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1
Introduction

In the summer days of 2014, East Jerusalem erupted in violence. Decades
of gradual loss of land and denial of rights came to a head in July of that
year, when Mohammed Abu Khdeir, a 16-year-old Palestinian boy from
Jerusalem, was kidnapped and burned alive by Jewish-Israeli extremists.
Then came the holy month of Ramadan; instead of the usual festive meals
and family visits, the days and nights of Palestinian Jerusalemites were
accompanied by television sets blaring news of the ongoing Israeli airstrikes and shelling of the Gaza Strip, where over 1500 Palestinian civilians were killed (Human Rights Watch 2015). East Jerusalem’s Palestinian
residents responded with defiance, on a scale unmatched by their West
Bank compatriots: with large-scale protests and stone throwing, damaging Jerusalem’s controversial tramline and directing firecrackers at police
personnel (Hasson 2014). A few Palestinian ‘lone wolves’ took to stabbing
and car-ramming attacks, in which several Israeli security agents and citizens were killed. The images from Jerusalem reverberated throughout the
world, unmistakably showing how the Israeli vision of a ‘united’ Jerusalem
had failed, highlighting instead how Israel’s self-proclaimed capital city remains divided and unequal, half a century after the Israeli occupation and
annexation of East Jerusalem. While smoke billowed over the Palestinian
neighbourhoods of East Jerusalem, the Israeli authorities were faced with
a dilemma: how to pacify East Jerusalem without resorting to extensive
lethal violence, drawing international condemnation or restoring direct
military rule?
This was neither the first nor the last time that the Israeli authorities faced
such a predicament in occupied East Jerusalem. The Israeli authorities’
largest challenges in East Jerusalem are located in the field of security governance, where two contrasting dynamics can be traced. The first is the
colonial dynamic. The Israeli authorities’ position and aims in East Jerusalem are similar to the rest of the Occupied Palestinian territories – to
contain Palestinian presence and growth (Fenster and Shlomo 2011), to
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prevent the establishment of a future Palestinian state and the division
of Jerusalem (Pullan 2011: 17), to Judaize strategic locations within the
city, and to enable the prioritized mobility of Israeli citizens (particularly
settlers) throughout the territory. To achieve these aims, the Israeli authorities follow a pattern of transplanting military strategies and technologies
from the ‘periphery’ into metropolitan areas (cf. Coaffee 2003), in this
case from the occupied West Bank into East Jerusalem. All the hallmarks
of the Israeli occupation can be found in East Jerusalem: the construction
of Jewish-Israeli settlements on expropriated Palestinian land, placing a
separation wall on a route intended to maximize Jewish-Israeli space and
minimalize Palestinian presence, quashing Palestinian political and cultural leadership, and enhancing the mobility of Jewish-Israeli settlers through
the construction of dedicated highways and bypass roads (Pullan et al.
2007). These colonial policies, practices, technologies and materialities are
aimed at reinforcing the Israeli administration of the city and its Jewish
majority population, and preventing a possible permanent division of the
city in the future.
The second salient dynamic within Jerusalem’s security governance is the
incorporation dynamic. Unlike other parts of the West Bank, East Jerusalem was annexed to Israel in 1967, and the Israeli authorities give particular significance to the pledged full incorporation of East Jerusalem into
the Israeli legal and bureaucratic fold. While this pledge is far from guaranteeing any sort of equality – the Israeli legislature has already enacted
over 50 laws that formally discriminate against the country’s Palestinian
citizens (Adalah 2013) – it does place legal and political limitations on
the Israeli authorities’ security interventions in East Jerusalem. The Israeli
military, with a few exceptions, is not allowed to operate within Jerusalem’s
municipal boundaries. Israeli civil law, unlike the West Bank’s military
law, constrains the police’s ability to arrest individuals or conduct searches
without due process, holds state actors to a degree of accountability to-
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wards residents, and provides a degree of protection for children and other
vulnerable populations. The Israeli policy of a ‘united’ and ‘undivided’ Jerusalem requires the continuous assertion of democratic state sovereignty
across the urban territory, claims that involve the performance of legally
and politically bounded security provision. Successive Israeli governments
have sought to perform a ‘normal’ civilian administration in the face of the
scrutinizing gaze of the international community, from which they seek affirmation, and a veneer of security and stability toward the domestic Israeli
audience, from which they seek re-election.
The annexation of East Jerusalem, then, has confronted the Israeli authorities with a particularly difficult conundrum: how to reconcile the colonial
and the incorporation dynamics - or, in other words, how to govern an
occupied territory while remaining nominally within the boundaries of a
normative civilian rule of law. This dilemma mirrors that faced by other
authorities worldwide. State security provision is bounded: by law, by operational capacities, and by domestic and international public perception.
Security threats, on the other hand, are increasingly unbounded: these
include not only the phenomena of crime and terrorism, but a growing
number of societal and political transformations that are re-constituted as
threats in a general climate of fear and suspicion (Bigo 2002; Goldstein
2010). To overcome the gap between the high demands for security solutions to unbounded threats, and the straitjacket of constrained legal authority and limited operational capacities, state security actors increasingly
turn to security privatization and pluralization in their quest to mitigate
security threats. The former involves the transfer of security roles and authority to commercial actors, while the latter refers to the delegation of
security, policing or punitive roles and responsibilities to additional state
actors – such as administrative, environmental, educational or regulatory
institutions - generally not associated with security provision.
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In Jerusalem, where the Israeli authorities consider Palestinians’ spatial
and demographic presence as a security threat, security pluralization and
privatization are in full swing, with significant implications to how governance is pursued, and to the daily lives of the city’s residents.
The conjunction of the contradiction between bounded security provision
and unbounded threats, together with a global transformed security landscape, is where the questions of this dissertation are located. I ask how, and
to what end, do state security actors pursue security pluralization and privatization in Jerusalem? – and subsequently – What are the implications of these
processes for the (re)production of differentiated citizenship and its negotiation
in Jerusalem? I seek to answer these questions based on qualitative data that
I collected during eleven months of ethnographic fieldwork in Jerusalem,
using several data collection methods including participant observation,
semi-structured interviews and participatory transects (see Chapter 2).
The main argument I posit in this dissertation is directly related to the contradiction between bounded security provision and unbounded security
threats that I described above. I argue that state security actors increasingly
seek to re-equip their security toolbox through the privatization and pluralization of security provision, by enlisting a range of additional private
and public actors, technologies and materialities to enhance their capacity
to pursue controversial security policies that they would be unable, or unwilling, to pursue otherwise. I understand the transformed Israeli security
provision in East Jerusalem as an important example of the assembling of
a modular security toolbox, in which different security ‘modules’ are enlisted into a state-led security provision. While East Jerusalem might seem
to be a unique or extreme case, in the global context of an increasingly
pluralized and privatized security landscape, other cases come to mind.
From the outsourced British deportation regime, to the privately operated
Australian detention centers in Papua New Guinea; from the pluralized
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anti-radicalization programmes in the UK, through to privately-run prisons in the US and public-private policing partnerships in South Africa
– state security actors worldwide increasingly assemble additional public
and private actors, technologies and materialities to prevent or mitigate
perceived security threats.

Security pluralization
and privatization
There is a scholarly consensus that the security landscape worldwide is
undergoing a transformation in recent decades. The protection of people
and property, in many parts of the world, is decreasingly an exclusive function of state organs, including the police, and is instead maintained by a
plethora of public and private bodies (Loader 1999). While the liberal ideational conception of the state as producing an equal rendering of security
has been repeatedly contested following controversial and partisan public security interventions (Graham 2012, Somers 2008), the widespread
perception of the state as an actor representing the public good remains
significant.
The pluralization and privatization of security cannot be isolated from the
larger changes that modern states undergo in light of the interconnected
growth of globalization and neoliberal governance. The re-making of the
state is a global phenomenon with a wide variety of local manifestations:
facing simultaneous claims from both transnational capital and citizens,
governance is increasingly pursued through interposing additional facets,
interfaces and institutions to replace and complement core authorities and
responsibilities of the state. This is particularly the case in the field of secu-
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rity provision, where security roles, authorities and capacities are no longer
found exclusively with traditional police and military bodies, but are instead
pluralized and privatized into a jigsaw of interconnected public and private
security actors. These transformations and their societal implications did not
go unnoticed in the literature, with different scholars interpreting these in
line with prevailing discussions on the growth of unbounded security threats,
and on the transformation of the state in the era of neoliberal adjustments.
Critical scholars of policing and security studies have long emphasized that
the provision of security1 to some can engender insecurity to others (Jones
1995: 310). The increasingly pluralized and privatized security landscape,
in which different public and private actors take on security roles previously
considered within the exclusive domain of the police and military, raises
question as to how (in)security is distributed when state security actors are
no longer exclusively in charge. This debate is situated at the within a larger
scholarly discussion on the transformation of the state in the age of neoliberal governance, examining how the state is reconfigured, weakened or in
retreat as it is battered by the waves of privatization (Ong 2006) and incorporation in global governance structures. Sassen (2006) argues that different
parts of the state are continuously disassembled and reassembled following
a global organizing logic that is ‘opening up countries to global firms, markets, flows, and standards of all sorts and […] replacing specific components
of the state’s logic’ (Sassen 2006: 408). The end result of these transformations, she suggests, is a new format of the state – a dynamic governance
assemblage populated by both public and private actors (Sassen 2006). In
the context of this debate, scholars have explored extensively how state security providers, and the police in particular, engage and cooperate with other
state and non-state actors. Jensen (2010), for instance, examines security plu-

