neither is an empty receptacle of
discourse nor has “essential” characteristics; rather, it emerges out of material-discursive practices’.
While I actively draw on Aradau’s insightful contribution, my project explicitly goes beyond it. Thus, I
focus on a boarder research object, as urban everyday life has arguably more dimensions in how it is
securitised than Aradau’s focus on critical infrastructures. Furthermore, and again in contrast to Aradau,
I first engage with non-human and human securitisation processes separately to avoid establishing a

hierarchy among them before I reveal how they are entangled.

2.3 Spatio-temporal translations of the securitisation of urban everyday life

In the debates on the material-discursive securitisation of everyday life the lenses of spatiality and
temporality have both played a crucial role in critical accounts from various disciplines, as already
implicitly mentioned above. After all, my dissertation engages with everyday life in European
metropoles in times of (counter)terrorism, and thus is also defined through spatial and temporal
concepts. However, | use spatiality and temporality not merely to limit my project’s scope but as
analytical categories to reveal how material-discursive securitisations of urban everyday life travel
across space and time. Therefore, it is inevitable to unpack the scholarly debates revolving around the

space and time of (counter)terrorism in depth to argue for my project’s second theoretical contribution.

2.3.1 The existing debates around the time and space of (counter)terrorism

Most of the existing critical (counter)terrorism literature is centred around either spatiality or temporality
as analytical categories to explore how terrorist violence and respective countermeasures transform
socio-material realities. In spatial terms, cities were only one of many spaces that have been investigated
in how they were influenced by the logics of (counter)terrorism. Other analyses focused for instance on
spaces such as airports, schools, borders, and the internet (Leese and Koenigseder 2015; Hoijtink 2017;
Maguire and Westbrook 2020; Nguyen 2014; Pickering 2004; Pugliese 2006; Mott 2016). The questions
asked about spatial aspects of securitisation deal on the one hand with the requirements and conditions
of a space to be deemed a vulnerable target that terrorist perpetrators aim to exploit and on the other
hand with the consequences and implications of counterterrorist risk assessment strategies at these
spaces. In this sense, the respective socio-material conditions of a space determine the (counter)terrorist

activities at it but are simultaneously also determined by them (cf. Liu and Guan 2021). In simple words:
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space makes (counter)terrorism and (counter)terrorism makes space. In the context of cities, this refers
to the aforementioned literature on metropoles as targets (Glaeser and Shapiro 2002; Graham 2004) and
the transformations of urban space through counterterrorism measures (Sorkin 2012; Coaffee 2009;
Simpson et al. 2017b; Gladon Clavell 2012). Furthermore, (counter)terrorism runs along different spatial
scales, and thus challenges clear demarcations of the local, the national, and the global: Hence, Graham
(2006: 255) argued that the “Global War on Terror” doctrine is ‘marked by attempts to rework
imaginative geographies separating the urban places of the US “homeland” and those Arab cities
purported to be the sources of “terrorist” threats’. In a similar vein, Coaffee (2013) claimed that the
emergence of the resilience paradigm rescaled national security concerns into an urban responsibility.
Just like spatiality, temporality has been discussed in different configurations and with regards
to various dynamics in (counter)terrorism politics. In the context of the latter, critical scholars put
especially the temporal logics of pre-emption and normalisation in the spotlight of academic discussions.
Normalisation describes the process in which extraordinary measures of control that are taken in direct
response to a terrorist attack and therefore initially limited in their duration, are reconfirmed again and
again, until at some point, they are accepted as persistent practices, constituting what Agamben (2005)
calls a ‘permanent state of exception’. Such a development is considered problematic because although
liberal orders allow for certain restrictions of fundamental freedoms, these must always be justifiable
and proportionate. However, since the permanent state of emergency continuously suspends the regular
order, these caveats are annulled (Neocleous 2006; Benoist 2007). This is closely connected to the logic
of pre-emption which implies an increasing orientation of counterterrorist measures towards the future
(De Goede and Randalls 2009; Anderson 2010; De Goede et al. 2014): As the threat of terrorist violence
has been accepted as permanently daunting, it became governed more and more through risk assessment
strategies (Kessler and Daase 2008; Aradau and van Munster 2007, 2011). Within this logic, imaginaries
of potential future attacks turn as ‘known unknowns’ into powerful political instruments to legitimise
the implementation of a ‘response before the event” (Amoore 2009, 2013). This dynamic raised criticism
because it ironically justifies the use of counterterrorist violence to counter terrorist violence that has
not happened yet, and potentially never will happen (Zulaika 2012). While therefore the question how
the future influences counterterrorism practices in the present has been prominently featured in CTS and
aligned fields, the notion of the past received likewise critical scholarly attention. In the context of this
temporal configuration, researchers have explored how traumatic experiences of attacks are collectively
memorialised in ways that turn these memories — just like the imaginaries of future violence — into
powerful tools to rationalise current counterterrorist practices (Milosevi¢ 2017; Closs Stephens et al.
2017; Donnelly and Steele 2019). Such dynamics induced calls to ‘forget’ the events of 9/11 due to the
harmful consequences of its remembrances (Zehfuss 2003; Fitzgerald 2021). In recent years, 9/11°s
representation as a watershed was also criticised for its use in academic discourses, as it cultivated
notions of rupture and exception which masked counterterrorist continuities (Toros 2017; Jackson et al.

2021) and added to a general lack of historicity in CTS (Donnelly and Steele 2019; Livesey 2021).
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2.3.2 The shortcomings and neglects of the existing debates
All in all, the existing debates on spatiality and temporality produced thought-provoking insights about
(counter)terrorist transformations of socio-material realities. Nonetheless, I argue that they suffer from
serious limitations because the analytical perspectives of spatiality and temporality have not only been
used largely separate from each other but were even placed in a competitive opposition. Thus, Liu and
Guan (2021: 126) demanded to liberate CTS from the ‘straitjacket of historicism’ by employing a spatial
lens and thereby reiterated a much older claim from Flint (2003), while vice versa the calls that this very
historicity is missing from CTS are equally loud (Donnelly and Steele 2019; Livesey 2021). In less
accusatory terms, both spatial and temporal perspectives are still deemed to be overlooked or at least
side-lined in critical accounts on (counter)terrorism and International Relations (IR) in general (cf. for
instance: Batley 2021; Horn 2020). As such, I find these debates counterproductive and to a certain
extent ignorant of worthwhile academic contributions which were made especially throughout the last
decade. However, in siding with Aradau and van Munster (2012: 103), [ mainly consider these claims
as problematic because, in overemphasizing either temporality or spatiality, scholars have artificially
separated these analytical categories that are inseparable from my perspective. Following Massey (1992:
77), I contend that ‘space and time are inextricably interwoven. It is not that we cannot make any
distinction at all between them but that the distinction we do make needs to hold the two in tension’. In
short: When one engages with space, one necessarily also needs to engage with time and vice versa.
Yet, there are also a few laudable contributions that embraced a similar understanding by
explicitly bringing time and space together. Thus, Fisher (2015: 57) analysed ‘the role of discourses of
distance, danger and otherness in the securitisation of terrorism during the late twentieth century’ from
a postcolonial perspective by exploring the constructed meaning of both spatial and temporal
imaginaries, such as ‘the international” and ‘the future’. Even closer to the field of inquiry in my project
is the work of Aradau and van Munster (2012) on preparedness exercises, which test capabilities to
respond to an attack. The authors claim in this context that counterterrorist ‘practices enact a withdrawal
of time, as the uncertainty of the future event is displaced on the management of space’ (Aradau and
van Munster 2012: 99). The logic behind this thought is straightforward: As it is unpredictable when the
next attack will happen, and hence the temporal dimension of countering terrorism is beyond the reach
of policymakers, their focus is drawn towards controlling the space where an attack could happen
because it appears easier to manage. While I consider these observations thought-provoking, I contend
that they do not exhaustively grasp the complexity of the spatio-temporal co-constitution of
counterterrorism practices, particularly in respect to their transformative influence on urban everyday
life. This lack of complexity derives from a reductionist understanding of both temporality and spatiality.
Thus, Fisher (2015) just like Aradau and van Munster (2012) focused in their analyses on one particular
configuration of time, namely the future, and thereby neglect how memories of the past and perceptions

of the present are equally relevant in shaping counterterrorist space-making. In similar vein, they also
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reduced spatiality either to local space (Aradau and van Munster 2011) or international space (Fisher
2015), rather than acknowledging that counterterrorist temporalities run across different spatial scales.
Therefore, I agree with Crawford and Hutchinson (2016) in their research agenda setting call to
analyse especially ‘everyday security’ as embedded in a multiplicity of interconnected spatial and
temporal configurations, because I consider space and time as co-productive in transforming socio-
material entanglements. However, rather than simply drawing on ethnographic methods like Crawford
and Hutchinson (2016: 1198) suggest, I develop my own theoretical-methodological framework that
allows me to trace how material-discursive securitisations of urban everyday life are translated across
time and space. In doing so, I acknowledge temporality and spatiality not only as relational but also in
their multidimensionality by shedding light on the past, the present, and the future as well as local socio-

material entanglements, several case cities as places, and the translocal space of European metropoles.

2.4 Responsibility and affectedness in the securitisation of urban everyday life

Having outlined how my theoretical-methodological framework contributes to existing debates on the
securitisation of everyday life in European metropoles brings me to the added value that my project
offers in a normative-critical sense. Although there is large body of remarkable work which highlights
various ethically problematic consequences of (counter)terrorism, I argue that my analysis provides
original critical insights concerning the questions of responsibility and affectedness in the securitisation

of urban everyday life, as these have not been comprehensively answered, yet.

2.4.1 The existing debates around human and non-human responsibilities and affectedness

As ‘one man’s terrorist is another man’s freedom fighter’ (Ganor 2002: 287) and state actors are
arguably engaging as much as non-state actors in using acts of violence to systematically project fear
beyond them, the definitory lines of what count as terrorism are politically contested (cf. Jackson 2018)
Given this terminological blurriness, labelling violence as terrorism constitutes a powerful discursive
strategy to delegitimise the actions of the other and legitimise the reactions of the self, differentiating
between an “evil, unjustified, and harmful” terrorist and a “righteous, necessary, and protective”
counterterrorist use of violence (see for instance: Graham 2006; Zulaika 2012). In the context of my
research interest, two sets of normative-ethical questions derive from these observations: Firstly, who
and what is affected by the securitisation of urban everyday life in times of (counter)terrorism, and in
what ways are human and non-human bodies affected? And secondly, who and what is responsible for
the securitisation of urban everyday life, and who and what is capable to counter it?

The existing literature in CTS and aligned fields focused more prominently on the first set of
these questions. Regarding affectedness, scholars convincingly criticised how counterterrorism practices
are in some cases as physically violent as the attacks they are meant to counter (Vaughan-Williams
2009; Bauman 2004), while in others they lead to a slow death of fundamental freedoms and liberties
(Waldron 2003; Huysmans 2004; Neocleous 2007; Deflem and McDonough 2015). Restricting the ways
in which urban everyday life can be lived affects all inhabitants of cities, because even mundane and

banal behaviours, such as taking pictures, are increasingly associated with potential dangerousness
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(Simon 2012; Katz 2013). At the same time, scholars argued that although a// inhabitants are affected
by the securitisation of cities’ everyday life, some are more affected than others. This asymmetrical
affectedness stems from the stigmatisation of certain — typically minority — groups as “the usual”
terrorist suspects. Humans who belong to or are associated with such ‘suspect communities’ (Hillyard
1993; Breen-Smyth 2014) are discriminatorily targeted by counterterrorist measures of control. In the
last decades, especially Muslim communities were ‘constructed as enemies’ (Jackson 2007), particularly
in countries of the Global North (Awan 2012; Cherney and Murphy 2016; van Meeteren and van
Oostendorp 2019). Regarding non-human bodies, meaning urban sites and objects, scholars also noted
asymmetries in how they are affected by counterterrorist measures. Thus, the definition of vulnerability
has been largely dictated by neoliberalism, since elite spaces, such as financial and government districts
as well as critical infrastructures, were deemed most worthy of protection (Coaffee 2004, 2009; Aradau
2010). With shifting terrorist attack methodologies, crowds of human bodies became a new reference
point of vulnerability, and therefore also more mundane spaces, such as restaurants, stores, and cultural
venues, were included into counterterrorist considerations (Aradau 2015). Being assigned with
vulnerability led for these sites to a restructuration according to risk assessment rationales (Simpson et
al. 2017b; Coaffee and Fussey 2015) which made them not only less accessible and more closely
monitored but also more exclusionary towards members of suspect communities (Carr 2020). To ease
the effects of living in “urban atmospheres of terror’ (Fregonese and Laketa 2022), measures of control
were made hardly visible or aesthetically pleasing (Coaffee et al. 2009a), while simultaneously their
normalisation stirred a certain ‘surveillance apatheia’ (Ellis 2020).