1 The normative usage of ‘security’ in this dissertation does not imply a silent acquiescence to the perception
of security as ‘inherently good’, nor an attempt to obfuscate the social processes embedded within security provision. Instead, I use security here as a way of reflecting on the inner world of the people, policies, technologies
and practices enlisted in the name of security. I chose to adopt these professionals’ own term to describe what
they do and why they do it, seeking to highlight without prejudice what is done in the name of the ‘security
fetish’ (Neocleous 2008: 144-156) engulfing the world.
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ralization in his observation of the cooperation between Cape Town’s police,
municipal government and township community boards in combatting crime
and strengthening trust in the police. Dupont (2006) maps the partnerships
between American metropolitan police agencies and other public policing
stakeholders – private security companies, public transport authorities, airlines
and professional associations. Berndtsson and Stern (2011) explore the emergence of a security assemblage in Stockholm Arlanda airport, encompassing
the police, a private security company, the Swedish transport authority and
other state institutions – and how such an assemblage is continuously contested and transformed.
The pluralization and privatization of security provision has led to a
re-imagination of what is policing, extending our understanding of policing and security beyond the state. Loader (2000) approaches policing
as a wide field with a plethora of different actors beyond the police itself.
He observes how policing has extended, and now includes not only policing by government (regular police and its supervisory role), but also policing through government (public security provision outsourced to private
companies), above government (international or supranational policing
agencies), beyond government (commercial security) and below government (citizens’ initiatives and vigilantism). Private security companies, in particular, have been growing continuously both
in number and in the scope of their operation: augmenting weak states’ sovereignty (Hansen 2008), providing security to vulnerable communities in dispute with the authorities (Goldstein 2016) or providing securitized humanitarian solutions in foreign interventions (Spearin 2008).
These transformations in the security landscape can be a cause for concern,
with various authors pointing out how security pluralization and privatization
may lead to the erosion of citizens’ rights, access to resources and of state accountability towards its citizens. Some scholars lament this prospect, seeing the diffusion of a clear state function – security provision – to a wide
array of public and private actors as a threat to democracy and the state’s
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commitment to provide equal protection to its citizens (Loader 2000; Lofstrand et al. 2017). Yet these concerns, justified as they are, may not be
sufficient in capturing the political implications of the diffusion of security
provision to public and private actors, specifically in terms of the state-led
differential (re)distribution of rights, resources and privileges in contemporary societies.
In this dissertation I go beyond the existing discussion on the transformed
security landscape and its implications for different citizens. I argue that the
differentiated reallocation of rights and resources is not merely a by-product of security privatization and pluralization, but can instead be its desired
goal. State security actors can assemble private and plural ‘modules’ – public and private actors, and a range of technologies, and materialities – in
order to distance themselves from controversial state-led security policies.
This deliberate entanglement with additional public and private actors and
actants enables state security actors to reinforce their legal and operational
capacities, enhance their manoeuvrability, and pursue a form of security
provision that distinguishes between those deemed worthy of enhanced
protection, and those designated as a security threat. My approach extends
the scholarly discussion beyond a reading of neoliberalism as the organizing logic (Sassen 2006) of stratification and the re-assembling of the state,
highlighting instead an intersection with other organizing logics at play
– such as those of ethnocracy and colonialism – whose role in shaping the
emergence of public-private security assemblages requires further inquiry.
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Assemblage and the modular
security toolbox
I explore the coalescing public and private security landscape in Jerusalem
through an assemblage approach, which highlights the relations – hierarchical, reciprocal and rhizomatic – that emerge and dissolve between
different actors and actants in an ever-changing assemblage. An extended
reading of policing as an assemblage has been suggested by Ryan (2014),
who examines the changing role of military actors in a customary civil
domain, arguing that ‘to police … is a process of assemblage, a decentred
gathering of elements necessary for the governance of a particular space’
(Ryan 2014: 147). Abrahamsen and Williams (2011) advocate a focus on
security assemblages, in which a wide array of actors, materialities and
technologies come together in line with the increasingly transnational mobility of capital, people and practices. Security assemblages are not merely a
way of describing how security configurations are arrange; security assemblages can also be understood as a form of governance. Schouten (2014),
in his endeavour towards mapping airport security provision, proposes to
view security assemblage as a form of processual governance, in which controversies emerge as salient moments in which security arrangements are
defined and contested. These arrangements are not stable configurations:
instead, as Adey and Anderson (2012) suggest, they often take on a life
of their own, bringing together diverse (and unexpected) security actors,
materialities, and technologies.
Assemblage theory, which has its roots in Deleuze and Guattari’s (1998)
seminal work, has extended in multiple directions in recent decades. My
approach in explaining security pluralization and privatization follows
Delanda’s (2006a) assertion that assemblage theory implies particular relations of exteriority – an understanding that assemblages are not organic
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totalities, but rather arrays whose individual components can be detached
from one assemblage and ‘plugged’ into another (Delanda 2006b: 253).
Correspondingly, one component never represents, defines or delimits an
assemblage; when a component is plugged in, or out, the structure of the
assemblage can adapt and adopt (Delanda 2006a: 10-11), either by enlisting
additional components or by an internal re-shuffling. The concept of the
modular security toolbox that I propose in this dissertation similarly involves
a plurality of actors, technologies and materialities that never remain in a
stable stasis: certain modules are sought and ‘plugged in’ while others are discarded and ‘plugged out’, their instructions changed and order re-shuffled,
yet the assemblage remains largely cohesive despite continuous reconfiguration. A modular formation is thus an assemblage encompassing different
independent units, which together compose a coherent, distinct body. This
composite formation is in constant flux, since the distinct and independently functional units can be separated and re-combined by design.
While pluralized and privatized security can be explored as an assemblage,
security assemblages are not all alike. I focus on a modular security toolbox in order to reflect on a specific type of security assemblages - local,
place-based and of an actively crafted relational design. Scholarship on
security assemblages has thus far focused primarily on transnational forms
of security assemblages, which operate across boundaries while mobilizing
global forms of capital (e.g. Abrahamsen and Williams 2009; Loader and
Walker 2007). While global circulations of capital or goods (Cowen 2014)
have indeed helped to shape global security arrangements, security is more
often than not pursued to protect specific sites: business districts (Samara
2011), airports (Schouten 2014), even entire cities. In this dissertation I
emphasize that security is commonly pursued in direct relation to a territorially delimited locale, following national-level security prioritization
and (re)distribution.
In adopting Li’s (2007) assertion that assemblages never emerge out of
thin air, but always require someone (or something) to bring together di-
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verse elements and to produce relations between them, I emphasize that
some nodes within the assemblage (security actors, but also manifold materialities and technologies) are more centrally positioned through their
relations than others. In many cases, state security agencies are paramount
within security assemblages. Many approaches to assemblage theory do
not sufficiently account for the question of intentionality and power relations within assemblages (Brenner et al. 2011: 236), highlighting instead
how agency is diffused into the ether, or is found with non-human actants.
My interest lays in the act of assembling and reassembling security, in intentionality, in the craft of bringing diverse elements together. Modular
security provides a way of attending to actively-crafted assemblages, in
which state security actors plug-in and plug-out, like bricks in a large lego
set, public and private security modules. The questions that subsequently
arise mirror the main research questions I pose in this dissertation: How is
security assembled, to what end, and with which implications? In observing how a modular security toolbox is assembled, the relations embedded
in the enlistment of additional modules come to the fore; and the process
of assembling and leveraging security illustrates how security assemblages
are both situated within specific power relations and simultaneously (re)
produce them. Security assemblages thus have important political, social
and economic contexts and consequences.