In terms of the second set of questions, particularly the notion of responsibility received
scholarly attention. As a classic matter of security, countering terrorist violence fell traditionally in the
competence of conventional managers of suspiciousness, such as national intelligence agencies and local
police forces but over time other ‘stakeholders’ (Jarvis and Lister 2010) were charged with more and
more counterterrorist responsibilities. This implied on the one hand that dealing with the terrorist threat
was rescaled from the national to the local level, and thus cities and their administrations had to take
over new tasks and were equipped with more competences (Coaffee and Murkami Wood 2006; Coaffee
2013). On the other hand, public institutions such as (urban) planning commissions, but also the health
and the educational sectors which had previously not been occupied with security issues were pushed to
look out for suspiciousness and prepare for attack scenarios (Nguyen 2014; Tulumello 2015; Heath-
Kelly and Strausz 2019). In some cases, these responsibilities were not limited to public institutions but
also extended to their private counterparts, meaning that counterterrorist responsibilities became
increasingly integrated as an occupational obligation in the professional lives of many ordinary citizens.
At the same time, private business owners also invested self-reliantly in securitisation measures to
prevent attacks on their premises, receiving oftentimes tailormade expert advice from conventional
managers of suspiciousness (Abrahamsen and Williams 2007; Coaffee 2009; Jarvis and Lister 2010).

Moreover, since resilience and “Countering Violent Extremism” (CVE) became powerful paradigms
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within the counterterrorist agenda, ordinary citizens were increasingly encouraged to look out for signs
of suspiciousness in the context of their private lives and report them to respective authorities to actively
participate in mitigating the terrorist threat (Batley 2021; Rodrigo Jusué 2022). Finally, the notion of
responsibility was not only considered for human but also touched upon regarding non-human actors,
such as search algorithms and other counterterrorist technologies, whose assumed neutrality was

challenged by scholars, as for instance Martin (2019) and Amicelle et al. (2015).

2.4.2 The shortcomings and neglects of the existing debates

Despite the abundance of insightful critical accounts dealing with the problematic consequences of
counterterrorism measures in urban everyday life and beyond, I argue that the existing debates have
several shortcomings. Most fundamental among them is the missing engagement with alternatives and
more concretely the question, who and what can and should counter the existing (counter)terrorist
transformation of urban everyday life. In this sense, I agree with Lindahl (2017: 523) who pointed out
that ‘CTS has been very good at critiquing contemporary counterterrorism, but has not yet offered an
alternative model’ and Jackson (2017: 357) who added that ‘the normative basis of these critiques
remains a little opaque’. From my perspective, the transformation of urban everyday life is a process of
socio-material intra-action, and therefore it is short-sighted to merely blame counterterrorism
practitioners for its securitisation and the ethically undesirable consequences thereof, as it is typically
done in the existing debates. As ordinary citizens play nowadays arguably an integral part in defining
who and what is suspicious and who and what is harmless in urban everyday life — no matter if they
want this responsibility or not — presenting them as passive recipients of counterterrorist obligations (cf.
Batley 2021; Jarvis and Lister 2010; Rodrigo Jusué 2022) is misleading. Such a limited understanding
neglects that by living alongside these material-discursive standards of who and what counts as
suspicious in urban everyday life, ordinary citizens do not only internalize them but also actively co-
produce them and are therefore also potentially able to counter and change them.

Furthermore, I argue that the issue of asymmetries in how human and non-human bodies are
both affected and accountable in and for the securitisation of urban everyday life are in general not
systematically unpacked yet in the existing critical literature. Thus, while discriminatory counterterrorist
practices are recognised as problematic for human bodies (Guzik 2009; Choudhury and Fenwick 2011;
Du Boulay 2012), their undesirable consequences are much less explored, when it comes for instance to
urban sites and thus non-human bodies. The existing literature only demonstrated in this context why
certain sites are deemed vulnerable and therefore worthy to protect (Coaffee 2004, 2009; Aradau 2015;
Aradau and van Munster 2012). What CTS scholars have yet missed to analyse is how certain urban
neighbourhoods are deemed potentially dangerous because these places are considered terrorist
hideouts, and therefore managed with more control. The general imbalance in attention for human and
non-human bodies is moreover questionable because scholars thus neglected how the discriminatory
securitisation of human and non-human bodies is entangled, and therefore has immediate repercussions

in terms of who and what counts as vulnerable and worthy of protection, and who and what counts as
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potentially dangerous and hence needs to be controlled. The neglected asymmetries in the affectedness
of privileged versus marginalised human and non-human bodies is mirrored in the debate on
responsibility, since this literature focused on how responsibility was extended from conventional to
informal counterterrorism actors but overlooked that there are asymmetries regarding who and what is
acknowledged as a credible informal manager of suspiciousness and who and what is not. Neglecting
these inequalities is arguably problematic per se but even more worrisome because these asymmetries
have direct implications for one’s capacity to challenge and counter the securitisation of urban everyday
life: While privileged human and non-human bodies are not only deemed harmless and worthy of
protection but also enabled to co-produce and potentially challenge current transformations,
marginalised human and non-human bodies are excluded as suspicious and less trustworthy, therefore
the stakes for changing how urban everyday life can be lived are higher for them. In the light of these
shortcomings, I argue that by drawing on the so far underexplored normative lens of posthumanist ethics
(Hollin et al. 2017: 932), my analysis demonstrates that everything and everyone that forms part of urban
everyday life is also responsible for how it develops, yet at the same time, it emphasizes how socio-
material power hierarchies (re)produce asymmetries of affectedness and accountability in this context.
Thus, the added value of my project lies not only in proposing a new normative lens as a baseline for
critique that Jackson (2017) called for but also offers a starting point to think about countering the

securitisation of urban everyday life and how to come up with potential alternatives (cf. Lindahl 2017).

2.5 Conclusion

In this chapter, I critically reviewed how scholars have analysed the securitisation of urban everyday
life from various theoretical perspectives. In doing so, I acknowledged many of their insightful and
thought-provoking findings but also identified several shortcomings and neglects in the existing debates.
To address these, my project offers an original contribution in theoretical-methodological and in
normative-critical terms: Regarding the former, my analysis demonstrates on the local level, how
securitisation processes in urban everyday life are socio-material entanglements and, in this sense,
human and non-human bodies are intra-acting, when their material-discursive ontologies are shifting
from harmlessness to suspiciousness. Furthermore, on the translocal level, my perspective reveals how
these socio-material transformations travel across time and space, and thus change the ways in which
urban everyday life can be lived not only at specific places but in European metropoles as an
intersubjectively created and lived idea. Drawing on these new theoretical-methodological insights, 1
also make a normative-critical contribution by exploring the value of posthumanist ethics which enables
me to reveal how the securitisation of everyday life constitutes a process of urban segregation, both on
the local and the translocal level that further includes privileged human and non-human bodies at the
centre and further excludes human and non-human bodies at the periphery. These asymmetries of
affectedness are tied to an ethical responsibility for everyone and everything that forms part of urban

everyday life to change them and counter processes of securitisation in European metropoles.
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3 Theoretical Framework

3.1 Introduction
Given the shortcomings in the existing academic engagement with the securitisation of urban everyday
life which I just revealed in my critical literature review, I develop a theoretical framework in this
chapter that allows me to overcome these limitations in my project and thus enables me to make a value
contribution to various fields, but especially to CTS. Since my analysis hence responds to several
neglects in the existing literature rather than filling one particular “gap”, my argument has multiple
dimensions: Thus, I contend that the securitisation of urban everyday life in times of (counter)terrorism
has transformed the ways in which human and non-human bodies are intra-acting in European
metropoles, not just at places where terrorist attacks have happened but also where terrorist violence did
not happen. This transformation constitutes a new form of urban segregation, as human and non-human
bodies at the centre are further included and human and non-human bodies at the periphery are further
excluded. Due to these multiple dimensions, my theoretical framework does neither rest on one specific
approach nor a single school of thought. Instead, I draw on assumptions taken from various theoretical
perspectives, including posthumanist performativity and ethics, securitisation theory, and theorisations
of spatiality and temporality which I integrate into a coherent framework that enables me to analyse the
transformation of everyday life in European metropoles in times of (counter)terrorism as well as to
critically engage with its socio-material power implications. The originality of my project hence builds
on combining and using existing theoretical assumptions and concepts in a novel way. In the context of
this project, I employ my framework to understand and critically discuss transformations in European
metropoles before and after 9/11 but I contend that my framework has analytical value beyond the
geographical and temporal scope of my dissertation, as it could be easily adapted to analyse other case
cities and time frames, which I consider my main theoretical contribution to the existing literature.

To develop my theoretical framework, I proceed in several steps in this chapter. In its first part,
I engage with the questions, what urban everyday life and securitisation mean in the context of my
project. To conceptualise these two central terms, I draw mainly on New Materialist literature, in
particular Barad’s (2003, 2007) notion of posthumanist performativity which allows me to capture
everyday life as a socio-material entanglement and securitisation as a material-discursive transformation
process. The chapter’s second section deals with the question, how urban everyday life as a socio-
material entanglement is continuously produced and reproduced across space and time. To engage with
this question, I introduce spatiality and temporality as analytical categories that are both
multidimensional and relational in the sense of Massey (1992, 2001). The third part of the chapter sheds
light on the question, how to critically discuss the normative implications of these transformations of
urban everyday life and how to think about alternatives. Drawing on posthumanist ethics allows me to
reveal and criticise socio-material power asymmetries of affectedness and responsibility in this context.
In the fourth step, I combine the elements of my framework to introduce my argument by delineating

its scope and reflecting on its added value in a theoretical and a normative-critical sense.
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3.2 Conceptualising the securitisation of urban everyday life

As this project deals with the research question how everyday life in European metropoles has
transformed in times of (counter)terrorism through processes of securitisation, the groundwork for
developing my theoretical framework is to conceptualise these two central terms for my analytical

purposes and situate my understanding of them in the respective scholarly debates around them.

3.2.1 Urban everyday life as a socio-material entanglement

Commonly, everyday life refers to everything that is mundane, ordinary, and officially or unofficially
accepted as a normal part of daily life. Which practices and materialities fulfil this definition is not only
highly sensitive to space and time but also permeates different social fields (Burkitt 2004). In the context
of European metropoles, everyday life involves for example activities such as dining, working,
exercising, visiting a cultural venue or event, taking the public transport, or being at home. It takes place
at private and public sites, such as transport hubs, shopping centres, business offices, schools,
restaurants, and places of worship. Although the outlined prosaicness of urban everyday life might
suggest that its practices are too ordinary to be relevant (Sandywell 2004), it has nonetheless sparked
scholarly attention in various disciplines, including (Urban) Sociology and Anthropology (Tonkiss
2005; Kalekin-Fishman 2013; Borer 2013), (Urban) Geography (Katz 2013; Coaffee et al. 2009b;
Fregonese and Laketa 2022) as well as CSS and CTS (Ochs 2013; Lehr 2019; Rodrigo Jusué 2022).
Within this large body of academic engagement with urban everyday life, a multitude of theoretical
perspectives were employed, of which some laid more emphasis on the social practices of everyday
routines, while others focused more on the spatio-material conditions in which these routines take place.
Such a division suggests that there is a social world where humans matter on the one hand, and a material
world where things matter on the other hand, and that the two of them exist detached from each other.
Although it may be helpful to emphasise one of the dimensions for certain scientific purposes, artificially
delinking and separating the two obscures that humans and non-human bodies are in fact both
constitutional elements of everyday life (cf. Aradau et al. 2015a).

New Materialist approaches have set out to challenge such a neat dichotomy of the social versus
the material and the human versus the non-human body by suggesting a new understanding of agency
that is not defined by intentionality but rather by making a difference ‘in the course of some other agent’s
action’ (Latour 2005: 72). Conceptualising agency as a relationship and ‘not something that someone or
something has’ (Barad 2007: 178) is the key step to acknowledge how human and non-human bodies
are both equally influential in shaping socio-material arrangements. As I discussed in more length in the
previous chapter, in other New Materialist contributions which focus on the increasing securitisation in
cities, urban everyday life has been conceptualised by employing notions such as atmosphere and
ambiance as a collectively felt experience of living in a city (Fregonese and Laketa 2022; Closs Stephens
et al. 2017; Adey et al. 2013) While these perspectives are particularly valuable to capture how socio-
material transformations of urban everyday life (re)produce subjectivity and materiality in and through

the experience of (in)security, the focus of my analysis lies on tracing the socio-material entangledness
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of securitisation processes in urban everyday life over time which allows me to critically engage with
therefrom deriving questions of responsibility and affectedness.

Thus, in contrast to the existing literature, I conceptualise urban everyday life as an
entanglement of intra-acting human and non-human bodies, by drawing mainly on Barad (2003, 2007)
and her posthumanist understanding of performativity (cf. Pawlowski 2023). To explain what this
means, let me disentangle this entanglement step by step, starting with its constitutive elements, namely
human and non-human bodies. That human bodies are a constitutive element of urban everyday life is
supposedly the most intuitive aspect of my definition. Human bodies in urban everyday life comprise
the permanent inhabitants of a city, but also people who spend a limited time there, such as tourists and
commuting workers. Given that humans are constitutive elements of urban everyday life, the question
is, what determines how they influence and shape this socio-material entanglement? Within the scope
of my project, I consider three aspects as relevant, which are closely intertwined and typically co-
determining each other: These are the assigned societal status of humans in cities, their bodily features
and identity markers, and their behaviours (cf. Bourdieu 1984). Influence derives hence from a person’s
position within the socio-material power hierarchies of a city: People can obtain a role of power based
on their profession and expertise (cf. Bigo 2002: 74) but also based on their socio-economic status, the
place where they live, and character traits assigned to them by others. This is intertwined with identity
markers, such as a person’s nationality, skin colour, religious affiliation, and gender. Thus, socially
assigned dangerousness, as I explore later in more detail, is for instance a gendered and racialised
category in most Western societies but also linked to societal stigmas, such as mental health issues,
addiction, and poverty (Phillips and Bowling 2017). In addition, how humans behave — and particularly
their repetitive practices — shapes urban everyday life as a socio-material entanglement. Repetitive
practices are behavioural patterns which develop over time and follow formal or informal rules about
what is expected as “normal” behaviour in urban everyday life (Bourdieu 1977). However, depending
on one’s status and appearance, the kind of behaviour that is socially expected of human bodies differs:
While it is unusual for a daily commuter to take photos of a subway station, it is not surprising for a
tourist to do so. This also works the other way around: A person taking pictures in leisure clothes is
more likely to be a tourist than a person in office clothes, carrying a laptop bag (cf. Simon 2012).

The last example indicates already that human action is inseparably entangled with material
objects and their performativity (Aradau 2010). Thus, non-human bodies which implies both objects,
such as cars, buildings, and signs, as well as physical structures, such as streets and transport lines, are
the second constitutive element of urban everyday life as a socio-material entanglement. Following the
New Materialist definition of agency as a relationship that I introduced above, objects also act, for
example, a speedbump makes a driver slow down. The agency of objects is linked on the one hand to
their physical materiality and location, meaning are they fragile or solid, big or small, visible or hidden,
accessible or closed off (cf. Neyland 2008). On the other hand, they are also based on the meaning and
purpose attributed to things: The agency of a traffic light is not linked to the physical light post but to
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its switching signal which translates into rules about when to stop and go. Again, and just like for human
bodies — the meaning and role of a non-human body in a socio-material entanglement is not intrinsic to
an object or a physical structure but develops by intra-acting in entanglements (Barad 2007: 148): For
instance, the socially assigned meaning of a firearm changes depending on who holds it.

This brings me to introduce the next important term in my conceptualisation of urban everyday
as a socio-material entanglement, namely the notion of intra-action. In contrast to the conventional term
interaction, Barad’s conception of intra-action underlines how discourses, practices, and materialities
do not exist separately from each other but are formed in ‘mutual constitution of entangled agencies’
(Barad 2007: 33): Thus, intra-action means that ‘heterogenous elements — the discursive and the material
— [are] bound to each other in a particular arrangement constitutive of meaning’ (Aradau et al. 2015a:
63). In other words, what human and non-human bodies are and do is always dependent on how they
are engaging with each other, as only then meaning is produced. Intra-action is a constantly ongoing
dynamic, in which human and non-human bodies are perpetually arranged and rearranged. This is
influenced by their materiality, their practices, and the discourses about them but simultaneously
influences them in conveying meaning. Translated to the context of my project, this means that the intra-
actions of everyday life are influenced by the social positioning of human bodies, their identify markers,
bodily features, and behaviours as well as the physical materiality and location of non-human bodies
and the meanings assigned to them (Pawlowski 2023). While the notion of intra-action captures the
process in which human and non-human bodies engage with one another, the notion of entanglement
finally describes the “outcome” of this process, which is however, as I just said, continuously evolving
and changing. In Barad’s words, and entanglement is therefore constituted of ‘material-discursive
practices — causal intra-actions through which matter is iteratively and differentially articulated,
reconfiguring the material-discursive field of possibilities and impossibilities’ (Barad 2007: 170, italics
in the original). Hence, the notion of entanglement underlines how posthumanist performativity not only
rejects a hierarchy between human and non-human bodies but also considers the processes of their
formation and materialisation as inseparably intertwined (Barad 2003). Following this understanding,
urban everyday life is constituted as an interwoven entanglement of people inhabiting and managing
cities but also of the cities’ material goods, such as its streets and buildings, as matter is considered ‘an
active factor in material-discursive processes’ (Aradau 2010: 497):

‘For instance, that a suitcase is not see-through is a physical feature of the object, but that
its material non-transparency is assigned with suspiciousness is discursively constructed
and has then again material implications on how the suitcase is treated. In a similar vein,
the tone of a person’s skin colour is a bodily feature, but that People of Colour are racially
profiled as suspicious is a discursive construction, again with material consequences for
the affected’ (Pawlowski 2023: 5).

Translating these conceptualisations to my project, I therefore conceptualise urban everyday life as a
socio-material entanglement which is made up of human and non-human bodies that are repeatedly and

continuously (re)arranged over time in an ‘ongoing dynamic of intra-activity’ (Barad 2007: 206).
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3.2.2 Securitisation as a material-discursive transformation process
Drawing on this conceptualisation of urban everyday life, the question arises, what kind of political and
societal rationales influence the intra-actions of human and non-human bodies in socio-material
entanglements and how do they influence them. When it comes to urban everyday life in European
metropoles, there is certainly an abundance of evolutions that are worthwhile studying, be it in the
context of sustainable restructuration, migration flows, or gentrification. While the existing analyses in
these contexts revealed interesting findings on how urban everyday life has developed (see for instance:
Bobylev 2008; van Criekingen 2009; Moskowitz 2017), my research interest lies on the transformations
of urban everyday life in times of (counter)terrorism, as I argue that shedding light on these types of
changes is particularly interesting because of the disruptive and violent counterpart, they represent to
the banality and normal flow of urban everyday life in ‘ordinary cities’ (cf. Fregonese 2021; Katz 2013).
As already briefly spelled out in my literature review, the process of securitisation has been
considered pivotal in bringing about these changes, which is why I draw on this notion in my analytical
framework. However, as there has been a controversial scholarly debate about the term for decades, it
is necessary to further conceptualise its meaning for the purposes of my project. The discussion about
securitisation initially began with scholars criticising mainstream IR approaches for their state-centric
understanding of security which they considered too narrow to comprehensively capture security
concerns on the national and international level (Booth 1991; Krause 1998). As a response, wider
concepts, such as that of “human security” entered the political as well as the academic debate (UNDP
1994; Owen 2004), but the understanding of security was also more fundamentally reconceptualised.
One of these re-conceptualisations was to re-interpret security as a “speech act” following the so-called
Copenhagen School: Securitisation thus happens when a securitising actor discursively constructs a
phenomenon as an existential threat for a referent object and this social construction is successful in a
way that the respective audience, towards it is directed, accepts exceptional measures, to counter the
threat, as legitimate (Waver 1995: 55; Buzan et al. 1998: 21). Buzan et al. (1998) used for instance the
example of environmental politics to demonstrate how an issue like climate change which used to be
outside the realm of security politics was discursively presented as an existential threat and hence turned
into a security issue over time. Although this approach was very influential in the quickly emerging
subfield of CSS (cf. C.A.S.E. Collective 2006), it also earned lots of critique and was faced with
counterarguments (Balzacq 2005; Floyd 2007). A powerful alternative was promoted thus for instance
by the so-called Paris School, whose representatives based their understanding of securitisation on
practice rather than on discourse theory (Balzacq et al. 2010; Bigo 2002, 2006b). In their
conceptualisation, inspired by Bourdieu’s (1977) thoughts on practice and habitus and Foucault’s (1980)
notion of governmentality, security is constituted in being exercised by assigned security practitioners
following a certain policy rationale. Bigo (2002) demonstrated for instance how in the securitisation of
migration, the portrayal of immigrants as a source of risk allows ‘diverse institutions to play with the

unease, or to encourage it if it does not yet exist, so as to affirm their role as providers of protection and
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security and to mask some of their failure’ (Bigo 2002: 65). This is sustained by bureaucratic practices
and the habitus of security practitioners. In more recent years, the New Materialist turn, that took place
in IR, also reached CSS and hence pushed for the consideration of materiality as co-constitutive in
securitisation processes (Lundberg and Vaughan-Williams 2015). Aradau (2010: 494) thus
reconceptualised securitisation as a ‘process of materialization that enacts a reconfiguration of the world
in ways in which differences come to matter’. In the context of this development, the research objects
of securitisation analyses were no longer limited to discourses and practices but now also included
‘security devices’ (Amicelle et al. 2015), ‘objects of protection’ (Aradau 2010) and dangerous objects
of everyday life (Neyland 2008; Hoijtink 2017). Despite their different emphases — and the fact that they
are oftentimes presented as competing approaches (Mutimer 2009) — these understandings of
securitisation are in my understanding not exclusionary. In fact, they rather have a lot in common and
can be fruitfully combined (Aradau et al. 2015a) for my conceptualisation of securitisation.

Siding again with Barad, I argue that discourse cannot be reduced to a matter of materiality and
materiality cannot be reduced to a matter of discourse: ‘no priority is given to either materiality or
discursivity’ (Barad 2003, p. 825), because I do consider ‘language and materiality as ‘inextricably
inseparable’ (Lundberg and Vaughan-Williams 2015: 6). Thus, my understanding of the term takes up
more classic interpretations of securitisation as discursive processes and practice, and intertwines them
with the New Materialist notions, as [ conceptualise securitisation as a material-discursive
transformation process that changes socio-material entanglements. What does it mean to avoid
privileging discourse over materiality and vice versa, when studying the securitisation of urban everyday
life in times of (counter)terrorism? The starting point of such an understanding is to acknowledge that
‘terrorism is made governable by both discourses of threat and danger and the arrangement of objects’
(Aradau et al. 2015a: 57). This means on the one hand that one must accept that socio-material reality
is discursively constructed and that meanings of human and non-human are not fixed but assigned and
thus changeable, as in fact human and non-human bodies occupy multiple ontologies at the same time
(Neyland 2008: 24). On the other hand, it requires one to recognise that neither matter has intrinsic
characteristics that make it the matter it is nor is it the passive product of discursive construction, but its
materiality plays an active factor in what meaning can be assigned to it. For example, a high glass
building placed in a busy city-centre is thanks to its architectural style, its type of construction, and its
location — and thus its materiality — easily exploitable to produce largescale destruction when targeted
in a terrorist attack. Attributing vulnerability to these features and specially acknowledging them in how
the building is managed according to the logics of risk analysis is a process that certainly involves
discourses and practices, but that is ultimately enabled by the building’s materiality. In short, materiality
is easily overlooked due to the disruptive power of speech acts but these ‘little security nothings’
(Huysmans 2011) are equally essential for securitisation, as a scattered material-discursive process.

This brings me to the second part of my conceptual definition of securitisation as a

transformative process which implies for me that securitisation comprises both a dynamic process and
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the consequences of transformation. Thus, my understanding goes beyond the classic controversies in
the securitisation literature about what constitutes extraordinary measures and when are they accepted
as legitimate by an audience (Balzacq 2005), since it allows me to look not only at how (counter)terrorist
rationales become implemented but also how they are normalised and hence rearrange socio-material
entanglements. In other words, the question, if (counter)terrorist changes in urban everyday life are
publicly deemed justified and necessary is not a relevant threshold within my framework. Instead, 1
focus on which kinds of social and material practices of control are implemented and continuously
exercised in urban everyday life and who and what is assigned with the responsibility to exercise them.
These elements of my conceptualisation of securitisation are both inspired by the understanding of the
Paris School, as the former is aligned with its notion of security governmentality and the latter draws on
its notion of security practitioners. Yet, I combine this thinking with a New Materialist lens, as in my
analysis, I shed light on both human and non-human bodies in how they are rearranged in the socio-
material entanglement of urban everyday life, in the sense that they are intra-acting differently in
following a certain security logic, by being controlled but also by exercising control.

Yet, at the same time, the discursive understanding of securitisation as coined by the
Copenhagen School is also highly relevant for me when conceptualising the processual dimension of
securitisation. While I do not adopt its original terminology with regards to portraying a referent object
as an existential threat, my understanding is still inspired by its basic logic that security issues are not
given but constructed by assigning a security meaning to them through language. Hence, securitisation
happens for me as process, when someone or something is discursively presented as suspicious that used
to be associated with harmlessness and mundanity before. This suspiciousness is based on their
materiality and derives from assigning either vulnerability, in the sense that something or someone
provides an attractive target to be exploited for terrorist purposes or potential dangerousness, in the
sense that something or something will or will be used to commit terrorist violence and thus is deemed
a source of threat. Therefore, suspiciousness implies in my understanding both, being a risk and being
at risk. These risks are always probabilities rather than certainties, meaning they are at the stage of
having the potential to become “real” without being it, yet (Kessler and Daase 2008). Again, I combine
this discursive understanding of securitisation with a New Materialist lens, as I look at how both human
and non-human bodies shift their ontologies from being recognised as harmless to being suspicious.