Security and citizenship
A growing number of scholars note the differential treatment of citizens by
public (Neocleous 2007) and private (Goldstein 2016) security actors. This
leads to an all-familiar narrative: that the attempts to prevent and mitigate
threats by security actors, whether public or private, results in the unequal
(re)distribution of rights, access to resources, and participation in political
decision-making.
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In this section I take this assertion a step further. As suggested previously, I
argue that this differential allocation is not only a side-product of different
security arrangements, but can instead be the organizing logic behind state
security actors’ assembling of a plurality of public and private security actors, technologies and materialities. To best capture these transformations
of state-citizen relations and interfaces, I suggest to turn our attention towards the question of citizenship.
Citizenship can be approached as a clear formal incorporation of a person into a political community, a merit granted by and dependent upon
the state. Yet such a definition may not be sufficient to address the construction of citizenship in mobile, transnational or conflict settings, such
as in Jerusalem, where Palestinian Jerusalemites are a stateless minority
of non-citizens, afforded only revocable Israeli residency permits. I turn
instead to a conceptualization of citizenship as substantive citizenship, a
qualified distinction dependent upon the provision of rights, resources and
political decision-making to individuals or collectives as part of an incorporated political, civil or social community (Holston 2008; Gordon and
Stack 2007). Such an approach enables us to examine citizenship through
the practices associated with individuals’ inclusion or exclusion within the
aforementioned community – and to observe the alternating gradations of
citizenship, which entail the unequal distribution of resources and rights
within a polity (Holston 2008).
Somers (2008) extends such a conceptualization of substantive citizenship by contending that a defining feature of citizenship is the right
to have rights: the recognition of individuals’ entitlement to protection and consideration from their peers, and in extension from the
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state. She argues that while a normative perception of citizenship2
implies the dignity of social inclusion and recognition as a full member of
a political and social community (Somers 2008: 67), it is in fact the entitlement to reciprocal but non-equivalent rights and obligations between
citizens of equal standing that comprises contemporary citizenship. Substantive citizenship thus, she argues, serves a crucial role in enabling political communities to be established, demarcated, and therefore governed.
Holston and Appadurai (1996: 190) suggest that a ‘formal membership
[…] is increasingly neither a necessary nor a sufficient condition for substantive citizenship’. In other words, substantive citizenship, more so than
formal citizenship, relates to processes of inclusion and exclusion. It can
be claimed and denied, continuously negotiated and granted; it is never
complete and always in flux.
The market-oriented economic and political restructuring of modern societies under the banner of neoliberalism has brought a new organizing logic
of the state into play (Sassen 2006: 408), highlighting the unstable nature of
state-citizen relation, Somers (2008: 77-83) posits that neoliberalism (which
she dubs ‘market fundamentalism’) is contractualizing the relations between
the government and the people, that is, placing free-market contracts as mediators between citizens and the polity of which they are nominally members. It is, she suggests, a formidable ideological project, one which aims
to eliminate other sources of authority other than the markets, including
citizens’ rights and agency to affect change in their political system.
Such a reflection on the practices of citizenship allocation is shared by
Ong (2006), who argues that citizenship should be seen as conceptual2 Somers (2008) model lays a low threshold to what is citizenship and who is a citizen, moving away from
normative conceptualizations of liberal citizenship, in that citizenship is not seen as a guarantor for social,
economic and political rights. On the questionable inclusion of political rights within a conceptualization of
differentiated citizenship, see Jamal (2002).
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ly deterritorialized, with new topographies of differentiated citizenship
emerging in which zones of political entitlement and disenfranchisement
are conjured as part of the seemingly ‘neutral’ joint flow of neoliberalism
and human-rights discourse. This flow serves to rearticulate, and at times
remove altogether, the political capacity of citizens to participate in policy-making, including towards their own security.
The ‘free’ market thus emerges as an important impetus of differential citizenship allocation; but it is not the only one. Chatterjee (2004) introduces his theory on a differential management logic in the governance
of (urban) populations, in which state actors conduct a cost-benefit analysis, factoring in profit and stability, in addressing the needs and wants
of different population segments. Yet what if we broaden our reading of
‘profit’ to extend from that of capital accumulation, to denote instead the
accumulation by dispossession inherent in the organizing logic of settler
colonial (Veracini 2015) and ethnocratic (Yiftachal 2006) regimes? Such
a perspective highlights how rights, resources and privileges are carefully
negotiated and distributed following a consideration in which the balance
between colonial or ethnocratic advances and the regime’s stability would
be assessed and maintained. Or, with East Jerusalem in mind, such a perspective directs our attention to how substantive citizenship may be (re)
distributed following a cost-benefit analysis based on a balancing of the
colonial and incorporation dynamics.
In this dissertation I inquire what are the implications of security pluralization and privatization for the (re)production of differentiated citizenship and its negotiation in Jerusalem. I highlight how the Israeli security
governance of East Jerusalem has been re-assembled following a colonial
and ethnocratic organizing logic that aims to favor the rights and resources
afforded to Jewish-Israeli residents of the city at the expanse of its Palestinian population, while maintaining external stability under the guise of a
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democratic rule of law. While other scholars (Sassen 2006, Somers 2008,
Ong 2006) have noted how a neoliberal organizing logic permeates different scales of governance, I emphasize that alternative organizing logics,
such as the colonial and ethnocratic, can be at play too in the privatization
and pluralization of governance.
The analysis I put forward in this dissertation illustrates how security provision is inextricably linked to the (re)production of differentiated citizenship – whether the latter is an inadvertent result, a deliberate goal, or
something in-between these two polarities. The resulting unequal distribution of rights, resources and political decision-making is facilitated by the
active assembling of a modular security toolbox that encompasses public
and private security components, as I demonstrate in the empirical chapters of this dissertation.

Negotiating urban citizenship
Citizenship is not (re)produced in a vacuum: the allocation and negotiation
of rights, resources and privileges takes place primarily in cities, in urban
spaces - arenas of political, social and economic relations. These spaces are
not neutral. The contours of the city are designed and planned, their material and technological development subject to state and non-state directives and interventions. Many of those interventions are security-oriented,
with a history that can be traced back to Hausmann’s re-design of Paris in
the 19th century. Different times call for different measures: the accelerated
technological advances of recent decades have enabled an unprecedented
degree of security interventions in the everyday urban fabric. While urban
policies are often developed in response to local needs and wants, many
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security interventions are developed in line with national policies or supranational directives, such as anti-terrorism measures or the protection
of critical infrastructure (Aradau 2010). Graham’s (2012) work on urban
militarism highlights the role of security and surveillance technologies in
re-shaping cities worldwide, warning of a ‘paradigmatic shift that renders
cities’ communal and private spaces, as well as their infrastructure – along
with their civilian populations – a source of targets and threats’ (Graham
2012: XIII). Whether due to fear of crime (Melgaço 2011), or due to the
long shadow cast by terrorism (Coaffee 2016), security interventions increasingly define and delimit the city, with significant implications for the
different residents who populate it.
Yet the differential (re)distribution of substantive citizenship is not merely
a top-down process: state policies are constrained by political, social, legal
and economic considerations, while citizens seek to negotiate their rights,
resources and privileges, making claims vis-à-vis both state and non-state
actors. Many of these interactions take place in the city, where ‘everyday
practices both feed into, and are informed by, imaginations of urban rule
and political belonging’ (Jaffe 2018: 2). Through representative politics,
cultural expressions, and the everyday practices of dwelling in the city
(Müller 2017), residents are able to navigate their positionality vis-à-vis
the state, the city authorities, and other urban powerbrokers. The complexity and intricacies of the urban material and political environment
contribute to how rights, resources and privileges are claimed, negotiated,
and ultimately distributed between different city dwellers.
Holston (2008), in his work on Brazil’s differential citizenship regime, proposes that the urban is an arena of citizenship claims and counter-claims –
it is where ‘entrenched regimes of legalized inequality’ (2008: 33) were developed, and it is where insurgent marginalized populations make claims
towards redistributive inclusion. These urban claims can take many shapes:
claims are made and rights are negotiated not only in established political
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sites such as the parliament or the courthouse, but often through the materialities, technologies and practices of everyday life. Such an approach
suggests understanding political agency as a wide field that involves both
highly visible political actions and quotidian practices of habitation, including people’s interactions with technologies and materialities, and even
allocating an agentive role to non-human actants. Such a perspective on
urban politics requires delving into the political dimension of how the city
is built, inhabited, moved through or contested in the context of material
inequality and technological advancements. Some scholars focused on the
role of housing and infrastructure in allocating negotiating rights and resources. In his exploration of the politics of the water-supply network in
Mumbai, Anand (2011) illustrates how infrastructure can be leveraged by
marginalized urban residents in claiming rights and resources from state
authorities. Similarly, Müller’s (2017) exploration of the performativity of
urban informality suggests that unplanned, ‘irregular’ or ad-hoc urban formations become more than geographical phenomena or an administrative
question, representing instead social practices ‘in which social positions are
taken, ascribed, and contested’ (Müller 2017: 495). In other words, the urban space simultaneously reproduces, and is reproduced by, differentiated
citizenship.
Urban citizenship claims and counter-claims are not made only through
political organizing or the material organization of the city, but also
through the quotidian practices of those who inhabit it. Lefebvre (1996)
suggests that the city as a space of urban spatial inclusion or exclusion
should not be understood through the lens of formal citizenship rights,
imposed or guaranteed by the state, but rather through everyday urban
practices that facilitate or constrain the free flow of people, including both
mobility practices and the prominence of places of encounter, sites that
enable citizens to ‘rightfully’ partake in the city (Davis 2011). While Lefebvre (1996: 158) notes the prominence of positive encounters of het-
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erogeneous residents and transient passengers in the spaces ‘surrounding
politically-drawn jurisdictional borders’, others have explored how urban
space can be curated to facilitate the participation of some residents at the
expense of others. Nagle (2009), for instance, proposes a focus on the performativity of encounter in ‘divided cities’ dominated by ethno-national
boundaries, while Flint (2003) attends to urban ‘spaces of hate’, denoting
geographical segregation and political marginalization. The city is a site of
both top-down design and bottom-up initiatives; of coincidental encounters and communal animosity, of public and private security interventions
and their negotiation, of the re-making of citizenship and the differential
allocation of rights, resources and political decision-making. Jerusalem, a
city carrying a heavy political and historical burden, is not an exception.