Bringing these assumptions and considerations together, I conceptualise securitisation in the
context of my project’s analytical framework as a material-discursive transformation process that
rearranges intra-acting human and non-human bodies in urban everyday life as a socio-material
entanglement. An increasing securitisation of urban everyday life happens when on the one hand more
and more urban sites, objects, people, and their behaviours material-discursively shift from being
considered mundane, ordinary, and harmless to being seen as suspicious, meaning vulnerable or
potentially dangerous, and on the other hand, the socio-material practices of control taken to manage

these suspicions intensify in their restrictiveness and widen in their scope.
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3.3 The production and translation of urban everyday life across space and time

Having established these conceptualisations brings me to the second question that I engage with in the
development of my analytical framework, which is how urban everyday life as a socio-material
entanglement is continuously produced and reproduced across space and time. I argue in this regard that
when everyday life is rearranged in a transformative process of securitisation, this does not happen in a
void, but within existing socio-material power structures that are determined by the relational and
multidimensional notions of spatiality and temporality. Or put simpler: What humans and things can
and should do, varies at ‘different times and in different places’ (Bonditti et al. 2015: 166).

A worthwhile example to illustrate what this means is the transformation of airports over time:
When aviation was first commercialised in the early 20" century (Fuller and Harley 2004), airports were
as public spaces open to everyone. Passengers merely had to present a valid ticket, when boarding their
flight. This changed in the mid-1970s after a series of airplane hijackings in the US (Koerner 2013):
Thanks to the past experiences and the threat of future “skyjackings”, access to certain zones of the
airport was consequently restricted to verified passengers and authorised personnel only. From the North
American continent, this new feature of airports incrementally spread all around the globe. Although
depending on the respective local context, its implementation took longer, more and more airports were
eventually transformed through rearranging human and non-human bodies at them. This included
establishing security staff who checks travellers and luggage but also the installation of ‘security
devices’ (Amicelle et al. 2015), such as metal detectors as well as X-ray and full body scanners.
Furthermore, the meaning attributed to objects changed: Liquids became for instance ‘dangerous
objects’ (Aradau et al. 2015a: 58) after 9/11. These changes went hand in hand with new behavioural
practices: From the frequent passenger’s perspective, getting your body and your luggage checked has
over time become a routine. Behaviours which would be atypical under different circumstances, such as
taking off one’s belt in public forms a normal part of being at an airport.

This example already tellingly indicates how both spatiality and temporality were in some ways
relevant in the transformation of civil aviation and airports. Yet, this section of my theoretical framework
is dedicated to digging deeper into this relevance, as I develop an approach to analytically make use of
spatiality and temporality for critically engaging with everyday life in European metropoles in times of
(counter)terrorism. As already briefly touched upon in my literature review, in contrast to the existing
academic work in this context, I consider spatiality and temporality as both multidimensional and
relational to one another. To clarify what this means, I firstly dissect the two separately by shedding
light on their multidimensionality, and thus their different configurations. Hence, in terms of spatiality,
I engage with local space, places, and translocal space, while in respect to temporality, I discuss the
relevance of memories of the past, perceptions of the present, and imaginaries of the future. In the second
step, I bring these different configurations together to establish how spatiality and temporality are
relational in the ways they are producing socio-material entanglements and to shed light on how socio-

material entanglements are therefore translated across space and across time.
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3.3.1 The securitisation of urban everyday life across space

What does it mean to trace the securitisation of urban everyday life across space? My basic assumption
is that socio-material entanglements are arranged and rearranged in the transformative process of
securitisation within spatial boundaries (cf. Raco 2003). As already briefly touched upon in my literature
review, considerations of space have gained rising attention in analysing the securitisation of urban
everyday life over the years across various disciplines. While initially scholars of Urban Geography
were at the forefront of exploring the spatial implications of (counter)terrorism measures in cities
(Graham 2006; Coaffee 2009; Katz 2013), the New Materialist in IR turn made the spatiality of security
politics also in CSS a more prominent analytical category (Lundberg and Vaughan-Williams 2015;
Aradau et al. 2015a). Therefore, space and spatiality have been used in various understandings to answer
diverse research questions. Without going into detail for now about what these different spatial
conceptualisations respectively entail, I argue that this multitude of understandings shows that is short-
sighted to speak of space as one-dimensional, and hence I use the notion ‘spatialities’ (Low 2014) to
underline that I recognise space as multidimensional in my analysis. The added value of such a
multidimensional understanding is that it allows me to consider different configurations of space, rather
than limiting my analysis to only one spatial scale (Marston 2000; cf. MacKinnon 2011). The analytical
reason behind this decision goes beyond the aim to merely widen my project’s scope, as I contend that
shedding light on several configurations of space enables me to trace how the securitisation of everyday
life travels across space and across places, in the sense that the securitisation of urban normality is not
only transformative at the local level where it happens but also has implications for local contexts at
other places as well as the translocally constructed meaning of European metropoles. Before 1 get to
explain these processes of ‘translation’ (cf. Stritzel 2011a, 2011b) in-depth, it makes sense to first
introduce the three configurations of space that I use within my theoretical framework, namely local
space, place, and translocal space.

Analysing the scale of local space has been particularly prominent in Human Geography and
Architectural Studies (Davis 1995; Raco 2003; Simpson et al. 2017b). Relevant academic controversies
with respect to security issues dealt for instance with the question of the (in)defensibility of local space,
asking whether space can be “secured by design”, meaning by constructing it according to principles of
protection and prevention (Newman 1966, 1972) or if these ambitions are actually misguided, as security
is never an intrinsic feature of space, and hence such architectural strategies only inscribe feelings of
fear and exclusion into local space (Sorkin 2012). In a similar vein, other authors engaged with the
(in)visibility of security measures (Coaffee et al. 2009a; Dalgaard-Nielsen et al. 2014; Barker and
Crawford 2013): Should spatial arrangements of protection and control blend in with local space and
thus be invisible as such, for instance by purposefully beautifying them or should they visibly stand out
to project security among the users of urban space? Drawing on these debates’ assumptions, I define the
notion of local space in my project as the socio-material fabric and conditions, in which intra-action

between human and non-human bodies happens. This implies that transformations of socio-material
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entanglements never occur in a void but always change within a pre-existing context that follows certain
social rules and has a certain material outlook. As clarified earlier, the local space that I shed light on in
this dissertation is urban space, although cities comprise certainly not the only local space where socio-
material entanglements transform in times of (counter)terrorism, as insightful analyses of other spaces
such the internet, the airport and the refugee camp show (Mott 2016; Hoijtink 2017; Brankamp and
Glick 2022). Yet, each of these local spaces presents itself as a different set of socio-material
characteristics that make it the local space it is: For instance, the density of population, the level of social
control and interaction, the existing infrastructural systems, the diversity of cultural and economic
opportunities are key factors in differentiating urban space from rural space. Thus, which kinds of human
and non-human bodies intra-act differs, depending on what kind of local space one looks at: A high
number of tall buildings and a persistent agglomeration of human crowds are, continuing the example,
more likely in the local space of cities than that of smaller villages. As briefly spelled out in my literature
review, these local features have been deemed among the key characteristics that turn urban space into
an attractive target space for terrorist perpetrators and their violent aims, and consequentially make
securitising urban local space a prime concern on the agenda of counterterrorist actors.

In contrast to local (and also translocal) space which is an abstract concept in the sense that it is
constructed by certain material and social characteristics, place is something ‘specific, concrete,
descriptive’ (Massey 1994: 9). It refers to a geographical ‘location, a position that can be specifically
named’ (Low 2016: 167) and that can be ‘studied phenomenologically through individual or collective
experiences’ (Low 2016: 32). The connection! between the two is that ‘spaces generate places and at
the same time these places are the presupposition for all constitution of space’ (Léw 2016: 171). In short,
space materialises at concrete, specific places. Within my project, the places I look at are my three case
cities London, Brussels, and Stuttgart. I will clarify in more detail why I selected these cities specifically
in the methodological chapter of this dissertation but what is more important for now is what the value
of including the spatial configuration place into my theoretical framework is. Other than the more
abstract categories, local and translocal space, looking at certain places makes my analysis not only
empirically tangible but also its findings comparable. Different cities come with distinct socio-material
particularities, meaning despite their similarities that make them for instance a city, human and non-
human bodies are yet arranged uniquely at them. For instance, different cities are known for distinct
iconic buildings or sights, they have a varying degree of multiculturalism, they offer diverse economic
opportunities, they are geographically located in distinct national contexts, and have an alternating
amount of political autonomy from their respective national levels of government. A differentiating
aspect that is crucial in the specific context of my project is the cities’ local encounters with attacks of
terrorist violence, which therefore comprises a determining factor in the selection of my cases. The

places that got the most scholarly attention in previous analyses of the securitisation of urban everyday

! For a comprehensive discussion of the different approaches towards the conceptual relationship between space
and place, see Low 2016: 12—15.
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life were typically those cities which suffered very visible and damaging incidents of terrorist violence
in the past, while the counterterrorist developments in cities that have had no local attack experience
were side-lined in the academic debate. Especially prominent examples to illustrate this logic are New
York City and London. A heightened interest in the transformation of the former developed in the
immediate aftermath of the 9/11 which was proclaimed to ‘portend a new paradigm for cities’ (Savitch
2003). These explorations of ‘the early effects of terror on government and policy, the urban economy,
and city life’ (Eisinger 2004: 115) led soon to the assessment that New York’s public space had eroded
into a landscape of ‘fear, paranoia and surveillance’ (Low 2006), while at the same time, ‘security zones’
kept expanding in the US metropole (Németh and Hollander 2010). More recent publications (Simpson
et al. 2017a: 206-223; Hess and Mandhan 2022) illustrate how the securitisation of everyday life has
remained an important topic in New York, given the continuously evolving methodologies of terrorist
attacks. In contrast to New York, London’s history of terrorism includes a number of disruptive
moments, such as the IRA bombings at the Baltic Stock Exchange and Bishopsgate in the 1990s, the 7/7
attacks which hit the city’s public transport system in 2005 and in more recent years, the London Bridge
attack in 2017 (Coaffee 2009; Closs Stephens and Vaughan-Williams 2009b; Black 2019). Given
London’s long list of attacks, the metropole has been considered the archetype of a securitised European
city which is reflected in a considerable body of literature that deals with its transformation over the
years (see for instance: Coaffee 2004, 2009; Coaffee and Murkami Wood 2006; Fussey 2011). This
short exemplary overview of these two places and their similarities and differences, illustrates the
significance of this spatial configuration, as it makes my analysis empirically tangible and comparable.

This brings me to the introduction of the third configuration of space within my theoretical
framework, namely translocal space. To define this notion, I heavily draw on the Urban Anthropologist
Low who is known for her multidimensional understanding of spatialities (Low 2014) and her influential
work which aims at overcoming the dichotomy of space and place (Low 2011). Translocal space is a
concept that fulfils this ambition in that it ‘encompasses the experiences and materialities of everyday
lives in multiple places’ (Low 2016: 174) and combines them to a more abstract idea of space that is
translocally constructed. The added value of including this spatial understanding in my theoretical
framework is that it allows me on the one hand to ‘disengage the experiences of locality and belonging
from being situated in a particular’ (Low 2016: 181) place and on the other hand, it enables me to trace
‘the possibilities of multiple kinds of social, spatial and political formations through the shared sense of
meanings, loyalties and interests that bind people and places together’ (Low 2016: 181). Translated to
the specific context of my project and my framework’s other configurations of space, this concept
captures how everyday life, which is lived within the local urban space at different places, constitutes
the translocal space of European metropoles. This suggests by no means that all places which are
considered European metropoles are the same, neither in material nor in social terms. Instead, it rather
highlights how these places share certain socio-material similarities in and about them to be deemed a

European metropole and further emphasises how at the same time the discourses, practices, and
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materialities that are associated with European metropoles shape the local space at these places in a
certain way. Therefore, the notion of translocal space allows me to make an argument that goes beyond
the transformation of urban everyday life at the local space of the three places, I included in my analysis,
because it makes my observations and findings generalisable to the translocal space of European
metropoles. In my considerations of scope at the end of this chapter, I will make the case why looking
specifically at the transformations of everyday life in European metropoles, as my dissertation does, is
a worthwhile critical endeavour. However, I argue at the same time, that the theoretical framework that
I develop in this chapter could also easily be adapted to look at the transformations of other translocal
spaces which must be neither European nor metropoles. Therefore, I have established how I consider
space as multidimensional in this project, by introducing not only the respective meanings and analytical
functions of local space, place, and translocal space but also by clarifying how these three configurations

of spatiality hang logically together and how they thus simultaneously determine one another.

3.3.2 The securitisation of urban everyday life across time

These conclusions on spatiality bring me to the other side of the coin and thus the question, what does
it mean to trace the securitisation of urban everyday life across time? In a similar vein to space, my basic
assumption is that socio-material entanglements are arranged and rearranged in the transformative
process of securitisation, not only within spatial but also within temporal boundaries. Again, just like
space and spatiality, conceptions of time and temporality, as indicated in my literature review, have
certainly not been absent from analysing securitisation processes. In contrast, especially in the critical
engagement with the notion of pre-emption, time in the shape of future imaginaries has played a quite
prominent role (Aradau and van Munster 2007; De Goede 2008a; Anderson 2010; Amoore 2013). In
more recent publications, processes of memorialisation and remembering the past have gained
considerable attention not only with regards to political practice but also academic scholarship in the
field of (counter)terrorism (Closs Stephens et al. 2017; Milosevi¢ 2017; Toros 2017) after early warning
calls to for instance ‘forget September 11° (Zehfuss 2003) seem to have remained largely unheard. Many
of these previous considerations of the future and of the past respectively are linked — some more
explicitly, others more implicitly — to a third configuration of time, namely the present, by asking how
current developments are shaped by future imaginaries and memories of the past.

Nonetheless, 1 argue that there is a limiting disconnect between these debates, as all three
configurations of time are analytically hardly brought together, due to an overemphasising focus either
on the relevance of the future or of the past. To overcome this limitation in the existing literature, I
recognise time as multidimensional in my analysis, by speaking of different configurations of
temporality. Just like for space and spatiality, this multidimensional understanding of time constitutes
the analytical foundation for me to trace how the securitisation of urban everyday life travels across
times, meaning from the past and the future to the present. Before I get to explain this process in-depth,
I lay its conceptual groundwork by defining the three configurations of time in my project. However, it

is important to keep in my mind that their clear-cut distinction is, just like in the case of spatiality, an
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analytical heuristic, as in my understanding, temporal configurations do not follow a linear chronology
but are intertwined in circularity with one another. Hence, in empirical terms they are oftentimes more
difficult to neatly distinguish than their abstract definitions might suggest (Milosevi¢ 2017).

Starting off with defining the temporal configuration of the past, I consider in this respect how
memories of previous terrorist violence and the ways in which attacks are remembered are constitutive
in securitising urban everyday life, in that they influence how human and non-human bodies are re-
arranged in the present. The basic logic behind this thought is quite straight-forward: In the aftermath
of a terrorist incident, the attack’s methodology and its perpetrators are thoroughly investigated not only
to gain information about the particular case in question but also to generally better understand the logics
and logistics of committing terrorist violence as well as the mindsets and ideas of people who plan and
perpetrate attacks. The thereby collected evidence serves as a reference point for assigning
suspiciousness, in the sense of potential dangerousness and vulnerability, to human and non-human
bodies. Within this logic, an attack committed at a tall glass building provides data on how its material
characteristics were strategically exploited to exacerbate the caused damages, and therefore gives
verifiable indications to associate such buildings with a heightened level of vulnerability. Similarly,
finding out about how and where terrorist perpetrators became radicalised is used to assign potential
dangerousness to certain communities, neighbourhoods, and belief systems. As matter of fact based as
such a reasoning might initially sound, attributing suspiciousness based on previous experiences of
terrorist violence is problematic, not only because evidence from past attacks only offers indications of
what future violence may look like, but also since the gathered information is always selective and prone
to the biases of who is collecting it, and therefore dependent on current socio-material power hierarchies.
Thus, the reference to past experiences of terrorism allows to justify the socio-material stigmatisation
of certain human and non-human bodies and other violent counterterrorist practices in the present as
necessary and evidence-based. This ties in with the findings of the existing scholarship around how past
attacks are material-discursively remembered as collective traumatic events (Closs Stephens et al. 2017),
and thus the socio-material memories cultivated around them are used to create legitimacy for current
practices (Zehfuss 2003; Milosevi¢ 2017; McDowell 2007). Zehfuss hence argued already in 2003,

‘that we might be better off forgetting September 11. The exhortation to remember is used
to justify responding militarily abroad and, significantly, curtailing civil liberties at home.
Criticism of these policies is difficult because of the moral cause established by the dead.
However, the problematic of memory destabilises the possibility of straightforward
knowledge and this is important for analysing the construction of a particular “we” through
distinguishing between “us” and “them” and the construction of September 11 as something
exceptional’ (Zehfuss 2003: 513).

That Zehfuss used not only empirical material from the US but also from Germany to make this seminal
argument points to a dynamic which I will explore at a later stage in developing my theoretical
framework, when I deal with the ways in which temporalities and spatialities are interconnected in how

urban everyday life is securitised relationally across space and across time.
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What is important for now is that in conceptualising the temporal configuration of the past, I
already implicitly touched upon both the present and the future configurations of time: This is because
the three hang intrinsically together in the sense that what is memorised about past events is influenced
by current socio-material power structures. At the same time, expectations about the future are drawn
from past experiences, and how they are assessed and understood in the present. Exploring this last
connection further brings me to the second temporal configuration of time that is well established in the
existing securitisation literature, namely the role of the future and its imaginaries. Building on earlier
debates that have deemed modern societies as ‘risk societies’ (Beck 1992; Giddens 1999), Aradau and
van Munster (2007: 89) argued in this respect that ‘governing terrorism through risk involves a
permanent adjustment of traditional forms of risk management in light of the double infinity of
catastrophic consequences and the incalculability of the risk of terrorism’. In other words, they claim
that counterterrorist measures that aim to prevent future terrorist attacks rather than respond to past
events face serious limitations, because it is unknown to policymakers how the future will unfold. Yet,
despite these apparent obstacles, politics of ‘pre-emption, precaution and preparedness’ (Anderson
2010) quickly became highly influential, especially in European counterterrorism approaches (De
Goede 2008b; Amoore 2009). To present such anticipatory measures as credible and effective, the
unknown future must ‘be imagined and inhabited in order to be made palpable, knowable and actionable’
(Aradau and van Munster 2011: 4). Thus, in contrast to the temporal configuration of the past, where
evidence of previous attacks is available, in the temporal configuration of the future, there is no such
evidence about what is going to happen. Nonetheless, as mentioned above, the knowledge about past
experiences of violence can not only be used as an indication for how to better respond to attacks when
they happen (cf. Closs Stephens and Vaughan-Williams 2009b) but also serve as clues on how to prevent
terrorist violence in the first place. However, as a future attack is extremely unlikely to play out exactly
like a past attack, the question remains which imagined future scenario of violence is deemed to be the
most probable. To weigh the likeliness of different imaginaries of future violence and be able to properly
respond to them, techniques of risk analyses and threat simulations have become powerful tools in the
hands of counterterrorist actors (Kessler and Daase 2008; Amoore 2013; Aradau and van Munster 2012).

The inherent ‘perils of asking “What If?”” (Mythen and Walklate 2008: 221) have also been
discussed at length: While pre-emptive counterterrorism politics are directed towards an imagined threat
of future violence, of which it is unknown if and how it will become reality, the taken measures of
control have undesirable implications for the present, in the sense that they are discriminatory, freedom-
restricting, and in some cases physically violent. Thus, regarding its problematic effects and
consequences, imagining future terrorist violence is similar to remembering past terrorist violence. That
is also why I understand the configuration of the future, which means the threat of future terrorist
violence and the ways in which potential attacks are imagined, as constitutive in securitising urban
everyday life, in that it influences how human and non-human bodies are re-arranged in the present by

attributing them with suspiciousness and managing them with intensifying measures of control.
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As said earlier, the present, as the third and last configuration of time that I include in my
analysis, is often only mentioned implicitly in the existing literature, although it is crucial to understand
how the securitisation of urban everyday life works across time (cf. MiloSevi¢ 2017). After all, the
objective of doing research about these processes is — at least if they are not purely historical or policy
advice orientated — to investigate and potentially criticise how current socio-material realities are
produced. Thus, offering a better understanding of the present configuration of time, in the sense of
analysing how the intra-acting human and non-human bodies of urban everyday life are currently
rearranged in European metropoles is also one of my dissertation’s central contributions. What makes
the present yet difficult to capture, especially within my understanding of urban everyday life as a socio-
material entanglement, is that such entanglements are by definition continuously evolving in the
‘ongoing dynamic of intra-activity’ (Barad 2007: 206) and therefore their present appears to be nothing
more than a quickly fading moment, before it turned already into the past. Despite this intrinsic high
fluidity of the present, I argue that this configuration of time can still be grasped — at least to a certain
extent — when analysing the securitisation of urban everyday life: Thus, although who and what counts
as suspicious is constantly transforming over time, there is always a temporally dominant understanding
of which human and non-human bodies count as vulnerable or potentially dangerous, that persists as a
more or less stable tendency within the limits of a certain time which serves as the present in this case.
As previously established, these current material-discursive arrangements of human and non-human
bodies are influenced by memories of past experiences of terrorist violence as well as future imaginaries
thereof, while at the same time, these present attributions of suspiciousness influence how past
experiences of terrorist violence are interpreted and how potential attacks in the future are imagined.
Therefore, just like in the context of space and spatiality, although the different configurations of
temporality that I consider when analysing how socio-material entanglements are securitised across time
emphasise distinct aspects in this process, they are closely intertwined and mutually co-constituting each
other, because who and what counts as suspicious is simultaneously influenced by the past, the present,
and the future configuration of time. This conclusion brings me to developing in the next step of this
analytical framework how not only multiple configurations of space and time are inherently connected

but also how temporality and spatiality relationally hang together.

3.3.3 Translations of securitised urban everyday life across space and time

As already touched upon in my literature review, although I see value in the existing literature that
analytically focuses either on the spatial or the temporal particularities of securitising urban everyday
life — after all, I also heavily draw on their insights — I ultimately agree with Aradau and van Munster
(2012: 103) that neatly separating time and space from each other ‘impedes our understanding of how
broad social processes may play out unevenly in different locations’. In doing so, I side with the Feminist
Human Geographer Massey who prominently dismissed such a dichotomous understanding of spatiality
and temporality (Massey 1992, 1999, 2001). In her words, ‘space is not static, nor time spaceless. Of

course spatiality and temporality are different from each other, but neither can be conceptualized as the
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absence of the other’ (Massey 1992: 80). Massey is certainly not the only scholar who conceptualised
the relational connection between spatiality and temporality,? as for instance Agnew (1999) also made
the claim that political power has a history that can be mapped in its changing spatiality, yet, he
overlooked the inherent multidimensionality of space and time. In contrast, Thrift (1983, 2004)
considered spatiality and temporality as multidimensional, relational, and continuously moving and
evolving. While this comes much closer to my understanding of temporality and spatiality as analytical
categories, Massey’s conceptualisation of space-time adds for me an important layer to this, as she
emphasises that spatiality and temporality are not only co-productive, but also as such both politicised
(Massey 1992). Thus, her ‘key aim has been to reconnect accounts of the spatial with the political as
well as the temporal” (Merriman 2012: 19).

To do so, she linked spatiality and temporality for instance to transforming conceptualisations
of gender and masculinity/femininity (Massey 1994), while conceptualising ‘space-time as relative,
relational, and integral to the constitution of the entities themselves’ (Massey 1999: 262). Translated to
the research interest of my project, securitisation as a discursive-material transformation process
rearranges human and non-human bodies in how they are intra-acting in socio-material entanglements,
by assigning them with suspiciousness instead of harmlessness. These rearrangements happen in the
local space of particular places at a given present time but are simultaneously influenced by the past and
the future. Furthermore, Massey proclaims that these interrelations should be analysed ‘as the
simultaneous coexistence of social interrelations and interactions at all spatial scales, from the most
local level to the most global’ (Massey 1992: 80) and therefore recognises at least space as
multidimensional in how these political processes of transformation play out. I argue that the same
multidimensional engagement is also required to make sense of temporality, and hence such a
multidimensional and relational conceptualisation is reflected in my theoretical framework: Thus, I shed
light on how human and non-human bodies are rearranged in the local urban space of a particular place
but also how this transforms European metropoles as a translocal space. As I contend that these current
rearrangements of human and non-human bodies are shaped by past experiences of terrorist violence as
well as future imaginaries thereof, local encounters with attacks are obviously powerful catalysts in
securitising urban everyday life. Yet, I argue that the securitisation of urban everyday life travels across
space from the local space of one place to another and it travels across time from memories of past
attacks and imaginaries of future attacks to the present. As cities are connected as translocal space, and
future imaginaries of terrorist violence are not bound to a particular place but imply that an attack can
happen anywhere and at any time, urban everyday life also transforms at places where no local attack
has happened. Ultimately, everyday life in European metropoles as translocal space transforms, in the
sense that certain human and non-human bodies at all places that make up this translocal space are

material-discursively rearranged as suspicious.