Dissertation outline
In this dissertation I seek to advance knowledge on the parallel processes
of security privatization and security pluralization, by addressing the governance logic articulated in their emergence, and exploring the differential
implications to different residents of the city. The city explored in this
dissertation is Jerusalem: a holy city, a sprawling city, a city of worship and
devotion, violence and occupation, a city that a major part of humanity
has looked up to throughout the years. The next chapter, ‘Researching Jerusalem’, discusses the historical and political developments in Jerusalem.
This chapter also sets out the methodological tools used in this research,
including their scope and limitations, followed by a discussion of the ethical considerations that research on such a politically charged topic in such
a contested city entails.
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The four empirical chapters that follow each make their own contribution to
my elaboration of the assembling of a modular security toolbox, the associated differential (re)production of substantive citizenship, and the negotiation
of these processes. Each of these chapters focuses on a case at a different
scale, and delves into different spaces. Some of these chapters present a more
conceptual and theoretical discussion, while others delve into the lived experience of Jerusalemites through a thick ethnographic account. Combined,
the empirical chapters of this dissertation suggest an answer to the questions
I pose: the how and why of the security pluralization and privatization, and
an outline of the differential implications of these processes to the residents
of the city.
I begin by foregrounding my intervention through a conceptualization of
modular security, a mode of governance I present in Chapter 3, ‘Governance
through Pluralization’, the first empirical chapter of this dissertation. This
chapter delves into the emergence of a modular governance logic in security
provision, exploring how urban security in East Jerusalem is increasingly diffused into modules that entail different security actors, performances, technologies and materialities. This chapter develops the concept of modular
security provision with a particular focus on security pluralization: the delegation of security roles to other social, administrative and regulatory state
bodies. I identify four features of modular security provision: first, the heterogeneity of its public and private components; second, the development
of reserved capacities; third, the differential multifacetedness of its performances and practices; and fourth, the ubiquity of informal knowledge and
information transfer between different actors. This chapter concludes that
the modular assembling of security governance complements and replaces
traditional policing institutions with other informal disciplinary, punitive,
statecrafting and dispossessing powers, in a manner that unequally distributes rights and resources to different categories of urban residents.
In Chapter 4, ‘Crafting and Reinforcing the State through Security Privatization’, I take this exploration a step further, discussing in detail how and
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why state authorities pursue security privatization. This chapter, with a focus
on the spaces of Jewish-Israeli settlement compounds in East Jerusalem, explores the emergence of a public-private security assemblage at these compounds, where security provision has been outsourced to private security
companies. Using this case study, I argue that the privatization of security
provision can reinforce, rather than erode, state capacity by contributing
to state actors’ ability to pursue the territorialization of areas beyond the
full grasp of the state. I posit that state authority and responsibility can be
diffused into multiple nodes of private authority in the operation, performance, and supervision of security and violence, while at the same time
keeping the state monopoly over legitimate violence intact. I suggest that
such an outcome can be desirable to state security actors, as outsourcing
security provision enables them to differentially distribute (in)security while
evading accountability and deflecting public and legal challenges to controversial state-led projects.
Chapter 5 moves to discuss the differential implications of both security pluralization and privatization, focusing on checkpoints in and around Jerusalem and analyzing the material, affective and temporal dimensions of Israeli
security interventions at these key political sites through the lens of (un)
certainty. This chapter, ‘Outsourced Security and the Politics of Uncertainty’
suggests that (un)certainty can be employed as a mode of governance. I propose that uncertainty can be strategically employed and adjusted by public
and private security actors through irregular operation; managerial obfuscation; lack of accountability; and contradictory or oft-altered directives and
regulatory frameworks. I explore how Israeli security actors enlist a plurality
of actors, technologies and materialities to differentially produce (un)certainty at the checkpoints, facilitating the mobility of some residents while
hindering the movement of others. The chapter concludes that under the
banner of security provision, the possibility, reliability and predictability of
residents’ entrance and exit from the city serve to shape different patterns of
(im)mobility, economic dependency, and social and political fragmentation.
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Chapter 6, ‘Negotiating Citizenship and Countering Jerusalem’s Residency
Revocation Policy’, attends to the home as a site of citizenship (re)production, discussing how residents negotiate security pluralization and privatization through a focus on domestic space. In this chapter, I explore the Israeli
policy of residency revocation in Jerusalem and how the city’s Palestinian
residents encounter and negotiate this policy. While this Israeli policy is pursued through a plurality of public and private modules within the Israeli
security toolbox, this chapter focuses on Palestinian residents, exploring how
people can respond to a reinforced pluralized and privatized security provision by assembling their own toolbox of negotiation strategies, albeit with
a limited scope. I suggest that Palestinian Jerusalemites do this through a
performance of the home, which I explore along the distinct dimensions of
socio-material practices, the mobilization of social relations and the procurement of bureaucratic documentation. They do so, I suggest, as a citizenship
enactment aimed at maintaining limited rights, resources and mobility in
the face of urban exclusion and demographic engineering.
In Chapter 7, the conclusion to this dissertation, I bring together my findings from the empirical chapters, and highlight their significance to ongoing
debates on privatized and pluralized security provision, on citizenship, and
on the political, spatial and social developments in Jerusalem. I suggest different pathways for future research, which might extend the scope of this
dissertation, and highlight the applicability of this dissertation’s findings to
other cases in which security assemblages emerge, and are negotiated and
resisted by (urban) citizens.
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2
Researching
Jerusalem

I arrived to Jerusalem to commence my fieldwork on a chilly day in February 2015. Patches of snow dotted the streets, contributing to the amusement of children and the consternation of commuters. The city’s streets
were quiet, but that calm was deceiving: the anger and discontent that had
fueled the violent clashes in the summer of 2014 still bubbled beneath the
city’s surface. Visible signs of Israeli security agents and technologies were
everywhere: special police forces cruising the streets on their motorcycles,
surveillance cameras on every corner, border policewomen patrolling the
city’s commercial pedestrian zone, trying to identify Palestinians and demanding their identity documents, and bored security guards checking the
bags of shoppers while tapping on their smartphones. This was the start of
the eleven months of fieldwork I conducted in Jerusalem: from February
to September 2015 and September to November 2016. My months in
Jerusalem would help me understand the ubiquity and diversity of Israeli
security interventions in Jerusalem, and how Palestinian Jerusalemites negotiate and resist them. My fieldwork findings, however, must be contextualized in relation to the longer history of Jerusalem and how it became
the city it is today.
In this chapter I discuss Jerusalem’s historical and political developments,
highlighting its transformation from a small city dominated by its holy
sites and the co-existence of multiple religious and ethnic communities, to
a sprawling city characterized by spatial segregation, vast inequalities and
violent dispossession. I place a particular emphasis on the Israeli re-making of the city after the occupation and annexation of East Jerusalem in
1967. Following this necessarily condensed historical overview, I discuss
the methodology employed in this research: I present why, how, where and
with whom I conducted my fieldwork, elaborating the different methods
and data sources. I then proceed to discuss the limitations and difficulties I faced during this research, and reflect on my own positionality as a
Jewish-Israeli researcher in the field. Lastly, I consider some of the ethical
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dilemmas that this research entailed, including the difficulties of protecting and representing the individual interlocutors and larger communities
I worked with over the course of this research.

Jerusalem and its histories
History is an exercise in controversy: it is something we teach, study, tell
to one another and inevitably argue over. This is certainly the case with
the history of Israel/Palestine, where contrasting narratives – ‘social constructions that coherently interrelate a sequence of historical and current
events’ (Bar-Tal and Salomon 2006: 3) – often curtail discussion and mutual understanding. A large number of historians have examined the events
that unfolded in Israel/Palestine over the past century; each did so from a
different ideological and historiographical perspective. While listing them
all here would be a daunting task, a range of notable narrations are offered
by Shapira (2012); Caplan (2011); Pappe (2014); and Abu-Sitta (2016).
The brief historical overview I present here is neither a comprehensive nor
a neutral account; it is a summary of what I propose readers should know
in order to understand the discussion that ensues on contemporary pluralized and privatized security provision in Jerusalem, and the implications
for the city’s different residents.
As for myself, like for many others natives of Israel, Jerusalem was a city
that I both knew well, and did not know at all. In school, I was taught extensively of some of the city’s historical tales – King David, the Kingdom
of Judea, the Maccabean revolt, and how the city was rescued from Arab
invaders by Israeli forces in 1948, before it was fully liberated and united
in 1967. This partial historical narrative does not do justice to the myriad
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transformations and re-births the city has undergone during its history, or
to its current predicament as a city divided between those deemed worthy
of enhanced protection, and those designated as a security threat.
Violence, discrimination and insecurity were not always prominent features
of Jerusalem. In earlier eras, Jerusalem was a heterogeneous city of multiple communities and religions, who were largely able to ‘triage conflict
through commerce and the civic’ (Sassen 2017). Archeological findings
testify to an ‘earlier era of co-existence’ (Greenberg 2009: 47) in the city,
with close relations between the different urban constituencies, including
the Christian, Muslim and Jewish communities. These relations continued
largely peacefully throughout the period of Ottoman rule, which spanned
400 years (1517-1917). The late 19th century brought about a new dynamic: with the advent of Zionism, a trickle of mostly European Jewish
migrants began arriving in Palestine, some of them settling in Jerusalem.
Unlike the city’s preexisting Jewish communities, many of the new arrivals had formidable financial reserves, complemented by political privileges
and diplomatic protection granted on the basis of their foreign citizenship
(Jacobson 2011: 10). During these years the city expanded rapidly, extending into neighborhoods beyond the walls of the Old City, and benefited
from improved infrastructure, including a rail line to the port city of Jaffa.
Towards the end of the First World War, the British army invaded Palestine, ending Ottoman imperial rule and annexing Palestine to the
British Empire. In December 1917, the British army occupied Jerusalem. Their rule was not an easy one. Cajoled by the Balfour declaration, in which the British government committed itself to enabling the
establishment of a ‘national home for the Jewish people’, thousands of
new Jewish migrants arrived in Jerusalem. The city continued to develop (unequally), with new Jewish neighborhoods built en masse (Pappe
2004: 49-61). At the same time, Palestinian dissent – from both Mus-
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lim and Christian Palestinians – was growing beneath the surface, fed by
fears of a loss of land and sovereignty under British rule. Violence ensued: riots in 1920, 1929, and especially during the Great Arab Revolt
of 1936-1939 (Swedenburg 2014). Jerusalem’s Haram-al-Sharif, the site
of the al-Aqsa Mosque and the Golden Dome, became a national symbol, and a rallying cry, for nascent Palestinian nationalism. The fragile
co-existence between the religious communities that had characterized
the city for generations was gone, replaced by spatial segregation, parallel institutions and unequal service provision between Jewish-Israelis3
and Palestinians (of both Muslim and Christian denominations) – features
of Jerusalem until this very day.
The Second World War, and the horrors of the Holocaust, reverberated
throughout Palestine, and particularly in Jerusalem. New European Jewish
migrants arrived on the shores of Palestine, escaping the German plan of
extermination and its aftermath. Some Jewish residents of Palestine joined
the British army in order to support the Allies’ war effort. After the war,
support for the establishment of a Jewish state grew among the international community. The UN partition resolution of 1947 envisaged Jerusalem as part of an international corpus separatum, a multilaterally administrated region stretching to include Bethlehem in the south, and a large
tract of the Judean desert in the east, which would guarantee the freedom
of worship at the city’s holy sites. Yet that plan never materialized, with
Jerusalem instead becoming the site of protracted battles between Zionist
militias (later the Israeli army), the Jordanian army and local Palestinian
militias during the 1948 war.