2 For a comprehensive overview of different conceptualisation of space-time, see Merriman 2012: 14-18.
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To analytically capture how securitised socio-material entanglements travel over time and from
local space to places and translocal space, I use the concept of translation (Stritzel 2011a, 2011b) which
refers to ‘explorations of the travel, localization and/or gradual evolution/transformation of security
meanings’ (Stritzel 2011b: 343). Initially, the idea has been introduced as a challenge to the Copenhagen
School (cf. Waver 1995; Buzan et al. 1998): Stritzel argued that his notion of translation can
accommodate some of the shortcomings of the classic securitisation literature, as the concept ‘leads to
a historical, empirical-reconstructive perspective that locates securitizing moves in temporal and spatial
sequences’ (Stritzel 2011b: 343). Yet, despite this increased context-sensitivity, I contend that Stritzel’s
understanding as a critical response to conceptualising security as a speech act (Waver 1989; Buzan et
al. 1998) is essentially discursive and limited to the ontology of security (Stritzel 2011a: 2493). My
usage of translation thus diverts from his original conceptualisation, as for me securitisation is a
material-discursive transformation process that rearranges human and non-human bodies. What makes
his idea of translation nonetheless valuable for my analysis is that it offers me a ‘conceptual framework
to analyse/understand the travel and localisation’ (Stritzel 2011a: 2493) of socio-material entanglements
across time and space. In this sense, a translation is more than a mere ‘transfer’ (Freeman 2009: 430,
434) because during the process of converting a concept from one context to another its meaning
transforms. This resembles the term’s linguistic connotation: While a translator surely attempts to find
the most equivalent words to transfer meaning from one language to another, but no matter what, the
original will never be identical to its translation in form, sound, and meaning (Miiller 2007). I argue that
a similar logic applies when urban everyday life is securitised across time and space: When human and
non-human bodies are rearranged as suspicious in the local space at a particular place, these
rearrangements can travel to other places which entails a ‘form of encounter with a new context’ (Stritzel
2011b: 345, emphasis in the original) of local space. Yet, as the material-discursive meaning of who and
what counts as vulnerable or potentially dangerous is translated to a different place, the respective
human and non-human bodies that are rearranged there, are likely to be similar, but due to local
particularities never the exact same. Translations are also not immediate, but entail temporal delays, as
it takes time for past terrorist violence to be remembered, for future scenarios of attacks to be imagined,
and for current rearrangements of socio-material entanglements to be implemented.

The content of such translations comprises on the one hand which human and non-human bodies
of urban everyday life are attributed with suspiciousness and on the other hand, which type of socio-
material counterterrorist measures are deemed appropriate and effective to manage and control this
suspiciousness. Building on Stritzel’s (2011a: 2494) ‘mechanisms of translations’, I argue that the
suspiciousness of human and non-human bodies has to be both elusive and compatible to the local space
at another place to be adopted there. Elusiveness means that the reasoning why someone or something
counts as potentially dangerous or vulnerable, must be to a certain extent concrete, so that the same logic
can apply for similar human and non-human bodies elsewhere. But, at the same time, elusiveness means

that suspicious human and non-human bodies are not so place-specific that they do not exist in the local
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space of other places. Compatibility means that socio-material conditions and rules of local space which
exist at one place are flexible enough to be transformed through translations from other places. When
the securitisation of urban everyday life at one place is both elusive and compatible to other places, it
can be translated to them in that it is ‘adapted to “local” particularities [of a place] in order to “make it
fit” with the “new” local context’ (Stritzel 2011a: 2495).

Let me give a hypothetical example to illustrate how such a translation across space and time
could look like in empirical terms: A domestic terrorist group which fights for the independence of a
certain minority in country A launches an attack at the public transport system of A’s capital X. This
local encounter with terrorist violence leads over time to a securitisation of urban everyday life in X, in
the sense that members of the respective minority group become rearranged as potentially dangerous,
and the public transport system becomes rearranged as vulnerable. Both are therefore handled with
increased measures of control, as for example intensified stop and search practices and the introduction
of CCTV surveillance. These memories of past violence in A are translated to city Y which is located
in country B. In B, there is no ethnic minority that strives for independence and thus members of
domestic ethnic minorities are not considered potentially dangerous, as this notion of suspiciousness is
in this case not elusive enough to be translated. However, Y has a public transport system just like X
and as the past attack there has proven this system to be vulnerable, its suspiciousness is translated to Y.
Yet, as citizens in B are highly sceptical of technology, installing CCTV surveillance is not compatible
to it. Instead, Y’s public transport system is securitised by patrolling security guards and frequent
announcements to passengers to report people or objects that appear suspicious to them.

The example demonstrates how translations are neither equivalent nor immediate, as there are
always contestations in the sense of temporal delays and local particularities, but the concept captures
how socio-material entanglements relate to each other across spatiality and temporality. Having thus not
only introduced my conceptual understanding of urban everyday life as a socio-material entanglement
and securitisation as a material-discursive transformation process, but also unpacked how intra-acing
human and non-human are rearranged across space and time, in the sense that notions of suspiciousness
are translated from one place to the other, and from the past and the future to the present builds the
groundwork for the theoretical contribution that my analytical framework makes to the existing literature
on the securitisation of urban everyday life, in several fields but especially CTS. However, there is yet
still an elephant in the room, that I need to address in developing my framework, and that is the question
of the normative-critical implications of the processes I analyse. In other words, why does it matter to
look at both human and non-human bodies, when engaging with the securitisation of urban everyday
life? And what do these processes have to do with socio-material power hierarchies? I engage with these
questions in the third section of my framework to clarify not only its theoretical but also the added value

of its normative-critical contribution.
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3.4 Normative-critical implications from a perspective of posthumanist ethics

As I outlined in my literature review, to explore the normative implications of the securitisation of urban
everyday life in times of (counter)terrorism has been a central research objective of critical scholars
from various disciplines (see for instance: Ellis 2020; Batley 2021; Fregonese and Laketa 2022). Their
analyses uncovered not only numerous undesirable societal consequences of these transformation
processes but also that power asymmetries among different actors determined who suffered the most
from these consequences and who was further empowered by them: While a member of a suspect
community is continuously faced with discriminatory stigmatisation, a police officer gains leverage
when equipped with additional counterterrorist duties (Awan 2013). The normative-critical quintessence
of these studies is hence that the transformation of urban everyday life and what it means for how one
can and should live in a city is dependent on power relations.

On this general level, I agree with their critique, as I contend that spatio-temporal
transformations of urban everyday life happen within existing power structures, and thus imply
asymmetries regarding who is affected how and who is responsible for securitisation processes. Yet, |
claim that on the one hand it has been overlooked so far that the power structures in which urban
everyday life transforms are socio-material and in that sense questions of affectedness and responsibility
concern both human and non-human bodies. The existing overemphasis on human actors has thus
impeded a systematic and comprehensive critique about from whom and what, through whom and what,
and for whom and what security and protection are provided when urban everyday life is securitised.
On the other hand, I argue that the existing analyses typically end with their critical conclusions and
thus do not engage with the question who and what can and should counter the undesirable consequences
of the securitised urban everyday life. While this missing engagement with alternatives to securitisation
initiated scholarly debates in CSS about ‘de-securitisation’ (Waver 1995; Aradau 2004), ‘counter-
securitisation’ (Stritzel and Chang 2015) and ‘contesting security’ (Balzacq 2015), the criticism remains
that in the specific context of urban everyday life especially ‘CTS has been very good at critiquing
contemporary counterterrorism, but has not yet offered an alternative model’ (Lindahl 2017: 523). In
my understanding, the lacking engagement with alternatives and ways to counter the securitisation of
urban normality is at least to some extent indebted to the rather ‘opaque’ (Jackson 2017: 357) normative
basis of many critical analyses in this respect. Therefore, in this last section of developing my theoretical
framework, I introduce Barad’s (2003, 2007) understanding of posthumanist ethics as a normative
perspective that allows me to critically engage with socio-material power hierarchies and hence uncover
how both human and non-human bodies are asymmetrically affected by and accountable for the
securitisation of urban everyday life, while at the same it enables me to show that everyone and
everything that forms part of urban everyday life has the potential to change it. To do so, I firstly outline
why posthumanist ethics is a valuable normative lens for my project before I turn to in a second step to
the socio-material hierarchies of affectedness and responsibility that I uncover with it in the

securitisation of urban everyday life in times of (counter)terrorism.
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3.4.1 Posthumanist ethics as a normative approach

Conceptualising urban everyday life as a socio-material entanglement of intra-acting human and non-
human bodies has in my understanding imminent implications for a critical analysis of its securitisation
in times of (counter)terrorism, because a normative evaluation of what happens when human and non-
human bodies become rearranged as suspicious must consider the affectedness and accountability of
both. The starting point to do so is once again to understand agency as a relationship, ‘a matter of intra-
acting, it is an enactment, not something that someone or something has’ (Barad 2007: 178, italics in
the original). Under this premise, that separates agency from intentionality, an understanding of urban
normality as shaped solely by human will and objectives must be rejected as an overestimation of human
influence. Thus, humans are an active but not the only “part of the ongoing reconfiguring of the world’
(Barad 2007: 171), as non-human bodies are equally important in transforming socio-material realities.
Accepting the intra-acting agency of human and non-human bodies means in consequence to
acknowledge that an ethical perspective which only evaluates the normative implications of its material-
discursive transformation processes for and from the perspective of human bodies is short-sighted and
hence calls instead for a decidedly posthumanist perspective of ethics which directly corresponds to a
posthumanist understanding of performativity (Pawlowski 2023).

While especially the scholarly debates around the normative accountability of machines and
artificial intelligence (Al) but also calls for the rights of nature and things have pushed for a greater
prominence of posthumanist ethics in recent years, it is still an underexploited normative asset to
critically engage with transformations of socio-material realities (Martin 2019; Schweitzer 2021; Fitz-
Henry 2022). This is also true for the reception of Barad’s work, because although the development of
a posthumanist understanding of ethics is a ‘significant part of what makes Barad’s work distinct and
important, [it is also] the part of Barad’s scholarship that is most frequently lost in the re-telling” (Hollin
et al. 2017: 932). Its initial recognition was indebted to Haraway (2008) and her use of Barad’s
posthumanist ethics as a normative foundation to question human exceptionalism in their relationship
with animals. While it might be easier to acknowledge the agency, needs, and responsibilities of other
living species, simply because they are alive, the logic applied is a different one, because it is centred
around entanglement, rather than the level of difference or similarity between the human and the non-
human entities that intra-act with each other. In this sense, ethics are ‘something borne of situated,
relational engagement’ (Hollin et al. 2017: 935) and therefore questions of inclusion and exclusion, of
affectedness and responsibility, of collectively desirable and undesirable consequences concern all
human and non-human bodies intra-acting in a socio-material entanglement alike. Challenging human
exceptionalism in ethical questions like that could be easily misunderstood as holding humans less
accountable for the way they intra-act with non-human entities because in this understanding, agency is
delinked from intentionality, but it is in fact the opposite. In Barad’s (2007: 390) words:

‘We are responsible for the world of which we are a part, not because it is an arbitrary
construction of our choosing but because reality is sedimented out of particular practices
that we have a role in shaping and through which we are shaped.’

40



Theoretical framework

In this sense, Barad’s posthumanist ethics outlines a collective responsibility of everyone and everything
for the space and time one lives in, even if one has not intentionally caused the way it is. In other words:
If one forms part of an entanglement, one has the agency to change it, and the responsibility to change
for the better in a collective sense. What changing a socio-material entanglement for the better in a
collective sense means in concrete terms is impossible to identify on a general level because it implies
ethical decisions that are highly context-dependent, situational, and therefore constantly need to be re-
evaluated. Nonetheless, drawing on Barad (2007) and Haraway (2008), there are certain basic principles,
such as mutual respect and empathy for each other, an active striving for inclusion rather than exclusion,
for reducing violence and power asymmetries rather than reinforcing them, which provide a moral
baseline for how human and non-human entities should intra-act in socio-material entanglements.
Applied to my research interest, these premises of posthumanist ethics enable me to re-evaluate
human and non-human influences on the transforming performativity of urban everyday life, which
implies direct ethical consequences for the question of who and what can be held accountable for its
increasing securitisation: On the one hand, blaming terrorist perpetrators or counterterrorist actors as the
responsible causers of these changes is ultimately an overestimation of their influence. Both are
obviously powerful in rearranging human and non-human bodies as suspicious with their actions: the
former by representing a certain societal group or political claim and targeting specific sites with certain
objects to inflict terrorist violence, the latter by securitising human and non-human bodies as either
vulnerable or potentially dangerous through violent counterterrorist measures of control. Yet, which
concrete implications these actions have for the socio-material entanglement, in which they happen, is
never solely dependent on the intentions of who initiated them but on their enactment with other human
and non-human bodies. Thus, if and how much damage is caused by terrorist violence is for instance
dependent on material conditions of the targeted site and the functioning of the object that was
instrumentalised to inflict harm. In a similar vein, how discriminatory counterterrorist control is,
depends on the societal acceptance of stigmatising certain groups and the accuracy of search algorithms.
On the other hand, as everyone and everything that participates in the enactment of urban normality is
constitutive of its performativity, everyone and everything is also in some way accountable for how
urban everyday life is produced and reconfigured, and thus has the potential to change it for the better
in a collective sense by aiming to reduce (counter)terrorist violence and promoting inclusion rather than
exclusion. Especially this second aspect should however not be misunderstood in the sense that
posthumanist ethics is blind to power asymmetries regarding who and what has how much potential to
influence material-discursive transformation processes, such as the securitisation of urban everyday life.
Thus, Barad emphasises not only how responsibility is collective but also points to ‘cuts and exclusions’
(Hollin et al. 2017: 932). Hence, posthumanist ethics allows — by looking at human and non-human
bodies — for a more nuanced understanding of socio-material power hierarchies regarding who and what
is included in urban everyday life as worthy of protection and able to provide security and who and what

is excluded from it, as a source of potential dangerousness (Pawlowski 2023: 14).
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3.4.2 Socio-material power hierarchies of (counter)terrorism
The socio-material power hierarchies of (counter)terrorism are deeply rooted in the blurry definitory
lines of which characteristics constitute “terrorist violence” as a special form of violence that can be
distinguished from other forms of violence, such as counterterrorist violence. What differentiates for
instance terrorist violence from violence committed by a mentally ill person from violence against
women (Gentry 2022; Johnson 2016)? Incidents such as the 2018 Toronto van attack in which a 25-year
old male targeted pedestrians with his vehicle, killing eleven and injuring 15 others, tellingly illustrates
that: The attack was called an act of misogynist terrorism because the perpetrator described himself an
INCEL (“involuntary celibate”) to the police and on social media but he reportedly also suffered from
Asperger’s syndrome, and hence according to his verdict ‘working out his exact motivation for this
attack [was deemed] close to impossible’ (Rozdilsky and Snowden 2021).