3 I use the term ‘Jewish-Israelis’ to describe citizens of Israel who are affiliated with the national Jewish collective developed in Israel/Palestine after 1948. I use the term ‘Palestinians’ broadly, to include the Arab-speaking
residents of Israel/Palestine, of any religious denomination, including their descendants in exile. Later in this
dissertation, I differentiate between Palestinians based on their residency: West Bank residents, Jerusalemites,
Gazans, etc.
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These battles scarred the city, with thousands of Palestinians uprooted
from their homes in what became West Jerusalem (Cohen 2007: 27), and
Jewish-Israelis forced to leave the Jewish quarter of the Old City. At the
end of the 1948 war, the city was divided between a newly-formed Israel,
and Jordan. West Jerusalem was unilaterally declared the capital of Israel,
while East Jerusalem remained a frontier city under Jordanian rule, a city
waiting to reassume its role as the Palestinian capital city. The division of
the city elicited new imaginaries of national claims over the city, with Jewish-Israelis grieving over the loss of the Old City and its holy Jewish sites,
such as the Wailing Wall, while the dispersed Palestinians considered Jerusalem a near-singular symbol of endurance and steadfastness following the
Nakba, the uprooting of the majority of Palestinians from their homeland
in 1948-1949 (Pappe 2004: 129-135).
This all changed in June 1967, when the Israeli army occupied the entire West Bank, including East Jerusalem, during the Six Days War. After the Israeli army rolled into the city, an area of 70 km2 surrounding
the Old City of Jerusalem (Jordanian East Jerusalem included only six
km2) was separated from the rest of the West Bank and declared a part
of a ‘united Jerusalem’. The Green Line, which represented the sovereign
national boundary of Israel established in 1948, was ignored; instead,
the Israeli government drew a new municipal line on the map, demarcating the borders of Israeli-annexed East Jerusalem (Hasson 2017: 4448). Several dozen Palestinian villages, hamlets, neighborhoods and
even a refugee camp were now brought together into a motley collection
with Israeli West Jerusalem, to be a part of a new city under Israeli rule.4
It is in this ‘reunited’ city that my research takes place, focusing on the
area known as East Jerusalem, occupied and annexed by Israel in 1967.
4 East Jerusalem was de facto annexed by the Israeli government in June 1967, when the municipal line was
re-drawn. In 1980, the annexation of East Jerusalem was completed de jure, following the passing of the Jerusalem Basic Law in the Israeli Knesset. The annexation has never been recognized by the international community
(Cohen 2007: 30-32).

39

Governing Jerusalem,
Re-making Jerusalem
‘East Jerusalem is neither here [Israel] nor there [the West Bank]’, an Israeli
former policymaker told me in a conversation discussing municipal policies in East Jerusalem. ‘It’s stuck in our throat but we refuse to swallow’,
he added. His comments reflect the conundrum that defines the Israeli
approach to East Jerusalem. As in other parts of the Occupied Palestinian
territories, the Israeli administration in Jerusalem is torn between the application of brute military force and rule through bureaucratic and legal
machinations (Azoulay and Ophir 2007). In this section I discuss the development of the Israeli system of governance in East Jerusalem following
its occupation and subsequent annexation in 1967. I go on to discuss the
re-making of the city in light of the Israeli ideology of a ‘united’ Jerusalem
as the eternal capital of the Jewish state, and the myriad security intervention that accompanied this process.
The occupation and annexation of East Jerusalem did not bring about
the full incorporation of Palestinian East Jerusalem and its residents into
Israel. Palestinian Jerusalemites might reside in an Israeli-annexed city, but
the Israeli authorities deem them stateless. Issued with Israeli residency
ID cards, they are legally considered foreigners with a permanent residency permit. The Israeli authorities seek to make them ‘disappear’ (as I
detail in Chapter 6, on the Israeli residency revocation policy), while simultaneously rendering them ‘subjects of the state’s bureaucratic machine’
(Tawil-Souri 2011a: 90). Contrary to Israeli political and legal claims that
Jerusalem’s Palestinian community is entitled to equal services with equal
rights, there is little doubt as to the discrimination and marginalization of
the city’s Palestinians, who are involved in a continuous struggle to access
the most fundamental rights and services. Palestinian East Jerusalem is
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serviced by parallel and unequal systems of public transport, utilities, educational facilities and public health institutions, which join other markers
of segregation to produce countless visible and invisible boundaries within
Jerusalem (Dumper 2014).
Shortly after the city’s occupation in 1967, the Israeli government began
the large-scale expropriation of Palestinian land and property, enabling the
construction of large Jewish-only settlements at strategic positions in and
around Jerusalem. Many of the new settlements have been populated with
Orthodox-Jewish Israelis, whose numbers have risen dramatically in recent decades (Hasson 2017: 194), and with newly arrived Jewish migrants
to Israel. The settlementsć spatial location, in the empty spaces between
Palestinian localities, was not planned according to an urban logic of connectivity and conviviality, but as part of a political and military apparatus
aimed at preventing a possible future division of the city (Pullan 2011:
17). In fact, the location of these settlements served to sever Palestinian
urban continuity, fragmenting the sections of the West Bank north and
south of the city and limiting the relations between Palestinian communities (see Figure 1 for a map of Greater Jerusalem). The result is a parallel
city of enclaves, with Jewish-Israeli settlements built on hilltops, looking
towards but never at their Palestinian neighbors. The settlements, bland
suburbs with thin Jerusalem-stone facades covering buildings of cement
and bricks, were often built by the same Palestinian laborers whose land
was expropriated for their construction.

Jerusalem’s Palestinian neighborhoods and villages have been encroached
upon by the expropriation of land for Jewish-Israeli settlements, but also
by Israeli-declared national parks (Volinz 2018), and more recently by
the Israeli separation wall. At the same time, since 1967, the Palestinian
population of Jerusalem has grown more than fourfold. The result has
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Figure 1. Map of Greater Jerusalem.
Source: Ir Amim (2018)
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been the dense growth of Palestinian localities, many of which have been
transformed from rural villages into urban neighborhoods with narrow
alleys and limited infrastructure. As the Israeli authorities rarely provide
Palestinian Jerusalemites with building permits (Braverman 2007), most
of the new houses and extensions have been built without a permit, serving
as a justification for the Jerusalem municipality to demolish hundreds of
Palestinian houses over the decades since 1967 (Braverman 2007: 334).
Palestinian Jerusalemites continue to play an important role in Palestinian political and economic life. Strong ties exist between Jerusalem and
the Palestinian communities of the West Bank, which consider Jerusalem
not only as their prospective state capital, but also as an economic, social,
cultural and transport hub. These ties have continued to prosper after the
1967 Israeli occupation of the city (Chiodelli 2013: 417). The Oslo peace
process in the 1990s prompted both Israelis and Palestinians to envisage
the actual division of Jerusalem, as was discussed at the negotiation table.
Over the last two decades, however, as negotiations stalled, the Israeli authorities have sought to further sever and dispel the relations between Jerusalem and the West Bank.5 First, Israeli authorities began to severely limit
access of West Bank Palestinians to Jerusalem through a complex system of
checkpoints, roadblocks and bypass roads (Tawil-Souri 2011b). Secondly,
since the uprising of the Second Intifada in 2000, Israeli security services
proceeded to violently suppress Palestinian political, social and cultural
life in Jerusalem, including closing down the Palestinian Authority offices
in the city (Cohen 2007: 110-111). Yet it is the construction of the Israeli Separation Wall, built around and within Jerusalem, coupled with
the intensification of the residency revocation policy, which has effected

5
The relations between Palestinian East Jerusalem and the Gaza Strip were severed much earlier: first in
1948, and again when the Israeli authorities began to isolate the Gaza Strip from the West Bank and East Jerusalem in the early 1990s. At the time of writing, the Gaza Strip has been under Israeli-imposed siege for over a
decade. For further reading on the historical ties between the Gaza region and Jerusalem, see Abu-Sitta (2016).
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a more definitive detachment, politically and spatially, of Jerusalem from
the rest of the West Bank, and the increased confinement of its Palestinian
residents.
Construction of the Israeli Separation Wall around and within Jerusalem began in 2003, and was finalized in its current configuration in 2009
(see Amir 2011). The wall’s route, both in and outside of Jerusalem, runs
deep within the Occupied Palestinian territories, and serves to annex large
swathes of land, including Israeli Jewish-only settlements, to the ‘Israeli’
side of the wall (Chiodelli 2013: 420). Yet, rather than being planned
to segregate Jewish-Israelis from Palestinians, as the wall does elsewhere
(Amir 2011: 768-770), the separation wall’s route in East Jerusalem (See
Figure 1) serves to separate the city’s Palestinian residents from the rest of
the West Bank; it separates Palestinian neighborhoods, towns, villages and
refugee camps from one another. Palestinians feel the implications of this
separation acutely, from a major reduction in trade, social and political ties
(Cohen 2007: 186), to the further dependency of the Palestinian workforce in Jerusalem on Israeli employers (Shtern 2017: 7), to – contrary to
Israeli plans – the return to Jerusalem of thousands of Palestinians who
had previously relocated to other parts of the West Bank (see Chapter 6).
The lack of meaningful negotiations on the city’s future, the demise of
Palestinian Jerusalemites’ recognized leadership due to internal divisions
and Israeli arrests (Cohen 2007), and the separation of Jerusalem from the
West Bank mean that Palestinian East Jerusalem is stuck between a rock
and a hard place. With mostly rhetorical support from the Ramallah-based
Palestinian Authority and from parts of the international community (Bicchi 2016), Palestinian Jerusalemites are mostly left to fend for themselves.
Their predicament has led to repeated escalations in recent years: violent
outbursts including large-scale protests, unorganized riots, and solitary
attacks directed against Israeli security agents and Jewish-Israeli settlers.
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Israeli security actors make use of a plurality of enlisted capacities from
public and private actors (See Chapter 4), and of different forms of lethal
and non-lethal violence, to suppress Palestinian dissent. In the absence of
a peaceful political solution on the horizon, the US decision to break with
international consensus and move its embassy to Jerusalem in May 2018
has only exacerbated the risk of future outbursts of violence.
In light of Israel’s security interventions in East Jerusalem and its differentiating policies and practices towards the city’s residents, scholars have struggled to find the correct term to describe Jerusalem. Some call it a ‘frontier’
city (Bollens 2001), many others a ‘divided’ (Calame and Charlesworth
2011) or a ‘contested’ city (Pullan 2011), and recently it has been dubbed
a neo-Apartheid city (Yacobi 2015). All of these labels hold truth, and capture different perspectives on the city’s political, spatial and social configuration. Yet above all else, the Jerusalem I stepped into was a broken city.
I use the term broken deliberately, to denote that someone, or something,
broke it. The territory and its people are fractured. Israeli actors continuously re-make the city in attempts to address the disjuncture between
the façade of united city under democratic Israeli rule, and the multitude
of Israeli security interventions employed to subdue the city’s Palestinian
residents and their aspirations to recognition, equality and statehood. Jerusalem, as seen through the pages of this dissertation, is an amalgam of
such contradictions. It is a city of segregation and discrimination, but also
a city of encounters and dialogue. A city whose history is simultaneously
denied and celebrated. It is a city of unparalleled cruelty and abundant
charity, of spiritual enlightenment and bureaucratic torture, a city that its
inhabitants and visitors, myself certainly included, continuously struggle
to understand.
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Methodology
The best way to understand the lived reality of the transformed Israeli
security provision in Jerusalem, and its implications for different urban
residents, is to be there, partaking in the city’s life, spending time with
the people who provide security, with those whose lives they affect, and
observing, posing questions, and especially, listening. This calls for an ethnographic approach, a research design that can scratch beneath the surface,
unearthing how security is produced or misused in different spaces and
vis-à-vis different residents. Ethnography is not just an additional method
of data collection, but implies a way of seeing, of becoming simultaneously an outsider and an insider (Wolcott 1999: 137), of gaining insights
through your entanglement with others, and of reflecting on the your own
experiences in the context of the relations you form with others (Cerwonka
2008: 28-32). During my eleven months of fieldwork, I drew on a variety
of ethnographic and other qualitative research methods, which I discuss in
this section, before reflecting on the limitations and ethical considerations
that my research design has entailed.
As I arrived in Jerusalem in February 2015, I already had identified where –
in which spaces, and social and professional networks – I would be able to
do empirical research on Israeli security provision and its differentiated (re)
production of rights, allocation of resources and political decision-making. For the larger part of my fieldwork, I spent time in locations where
pluralized and privatized Israeli security provision takes place and affects
residents of the city. This included long hours spent in Palestinian residential neighborhoods throughout East Jerusalem, in or near Jewish-Israeli
settlement compounds, at the checkpoints limiting movement between
East Jerusalem and others parts of the occupied West Bank, and at or near
the ‘seam line’, the series of unofficial frontiers between Jewish-Israeli and
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Palestinian spaces in Jerusalem (see Pullan 2011). Didn’t only observe and
note: I actively sought to make new contacts with different residents of
Jerusalem – both Palestinians and Jewish-Israelis – as well as with Israeli
security agents. Together with my pre-existing contacts, I quickly got acquainted with different Jerusalemites and security agents who would willingly share with me their stories and perspective. Often, I would visit proceed to visit interlocutors, residents of Jerusalem, in their home or place
of business; at other times I would accompany them on their travel and
commute around Jerusalem. On these occasions and beyond I drew on
the key ethnographic method of participant observation, which involves
researchers seeking to become embedded within the groups and spaces
that are the focus of their research. My role varied between active participation and observation, between deliberate immersion and being a silent
listener, and involved corresponding types of notetaking (Emerson et al.
2011). Specifically, I sought to experience myself parts of what Jerusalemites, and those who should provide them with security, go through in their
daily lives, focusing on particular security practices and interactions, and
spending as much time as possible with security agents and those residents
affected by their work.
In addition, I conducted interviews with numerous interlocutors. In total,
I conducted 92 semi-structured interviews in the course of my fieldwork,
which involved preparing questions and topics of discussion in advance
according to scope of my research. This total included interviews with 45
Palestinian and 18 Jewish-Israeli residents of Jerusalem from different socio-economic backgrounds and neighborhoods, twelve interviews with Israeli security personnel and policymakers, and 17 interviews with employees or activists at different NGOs and advocacy groups in Jerusalem. These
interviews varied in length, and were mostly recorded through jotted notes
rather than audio recordings (for a discussion on language, gender and
recording, see below). Of the 45 interviews with Palestinian Jerusalemite
residents, 28 interviewees were male (62.3%) and 17 interviewees were fe-
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male (37.7%). Of the Jewish-Israeli residents I interviewed, ten were male
(55.6%) and eight were female (44.4%). All the Israeli security agents I
interviewed were male.6
Sixteen of my interviews with residents were accompanied by participatory transects, a technique of systematically ‘travelling together’ through
a delimited area (Bernard 2012), during which I asked my interlocutor
for commentary on every house, institution or business we passed along
the way. On several occasions, my respondents initiated a walking transect
spontaneously, while at other times I prompted them to chart a path for
us to explore. In both cases, the data elicited during the transects required
the full participation of the respondents, who were often enthused by the
prospect of speaking of their neighborhood and the security encounters
they had witnessed there in the past. During transects, my respondents
would often introduce me to new interlocutors, whom I would then be
able to meet and interview later.
These ethnographic methods were complemented with secondary data
analysis, drawing on a range of documents related to Israeli security provision in Jerusalem. Some of these are public documents available online,
while others were presented to me by research participants. These documents include public tenders, commercial contracts, court and parliamentary protocols, as well as media reports in textual, video and audio formats.
Drawing on this range of methods and data, I was to obtain valuable insights into the state-led assembling of public and private security actors,
technologies and materialities, and its implications for different residents
of the city. However, considering the contested nature of researching security provision in Jerusalem, these methods had obvious limitations and
involved a number of ethical dilemmas.
6 On how I gained access to different interviewees, see below. This break-down does not cover the class and
socio-economic distribution of my interviewees. See the section on language and access for further discussion.