The problem of the unclear motive of terrorist perpetrators is perpetuated further by adding

< G

various connotations to the term, such as “domestic terrorism”, “transnational terrorism”, “religious
terrorism”, “right-wing/left wing terrorism” to name only a few. While these categorisations seem to
make the definition of the phenomenon at hand more precise, rather the opposite is the case, as the lines
between different ideologies and political motivations to commit violence are blurry (cf. Miller 2019;
Reich 1998). This is for instance also reflected in the notion of state terrorism: While terrorist
perpetrators are typically associated with being non-state actors, systematically repressive and violent
state apparatuses such as Nazi Germany have also been labelled as terrorist. Fighting back against such
as a regime can be deemed a struggle for freedom or likewise an act of terrorism (Primoratz 2004). This
is yet not only a problem for a concise academic engagement with the phenomenon but even more so,
because the label terrorism is used in political and public discourse to distinguish legitimate from
illegitimate forms of violence. Ultimately, the question what is (not) considered terrorism becomes a
question of which political side one picks. Given this terminological blurriness, as I already outlined in
my literature review, labelling violence as terrorism constitutes a powerful discursive tool to
delegitimise the actions of the other and legitimise the actions of the self (see for instance: Graham 2006;
Zulaika 2012). What is interesting about this differentiation is that while in both cases violence is used,
the counterterrorist use of violence is either not openly acknowledged as such or deemed as an inevitable
sacrifice that must be made for the greater good of protecting the functioning of state institutions and
the physical integrity of “innocents” (cf. Neocleous 2007; Waldron 2003). In other words, who is
successful in claiming moral superiority towards a certain audience can justify the use of violence
following a consequentialist logic that legitimises actions based on the right or wrong of their outcomes
rather than the question if the means used to achieve these outcomes were morally acceptable or not.
Such a logic ultimately establishes a hierarchy between human and non-human bodies that are worth
protecting and human and non-human bodies that are not, because they are deemed potentially
dangerous, and hence using violence against the latter becomes not only admissible but a necessity for

the sake of providing security for the former.
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3.4.2.1 Security from whom and what

Derived from this distinction between legitimate and illegitimate uses of (counter)terrorist violence, a
first relevant socio-material power hierarchy in the securitisation of urban everyday life concerns who
and what is material-discursively constructed as suspicious, in the sense of being potentially dangerous
to commit or to be used to commit terrorist violence.

With regards to human bodies, assigning dangerousness, as said above, is typically influenced
by biases concerning race, class, and gender and hence an intersectional issue (Potter 2013; Hollander
2001; Piazza 2011). In other words, it is People of Colour, people from a disadvantaged socio-economic
background, and men who are assumed in general to be more likely to commit any kind of violence, at
least within societies of the Global North. This consequentially implies that if one’s nationality, name,
appearance, style of clothing, skin colour fits into one or more of these categories, this stigmatises these
human bodies with potential dangerousness. Within these general associations of violence-proneness,
there are more specific linkages drawn: For instance, in the context of sexualised violence, men are
typically associated with potential dangerousness and women are associated with the role of the
vulnerable victim (Hollander 2001). In the context of terrorist violence, the picture is less
straightforward, since there are so many diverging motivations acknowledged as reasonings to commit
an attack, as [ outlined above. Thus, in the context of domestic terrorism, identity markers such a foreign
nationality or a from the norm diverging appearance are not deemed as helpful indicators to determine
one’s suspiciousness because perpetrators of this type of terrorism are considered to come from within
a seemingly homogenous society, and hence other factors, such as people’s political ideologies, play a
more important role (Piazza 2011; Miller 2019). Despite this fuzziness, especially with the growing
prominence of transnational terrorism in the Global North, religious stereotypes about who counts as a
terrorist suspect became quite powerful in political, public, and even academic discourses, demonising
particularly Islam and practicing Muslims as violence-prone (Jackson 2007; Awan 2012; Silva 2017).
As one’s religious affiliation is not necessarily visible in someone’s appearance, the othering of Muslims
was extended to the broader category of People of Colour, as this generalising equation of them made it
easier to racially profile alleged terrorist suspects (Pugliese 2006; Ragazzi 2016). Such racialised
stigmatisations go often in hand in hand with other biases such as gendered assumptions about terrorist
perpetrators as being more likely to be male than female (Brown 2017).

However, potential dangerousness is not only assigned to human bodies but also to non-human
entities, such as things and sites. When it comes to objects, the most obvious thing that comes to mind
are naturally classic weapons, such as firearms, explosives, and thrust and cut weapons, as their explicit
purpose is to inflict force on others. Yet, there are also items which have multiple functions, such as
knives, or which are mainly used for an entirely different intent, such as cars, but can cause damage to
other bodies. While this may be accidental in some cases, these things can also be instrumentalised
intentionally to commit violence. Moreover, there are objects that in themselves are not recognised as

potentially dangerous but they can be used to manufacture or hide a weapon, and hence can also serve
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to some extent for violent purposes (Neyland 2008; Hoijtink 2017). In all cases, the specific materiality
of these objects allows for the inscription of dangerousness, because they can fire bullets, are sharp, or
heavy, or explosive, or not see-through. Attributing potential dangerousness to non-human bodies is
however not limited to objects but also concerns sites, such as for instance a busy street, a dark parking
lot, a crowded metro train, a low-income neighbourhood (Jones and Rodgers 2015). Although depending
on the type of violence that is anticipated to happen, which sites are considered as potentially dangerous
differs, their materiality plays again a decisive but oftentimes ambivalent role: Thus, a busy street in the
city-centre with lots of traffic can be potentially dangerous, as much as a small, dark side-street. All in
all, in a similar vein to stigmatisations of violence-prone human bodies, there are also stereotypical
assumptions about the potential dangerousness of non-human bodies which establishes a hierarchy in
the sense of from whom and what security needs to be provided and in consequence against whom and
what counterterrorist violence is deemed an admissible and probate means to achieve this goal.

3.4.2.2 Security for whom and what

This need to provide security points directly to the other side of the coin, namely the question, who and
what is considered worthy of protection in urban everyday life. As outlined above, the reasons for
terrorist violence are manifold, and so are likewise its attack methodologies and targets, ranging from
prestigious high buildings to produce economic damages, to specific individuals, such as political
decisionmakers, to random groups of civilians to project a message of fear beyond the immediate act of
violence (Richards 2014). What makes pre-emptively discerning, which targets are likely to be hit by
terrorist violence, simply impossible, is that although attacks are usually meticulously planned and
strategically executed, and thus the targeted human and non-human bodies are not as random as they
may appear, they are still in a sense generic that there are always viable alternatives for who and what
is targeted specifically. In such as a volatile threat scenario, determining who and what is particularly in
potential danger is obviously hardly achievable, and yet there are human and non-human bodies that are
deemed more vulnerable, and hence deserving of more protection. Just like potential dangerousness,
such vulnerability is again material-discursively attributed to human and non-human bodies.

With regards to human bodies, associations with vulnerability are a double-edged sword
because they are usually linked to the weak and fragile body that is typically assigned to women,
children, disabled, and elderly (Butler 1993; Hollander 2001), as these groups are constructed to be
victims of violence who are unable or at least unlikely to fight back. Despite the inherent predicaments
of assigning weakness and victimhood to certain bodies, the measures taken to mend these
vulnerabilities are equally problematic, in the sense that providing protection for someone goes typically
hand in hand with more control and less freedom and autonomy for the individual. The special context
of terrorist violence is yet again a bit different when it comes to attributing vulnerability to human bodies
because it is usually not directed at harming those weak and fragile bodies specifically. Instead, the
category of vulnerability is wider here, as the assumption is that if human bodies are targeted, they are

targeted at random, simply because they happen to be “at the wrong place at the wrong time”. Although
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weak bodies, such as the number of killed women and children, are often explicitly mentioned in the
victim count, what makes terrorist violence that targets human bodies special is that it is usually directed
against people who are not considered active participants in the conflict at hand and were just normally
going about their day when violence hit them by surprise. The stereotypical notion to reflect these
assumptions is that of the ‘innocent civilian’ (Armborst 2010: 432): Although this image of innocence
might be questionable from the perpetrators’ point of view — as they typically view regular citizens as
complicit in state policies, and therefore guilty for crimes they aim to revenge — the notion of innocence
is essential to moralise counterterrorist measures as legitimate because these are set in place to protect
harmless human bodies who “have done nothing wrong” and still became victims of terrorist violence.

Yet, the need for protection is not only assigned to human bodies but also to non-human bodies.
Interestingly, while heightened vulnerability is not per se an important factor for protecting human
bodies, it is quite prominent in the context of protecting non-human bodies from terrorist violence. With
regards to objects, vulnerability can refer to material fragility, as in for instance high glass buildings
whose specific construction has considerable damage exacerbating effects when they are destroyed.
Furthermore, vulnerability also refers to the meaning assigned to non-human bodies, as in they are
deemed to be critical infrastructures, have a high cultural-symbolic value, or are especially relevant for
economic purposes in the neoliberal sense (Aradau 2010). In other words, a non-human body must be
deemed to matter for the proper functioning of societies to be considered worth protecting. In reverse
conclusion, non-human bodies, that are material-discursively deemed less important, are also less likely
to be considered vulnerable which constitutes again a socio-material hierarchy in terms of for which
non-human bodies security should be provided for and for which not so much.

3.4.2.3 Security through whom and what

Finally, there are not only a socio-material hierarchies about which human and non-human bodies are
material-discursively constructed as potentially dangerous or respectively worthy of protection within
urban everyday life in times of (counter)terrorism but also concerning the question, who and what is
considered capable and trustworthy to be able to grant security from the potentially dangerous to those
worthy of protection, and is therefore charged with the responsibility to counter terrorist violence.
With regards to human bodies, dealing with security threats was traditionally deemed an
exclusive competence of state representatives, as guaranteeing the physical integrity of one’s citizens
and territorial borders fell into the core obligations of a state in the Westphalian system. After all, one
key characteristic of state sovereignty is the monopolised legitimate use of force (Anter 2019). To ensure
both external and internal security, states created institutions which empower their representatives with
special competences, rights, and duties, such as the police, intelligence agencies, and the military. Since
terrorist violence is perceived a threat that can derive both from outside and from within a state, all types
of classic security institutions can be concerned with it, as the lines between and internal and external
security get increasingly blurry (Bigo 2000, 2006a). In the special context of urban everyday life, state

representatives charged with upholding domestic security, such as police forces, are at the forefront of

45



Theoretical framework

countering terrorist violence. However, in times of neoliberalism, security issues shifted from being
solely a public obligation for state representatives. Thus, private actors became increasingly active in
this respect, on the one hand by semi-autonomously handling relevant threat scenarios for their own
businesses and on the other hand by offering security as a service to others (Abrahamsen and Williams
2007). For example, managers of shopping centres hired private security providers to prevent shoplifting
and other crimes on their premises. Yet, the privatisation of security is not the only relevant neoliberal
shift in the securitisation of urban everyday life, as the trend towards promoting resilience shows.
Resilience means to empower individuals to actively participate in mitigating insecurities that concern
them. In spite of the heated theoretical debate on the normative desirability of the principle (Chandler
2012; Bourbeau 2015; Chandler and Reid 2016), resilience has been established for decades in the
practice of urban security governance (Coaffee and Murkami Wood 2006; Boersma and Clegg 2012).
While its specificities depend on its respective local implementation, the principle encourages in general
human bodies, who have not been formally charged with upholding security, to actively engage in
preventing terrorist violence, for instance by looking out for potentially dangerous human and non-
human bodies and report them to formally empowered managers of suspiciousness. In doing so, this
shift cements two socio-material hierarchies: On the one hand, there is a hierarchy between formal,
semi-formal, and informal managers of suspiciousness and their power and competencies to execute
counterterrorist responsibilities. On the other hand, there is a hierarchy among different semi-formal and
informal managers of suspiciousness, meaning those human bodies who are deemed competent to
differentiate between suspiciousness and harmlessness and those who are not. While the lines between
them are surely blurry, intersectional biases are again powerful in discerning credibility in this respect.