49

Access and positionality, or
on doing research in difficult
settings
Every researcher brings much more baggage to their fieldwork than fits in a
suitcase: we bring with us our own perceptions, expectations and misconceptions. We bring our own positionality – who we are in terms of gender,
ethnicity, educational background and socio-economic status. We usually
also bring along some necessary skills, a short list of initial contacts and a
fair amount of optimism. Yet ethnographic research is often difficult. Reality rarely cooperates with the habit of assuming that ‘the world is a laboratory from which [we] pick and choose sites for fieldwork’ (Navaro-Yashin
2012: xi); people seldom long to be researched, certainly not by outsiders,
and aspiring ethnographers often struggle with the challenge of gaining
access and navigating the social, political, linguistic and financial hurdles
that complicate their research design. The feasibility of our research, to a
large degree, is the result of who we are when we enter the field: our capacities and how we relate to the phenomena we research.
When I arrived to start my fieldwork in Jerusalem, I felt a sense of both
familiarity and estrangement: as a Jewish-Israeli researcher, Jerusalem was
a place I had visited frequently before, the topic of many discussions,
marked by a predicament familiar from my prior political engagements.
At the same time, I was not entirely at home: with the prospect of working
extensively on Palestinian East Jerusalem, I knew I had to work hard to
forge the social necessary connections to gain access to its various spaces
and groups of residents. I was yet to encounter many of the political, social
and linguistic intricacies that would prove challenging later during my
research stay.
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I decided early on not to request official permission from Israeli security
actors to conduct research on their management of security operations,
or on their coordination with other state and non-state bodies. This was
a conscious decision taken after much deliberation, in order to avoid the
risks of limiting my research through strict confidentiality agreements, or
of associating my research with the Israeli authorities, thereby damaging
the reputation of my Palestinian research participants and pre-emptively
hindering my access to other, informal interlocutors. Instead, I was able
to gather data by spending many hours ‘on the ground’, particularly at
sites of enhanced Israeli security presence. My arrival as a Hebrew-speaking man of Jewish-Israeli background rarely caused alarm on the part of
security agents. In fact, security guards and street-level policemen often
welcomed the opportunity to alleviate their boredom and talk to me at
length on their work and experiences. Sometimes a superior officer would
come along, questioning my presence; usually, the truthful reassurance on
my part that ‘I’m a PhD candidate conducting research’ would quell their
concerns. I was further able, through references from other interlocutors,
to arrange for interviews with former security agents, who were often disgruntled with their former employers and thus more inclined to reflect
critically about their own work.
My introductions to Jewish-Israeli residents and security guards were often
facilitated by the cultural and ethnic affinity I shared with some of my interlocutors. In a national context where intra-Jewish ethno-class affiliation
plays a major role in housing, education and employment (Tzfadia 2000),
my own background as a Jewish-Israeli researcher of mixed European and
Middle Eastern descent presented me with a wide leeway in building rapport with different interlocutors. In a settler colonial society encumbered
by endless questions of identity, belonging and marginalization, my background allowed me to perform a versatile version of myself as I met, talked
to, and sometimes became friends with my interlocutors in the field.
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I found it easy to make contact with Jewish-Israeli Jerusalemites invested
in ideological projects, both right-wing settlers and liberal and left-wing
peace and human rights activists. These varied groups were glad to share
their perspectives and allow me a glimpse into their work, and they often opened up their homes to me during my repeated visits. While they
might be far from a representative sample of Jewish-Israeli Jerusalemites, I
found that both right-wing settlers, and left-wing or liberal activists, had
an above-average familiarity with Israeli security provision in the city, and
were often able to direct me, through a ‘snowball’ sampling, to additional
interlocutors.
Unsurprisingly perhaps, research with and among Palestinian Jerusalemites confronted me with more difficulties. There is an inherent difficulty
in having a Jewish-Israeli researcher conduct research into Palestinian residents’ experiences with, and perceptions of, Israeli security provision. Why
would the occupied wish to cooperate (or collaborate) with a member of
the occupier group? As a population under decades of Israeli occupation, it
is no wonder that suspicion is rife, and fears abound over the danger of disclosing private information to the Israeli authorities, or of being designated as a potential informant by other Palestinians. Furthermore, research
techniques perceived as mundane elsewhere – such as map-making, diagram drawing, measuring, surveilling and photographing – are all potential threats to Palestinian residents fearful of police incursions, house demolitions and property expropriation. These suspicions remained difficult to
overcome, particularly in light of my own background as a Jewish-Israeli
researcher. I would often face either polite rejection or a deliberate avoidance of my requests to meet with potential interlocutors.
I sought to overcome these hurdles by highlighting my own political engagements, which included prior work with Palestinian activists in Jerusalem and elsewhere; having positive references from Palestinian, Jewish-Is-
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raeli and international contacts often enabled initial access. I then focused
on gaining the trust of specific Palestinian informal gatekeepers, men and
women who were engaged in various local and national political projects,
and who could then vouch for my trustworthiness to other Palestinian residents. Many of these were members of neighborhood committees, which
are informal, multi-partisan and non-religious associations, and their interventions in the governance of everyday life in East Jerusalem contributed to the facilitation of my research within their neighborhoods. Many of
my Palestinian interlocutors were well aware of my own political inclinations, often due to the circumstances of our initial introduction, and saw
my research interest as an opportunity to share their perspectives with a
wider international audience. My affiliation with a foreign university had
a role in this as well.
My research was not left unaffected by the political reality in Jerusalem.
During and following periods of violent escalations in the city, particularly
during my follow-up fieldwork in late 2016, I faced further difficulties
making contact with both existing and new Palestinian interlocutors, who
were too afraid, busy or angry to devote time to my research endeavors.
These waves of tension ebbed and flowed throughout my fieldwork, changing by the day in response to the latest events in the city. By staying for a
longer period in Jerusalem, by making contacts with Palestinian residents
from diverse backgrounds and from different parts of the city, each facing
their own distinct difficulties, I was able to continue my research even in
times of heightened tension.
To both Jewish-Israeli and Palestinian interlocutors I had to repeatedly
make clear that while my research indeed has a political dimension, in its
critical approach to political questions regarding security, rights and the
state, I could not promise a definite contribution to changing Jerusalem’s
political predicament. That does not negate the ‘expression of solidarity’
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(Rasch and van Drunen 2017: 26-27) embedded in my collaboration with
research participants, expressed in the production of alternative knowledge
and its analysis, the proposition of new directions of research, and in the
dissemination of their stories in this dissertation. Solidarity does not preclude a critical distance: the stories I was told are, of course, not facts but
varied representations of a difficult reality. Often these are narratives told
from memory of past events, sometimes with confusion or disjunctions, or
in an attempt to please the listener. Nordstrom (2007: 251-252) helpfully
comments on the difficulties of ascertaining the value of a story when conducting research in a conflict context, suggesting that ‘everyone has a story,
complete with vested interests, and all the stories collide into contentious
assemblages of partial truths, political fictions, personal foibles, military
propaganda, and cultural lore. [..] In the midst of wars of propaganda and
justification, the most silenced stories [..] are generally the most authentic’.
This assertion rings true in Jerusalem, where the most basic knowledge
on the city’s political and social power imbalance is often lost, or ignored,
when claims of complexity are used to negate demands for change.
My own linguistic capacities posed some limitations in the context of this
research. I speak fluent Hebrew and English, with only a basic understanding of Arabic. With Jewish-Israeli interlocutors, I had no problem
communicating freely, in terms of both language and cultural nuances.
With Palestinian Jerusalemites, the question of language remained relevant
throughout my fieldwork. I conducted most of my research with Palestinian Jerusalemites in Hebrew, which is spoken well by the many Palestinians, often those from a lower socio-economic background, who work
in the Israeli labour market (Shtern 2017). The conversations in Hebrew
allowed many of my interlocutors to provide an in-depth account of their
encounters with Israeli security agents, with whom they usually communicate in Hebrew.
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However, conducting research in Hebrew confronted me with two particular challenges. First, my Palestinian interlocutors would often replace
expressions and terms they would use in Arabic with vastly different ones
in Hebrew. For example, while in Arabic the Israeli police would often be
called ‘the occupation police’ or even plainly ‘the occupation’, in Hebrew
many Palestinians would use the term ‘the security forces’, Israeli newspeak
for the wide array of Israeli security agencies. Once I learned the corresponding phrases in Arabic, I could inquire better to whom or what such
terms referred. Second, the language I used in conducting research had
implications in terms of gender: Palestinian Jerusalemite men are much
more likely to speak Hebrew than women, therefore limiting my access.
I sought to overcome this imbalance by deliberately seeking female interlocutors, particularly in the later stages of my fieldwork. Yet as a male,
foreign researcher in a largely conservative community, this proved difficult. I was slowly able to extend my research to female Palestinian interlocutors, either through their connections to academic or educational and
political NGOs, or through references from male interlocutors, often their
husbands or brothers. Despite the inherent limitations of these sampling
tactics, this allowed me to make initial contact or conduct productive interviews either in Hebrew, or English, or in Arabic with translation offered
by another interlocutor.