Finally, there is also a socio-material hierarchy in terms of which non-human bodies are
considered effective and appropriate to grant protection against terrorist violence. The question of
effectiveness concerns the functioning of counterterrorist tools such as CCTV cameras, bollards, metal
detectors, and search algorithms (Amicelle et al. 2015): Is the object placed at the right location, is it
working properly, is it ultimately fulfilling the purpose that it is meant for or are there loopholes to
successfully circumvent its effect (Jaffe and Pilo’ 2023)? The question of appropriateness on the other
hand deals with the necessity of counterterrorist non-human bodies in negotiation with other concerns,
such as financial constraints, practicability, privacy, aesthetics, and environmental considerations
(Coaffee et al. 2009a). As both go hand in hand in establishing a socio-material hierarchy among non-
human bodies with counterterrorist purposes, a security device must not necessarily be the most effective
to prevent terrorist violence if it is considered the most appropriate among several effective measures.
Although non-human bodies with counterterrorist duties are oftentimes considered neutral and bias-free
in contrast to their human counterparts, they turn out to have flaws with discriminatory implications,
especially when they are based on modern technology. Thus, racial profiling is for instance not only an
issue among human managers of suspiciousness, but search algorithms also produce more false positive

matches when confronted with a Person of Colour (Introna and Wood 2004; Leese 2014; Martin 2019).
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3.5 Argument: Urban everyday life in Europe during times of (counter)terrorism

The conceptual premises and assumptions that I outlined in this chapter bring me finally back to my
project’s overarching research question: How has everyday life in European cities transformed in times
of (counter)terrorism? I argue that the securitisation of everyday life constitutes a process of urban
segregation which renders European metropoles the translocal manifestation of an (in)security paradox
that should be and can be challenged. Let me disentangle my argument step by step.

Firstly, why does the securitisation of urban everyday life constitute a process of urban
segregation? In understanding urban everyday life as a socio-material entanglement of human and non-
human bodies and conceptualising securitisation as a material-discursive transformation process, |
demonstrate that in times of (counter)terrorism more and more urban sites, objects, people, and their
behaviours material-discursively shifted from being mundane and harmless to being attributed with
suspiciousness, which led to the introduction of violent and restrictive counterterrorism measures, such
as surveillance and access controls, executed by both human and non-human bodies. Yet, who and what
is deemed potentially dangerous, and who and what is respectively deemed vulnerable, and who and
what is deemed capable of providing security for those worthy of protection is not the same for everyone
and everything that intra-acts in urban everyday life. Thus, although (counter)terrorism rearranges all
human and non-human bodies participating in urban everyday life in some way, its violent and restrictive
implications play out differently for them: In practice, this means that while privileged human and non-
human bodies at the centre are further included, human and non-human bodies at the periphery are
further excluded. Hence, for instance, the financial and governmental districts of cities as their neoliberal
centres are securitised as vulnerable and worthy of protection, while socio-economically deprived
neighbourhoods in which religious and ethnic minorities predominantly live are securitised as
potentially dangerous because they are considered the radical breeding grounds of future terrorist
perpetrators. Such a discriminatory treatment of suspicious sites goes hand in hand with a discriminatory
treatment of human bodies, in that the differentiation between the terrorist suspect and the innocent
civilian is influenced by stereotypes about race, gender, and religion, just like the differentiation between
who is seen as capable to distinguish suspiciousness from harmlessness. In this sense, the securitisation
of urban everyday life (re)produces socio-material power hierarchies in European metropoles.

Secondly, why does the securitisation of everyday life render European metropoles to be the
translocal manifestation of an (in)security paradox? I argue that the outlined processes of urban
segregation happen not only on the level of cities’ local space in which terrorist violence happened,
because material-discursive assumptions about which human and non-human bodies count as potentially
dangerous and which count as worthy of protection are translated across spatiality and temporality. Thus,
past experiences of terrorist violence which occurred in the local space of one place travel in time, as
they inspire future imaginaries of terrorist violence as well as current counterterrorist reactions to them
but simultaneously, they also travel from the place where an attack happened to other places, even those

without any local encounters with terrorist violence to change the local space there and rearrange human
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and non-human bodies in it. Although such translations of suspiciousness are neither identical nor
immediate, they imply that a local attack at any city which is considered a European metropole provides
future imaginaries for violent counterterrorism measures elsewhere. In this sense, terrorist perpetrators
succeeded in projecting fear far beyond the immediate local attack (Richards 2014) — both spatially and
temporally — as the committed violence transforms not only the city where it happened but also changes
urban everyday life at other places that are considered European metropoles in anticipation of the ‘next
terrorist attack’ (Aradau and van Munster 2012: 98). Ultimately, (counter)terrorism securitises urban
everyday life at the translocal level of space and transforms how life can be lived in European metropoles
in general, through inscribing violent measures of control and protection into their local space. As
outlined above, this affects some human and non-human bodies more than others but at the same time
even measures of protection meant for human and non-human bodies that are acknowledged as
vulnerable have freedom-restricting consequences for them. Nevertheless, absolute security, in the sense
of preventing all potentially possible terrorist attacks everywhere and at all times is and always will
remain unattainable in urban everyday life. This renders European metropoles the translocal
manifestation of an (in)security paradox because the response to terrorist violence at one place inscribes
counterterrorist violence at other places which increases insecurity at them rather than security.
Thirdly, why should and how can the securitisation of urban everyday life be challenged? On
the normative basis of posthumanist ethics which proclaims mutual respect and empathy, in the sense
of an active striving for inclusion rather than exclusion as well as reducing violence and power
asymmetries rather than reinforcing them, the securitisation of urban everyday life should be challenged
exactly because it renders European metropoles the translocal manifestation of an (in)security paradox
and constitutes a process of urban segregation, as just outlined. In terms of how it can be challenged, I
argue in contrast to the existing literature, that nobody who participates in urban everyday life is merely
a by-stander or passive recipient of counterterrorist duties because ultimately, ‘learning how to intra-act
responsibly as part of the world means understanding that “we” are not the only active beings — though
this is never justification for deflecting our responsibility onto others’ (Barad 2007: 391). ‘This implies
that by living and behaving alongside these changing material-discursive standards of what and who
counts as harmless or respectively suspicious, one co-creates them’ (Pawlowski 2023: 17). Yet, this
claim does not hide or neglect the power asymmetries in this context but brings them to the forefront.
As just outlined, particularly those human and non-human bodies that are branded as suspicious are
affected the most by the securitisation of urban everyday life and yet at the same time can do — based on
this very vulnerability — the least against it. Nonetheless, I argue that the existence of power asymmetries
should not make those who are marginalised consider their limited power as a reason to remain silent
and deedless. Simultaneously, taking up one’s responsibility to counter the securitisation of everyday
life from the privileged position of the harmless is ultimately even more important because of the

vulnerable position of those who are attributed with suspiciousness.
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In terms of scope, I claim that my theoretical framework and the critical argument I derived
from it are easily adaptable to other geographical and temporal frames, and hence to a certain extent
generalisable. Nevertheless, I use the framework and make my argument in this dissertation project for
a specific spatial context, namely that of European metropoles, and for a specific period, namely the

times of (counter)terrorism which I both delineate in the final section of this chapter.

3.5.1 Spatial scope of the argument: European metropoles

In spatial terms, my project’s scope is restricted to European metropoles, as local space, places, and
translocal space. This limitation to European cities is by no means intended to reproduce the Eurocentric
bias regarding (counter)terrorist violence and its academic and public reception (cf. Catto 2016).
Comparing the numbers of terrorist victims shows that in fact places, such as Kabul, Mosul, and
Mogadishu, are impacted the most by terrorist violence (Global Terrorism Index 2018: 12). Yet, it is
important to note that the geographical focus of my analysis is not based on how much a city is affected
by (counter)terrorist violence. Instead, my starting point is a different one, as my project’s spatial scope
is linked to European metropoles’ attributed reputation as liberal places with a high level of personal
freedom and many opportunities for realising one’s individual potentials. Thanks to this meticulously
curated image, a restrictive and violent securitisation of the everyday life of these ‘ordinary cities’
(Fregonese 2021) seems initially counterintuitive. Therefore, the inherent contradictions that lie within
this clash make European metropoles sensible research objects in the context of my dissertation.

For similar reasons, I look solely at cities which are due to their size, relevance as economic
hubs or their popularity as a tourist destination considered an international city or shorter a metropole.
Of course, terrorist violence also happens in places like for instance Ansbach, a city of 40,000
inhabitants located in Southern Germany, where in July 2016 a suicide bomber injured 15 people at an
open-air music festival (Specht 2016). Nevertheless, I justify the limitation to places with a global
recognition by pointing to the logic of the terrorist method: The effect of terrorist violence to spread fear
is boosted when it is directed towards a target with symbolic significance (Jenkins 1975: 15).

The criteria that I outlined so far in terms of my spatial scope apply to metropoles on the
European continent as much as they also pertain international cities in North America, such as New
York, Washington, D.C., and Toronto (cf. Eisinger 2004). However, thanks to my personal socialisation
as a citizen and a researcher in the European context, | am most familiar with urban everyday life in
Europe. Hence, I consider my experience of having lived in several and visited many major cities in
Europe an important advantage when analysing transformations of what is normal in European urban
space. Furthermore, on a normative level, the shifts that I research directly affect my own living
conditions, and are therefore also of high personal relevance to me. All in all, my personal proximity to
my cases enables a deeper engagement with them, which is why limiting my analysis to the
transformation of everyday life in European metropoles is ultimately the most logical spatial scope for

my project (cf. Bueger and Mireanu 2015).
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3.5.2 Temporal scope of the argument: Times of (counter)terrorism
Finally, my argument’s scope is also restricted in the temporal sense to what I call times of
(counter)terrorism. This notion needs obviously further clarification since terrorist violence and
counterterrorist measures are — depending on their respective definitions — surely not recent phenomena
but look back to a much longer history. Thus, the term “terrorism” was originally used for the Jacobin
regime during the French Revolution (Laqueur 2016: 6-7). The special relationship between cities and
terrorism is just as long, given that cities were throughout history always significant targets to send
powerful political message (Glaeser and Shapiro 2002; Burke 2018). Nevertheless, a heightened
political and academic interest in (counter)terrorism coincided with the 9/11 attacks which are often
considered a watershed moment (see for instance: Bleiker 2006; Argomaniz 2009; Fischer and Masala
2016; De Goede 2008a), and thus may appear as the logical starting point of times of (counter)terrorism.
However, 1 agree with claims made by Toros (2017) as well as Donnelly and Steele (2019) that the
events of 9/11 have been overemphasised as a point of rupture, and thus neglect that counterterrorism
efforts have influenced societies already before the US Global War Terror and concurrent developments.
This leaves me in a practical dilemma to structure my analysis in a comprehendible way:
Acknowledging (counter)terrorism’s continuous temporal trajectories in their infinite complexity makes
it impossible to find a definite starting point for my analysis and subdivide it into precise time periods
that are linked to relevant events in the history of (counter)terrorism rather than just artificially sorted
by decades. To overcome this dilemma, I opt for a compromise that allows me on the one hand to
historicise (counter)terrorism as a phenomenon whose “exact beginnings” are temporally impossible to
pin down and on the other hand to acknowledge incrementally shifting trends that unfolded a certain
relevance, at least within the translocal boundaries of European metropoles. In concrete terms, this
means that I structure my analysis across three temporal phases which should however not be mistaken
for clear-cut eras but rather serve as analytical heuristics to trace incremental transformations. Thus, my
analysis has not one definite starting point but loosely begins somewhen after the end of World War II
in 1945, although which decade is especially relevant is largely dependent on the respective place in
question. To delineate this time period, I use the notion “before 9/11” and thus acknowledge that the
events of 9/11 constitute a certain paradigm shift, especially in urban contexts (Savitch 2003). As a
second temporal demarcation, I use the notion of the “European peak of attacks in 2015/16” because of
its special relevance for the specific translocal context I am interested in. The time “after the European
peak of attacks in 2015/16” is finally relevant to understand the current securitisation trends in Europe’s

urban everyday life.
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4 Methodology and Case Selection

4.1 Introduction

In my circular understanding of doing research, separating my theoretical and my methodological
approach is to a large extent an artificial division, as the two are deeply intertwined. In this sense, I agree
with Aradau et al. (2015b: 15) that ‘methods are not simply instruments that extract data according to
fixed procedures so as to bridge a gap between knowledge and reality [but] imply a performative
understanding of methods as practice’. Based on this premise, my following considerations tie in closely
with the central theoretical concepts and assumptions that build the foundation of my analytical
framework and led me to formulate my argument about the transformation of Europe’s urban everyday
life in times of (counter)terrorism. In this chapter, I discuss the metatheoretical and methodological
prerequisites that guide my analysis. Ultimately, I assert that being transparent about my methodological
practices comprises on the one hand a way to negotiate my personal proximity to my research interest
and reflect on my positionality in making research decisions (cf. Bueger and Mireanu 2015) and on the
other hand offers an access for others to understand and engage with my findings which provides the
common ground for fruitful discussion (cf. Ackerly and True 2008).

While the previous academic engagement with urban everyday life has been oftentimes based
on ethnographic research techniques in adopting what seems to be a “one fits all” method, I contend that
a truly critical engagement with transforming normalities in cities requires a creative, experimental, and
tailor-made approach which takes the project’s scope, the researcher’s positionality, and access to the
field as well as considerations of secrecy and ethics into account. Especially the strong posthumanist
component of my project challenges me to come up with a meaningful way to methodologically capture
socio-material entanglements and their t