Ethical considerations
Ethnographic research entails significant ethical considerations, with
which researchers can engage explicitly or implicitly. Questions of ethics
do not disappear following pre-approval from an ethical board; rather, they
accompanied my research from its inception until after publication, from
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pre-fieldwork preparations, and during the months in the field, and later,
during the data analysis and writing stages. When conducting research on
security and rights, in an area fraught with conflict and violence, ethical
considerations become particularly acute, as the research can pose real risks
to researchers, their interlocutors and the communities with which they
work. In this section I discuss several ethical dilemmas, including the safety
of my interlocutors and the larger communities with which I worked; and
reflect on the representation and dissemination of my research findings.
Residents of Jerusalem, and of East Jerusalem in particular, are not afforded safety from political violence in their city. Yet this risk is distributed far
from evenly. Jewish-Israeli residents, including settlers and security agents,
are rarely the victims of sporadic Palestinian violence, and are almost never
on the receiving end of politically-motivated Israeli state violence.7 Palestinian Jerusalemites, on the other hand, are subjected to violence, sometimes on a daily basis, by a wide range of state and non-state Israeli security
agents. During the course of this research, some of my interlocutors suffered from shootings, beatings, sexual harassment and violent interrogations by Israeli security agents. Others were arrested, imprisoned without
trial, or deported from their home city without due process. There was
little I could do to protect them from the violence inflicted by the Israeli
authorities. However, there was, and still is, much I could do to prevent
negative consequences to their willing participation in my research.
The first step is consent, or more specifically, informed consent. I presented my own role, and briefly my research, to all my interlocutors. When

7
There are exceptions. On two occasions I witnessed politically motivated attacks by Israeli security agents
against Jewish-Israeli citizens: the first during protests by the Israeli Ethiopian community against police brutality in April 2015, and the second time during protests by Jewish extremists calling for the destruction of the
al-Aqsa mosque and the reconstruction of the biblical Jewish temple. Certain Jewish-Orthodox groups are also
known to be occasionally subjected to police violence.
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making significant contact with a Palestinian commuter at a checkpoint,
or with an Israeli security guard at a settlement compound, I made sure to
state my research interest, affiliation and a concise description of my research. Yet as Hodgson (1999: 202) noted, ‘much of our “data’’ is collected
through informal conversations, casual observations, and other unobtrusive interactions for which it is impossible to request “informed consent’’
at every turn’. Researchers’ responsibility does not end with consent, but
instead extends to other forms of accountability towards the communities
under inquiry, and the people who voluntarily agree to share their knowledge with an outsider.
I sought to mitigate the risks to my interlocutors in several ways. First,
I have sought to fully anonymize all personal details in the pages of this
dissertation. I use pseudonyms throughout, and have further anonymized
places of work, specific political affiliation and other details which might
disclose their identity. I rarely anonymize place of residence or civil status,
as in most cases I judged those to pose minimal risk to my interlocutors,
while potentially providing valuable contextual information. I informed
all of my interlocutors of how and where I will use the data I collected
during our meetings; even in cases where my interlocutors pointedly asked
that I share their name and affiliation, such as with some political activists, I have still anonymized their identifying information. Furthermore, I
respected interviewees’ wishes regarding recordings. While I brought with
me to the field a sturdy yet discreet recording device, in many cases interviewees requested not to be recorded, fearing a possible leak and potential
reprisals from the Israeli authorities (in case of Palestinians interviewees)
or from their (former) employers, in the case of Israeli security agents. I
later understood that interviews without a recording device might often be
more conducive to building rapport with interlocutors, replacing formalities with a more relaxed discussion. Peabody et al. (1990: 454) suggest that
‘the more sensitive and personalized the information, the less appropriate
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is the usage of a tape recorder’; their assertion proved relevant in many of
the interviews I conducted. When I was asked not to record or decided
not to do so myself, I attempted to produce as detailed jottings of the
interviews as possible. In those cases where I did record the interviews, I
kept the recordings in a safe, encrypted digital storage, from which I later
transcribed the interviews in full myself.
The research I conducted on the Israeli residency revocation policy in
Jerusalem and its negotiation by Palestinian Jerusalemites, presented in
Chapter 6, posed particular ethical dilemmas. There are few issues as sensitive in East Jerusalem as the residency revocation issue, and particularly
the negotiation and performance of residency by Palestinian Jerusalemites.
Many of my interlocutors in Jerusalem were happy to share at length their
experiences and opinions on any other urban or national issue, only to fall
silent when I asked them about the threat of residency revocation. This was
hardly surprising; I could see in their expressions the fear that divulging
personal information could endanger their own legal status. These fears
highlighted the ethical concerns I encountered. I have sought to address
these by limiting the exposure of both individual interviewees (through
anonymization), and of the particular practices used by Palestinian Jerusalemites to maintain their legal status. In this case, a fully detailed discussion of Palestinians’ negotiation practices could jeopardize the capacity
of other Palestinian Jerusalemites to evade residency revocation, and to
maintain their right to live and work in their home city. I thus chose to
include in this chapter only negotiation practices that are already a matter
of public record: the different performances of residency highlighted in
this chapter have all been discussed previously either in court proceedings,
in parliamentary protocols or in the media.
Researchers’ ethical obligations towards their interlocutors are not limited
to the immediate safety of those who directly contributed to the research,
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but extend to the research’s implications for the wider community with
whom and among which our ethnographic research takes place. Despite
working with different groups and communities, I recognize that the largest potential threat to lives, livelihoods and recognition from the publication of this research is faced by Jerusalem’s Palestinian community, and to
a much lesser extent by Jewish-Israeli settlers and security agents. With this
in mind, I omitted several sections from interviews, photographs and observation notes that could compromise Palestinian residents’ safety due to
their actions, or expression of opinions, in opposition to the Israeli authorities. Yet this research could also provide beneficial results to the community: I aim to disseminate the findings of this research among Palestinian
institutions, organizations and committees, who might find relevant my
attempts at unveiling the myriad components involved in the controversial
Israeli security provision.
A different question is that of representation. As Kovats-Bernat (2002:
214) argues, ‘by the very fact that we are participating in research that
investigates, considers, or at least is engaged amid violence or terror or the
threat thereof, we are inviting the possibility of victimization on ourselves
and on our informants’. The Palestinians I met in the course of this research were never voiceless victims devoid of agency, but rather displayed
great talent, each in their own way, in navigating, negotiating and resisting
Israeli security actors, policies and technologies. This is reflected in the
progression of this dissertation – from chapters detailing the configuration
of the Israeli modular security toolbox and its public-private components,
through a discussion of the material, affective and temporal security interventions at checkpoints, to an exploration of the negotiation practices and
tactics employed by Palestinian Jerusalemites to claim their place in their
city. Together, these can shed light on the dispersed pieces of a broken city,
and on who, or what, might be able to mend it.
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3
Governance through
Pluralization

Silwan, a sloped urban cluster of over 50,000 residents (Shipler 2015)
overlooking Jerusalem’s Old City, is a microcosm of East Jerusalem, a place
where all of the city’s beauty, and all of its woes, converge. This is a Palestinian neighborhood, with attractive houses with small vine-covered patios
on one corner, and demolished homes on the next. Here, children fear
Israeli violence as they travel from their homes to their dilapidated schools,
but this is also a place where residents are immensely proud of their historical location bordering both the Al-Aqsa Mosque and the Mount of Olives.
Over the last few years, increasing numbers of Jewish-Israeli settlers have
moved into Silwan, evicting Palestinian residents from their houses and
creating small, but expandable segregated Jewish-only compounds within
the neighborhood’s dense and dilapidated urban space. Confrontations on
the streets between Israeli security personnel and Palestinian residents are
commonplace. During the Israeli attack on Gaza in the summer of 2014,
and during the outburst of protests and violence in the fall of 2015, the
neighborhood became a battleground. With a growing threat of violence
towards Jewish-Israeli settlers and visitors to the nearby Israeli holy and
archaeological sites, the Israeli authorities were confronted by their limited capacity to contain, suppress or prevent Palestinian protests using the
existing legal, financial and operational resources of Israeli state security
actors.
In this chapter I suggest that the Israeli authorities sought to address this
limited capacity and to augment their security interventions by drawing
together – or assembling – a plurality of state and non-state civil actors,
which could be entwined, detached and withdrawn within a modular form
of security provision. Meir Eliahu, Silwan’s border police commander, aptly illustrated this modularity and its employment by security agencies in
an interview with a popular television channel (Musako 2014, emphasis
added):
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What we have here is a widespread joint policing activity of all
different authorities, including enforcement agencies that are
totally unrelated to the police: the Tax Authority, the Municipal
Water Authority, all those things. We want to create leverage that
would ultimately make things quiet. We will enter from this alley,
we will enter from that alley, climb from above, descend from below,
we will come through several dimensions and deal as much as possible with these outlaws. Full stop, that’s the message.
Israeli security provision is increasingly pursued outside the institutions
of the police, military and criminal justice system, by and through new
security modules in a pluralized and privatized security landscape. In this
chapter, I elaborate the concept of modular security, focusing on security
pluralization in East Jerusalem. I define modular security as the diffusion
of security provision into different modules – actors, performances, technologies and materialities - which can be enrolled, deployed, entwined, detached and withdrawn at will. Traditional state security actors, such as the
police, military and gendarmerie are (re)configuring their mode of security
governance, in a manner that may reinforce their capacities and authority
by enrolling additional modules. This process involves both security pluralization - tasking a broad range of administrative, social, educational and
public utility bodies with security roles, but also security privatization, in
which state actors enroll commercial security actors. In this chapter I focus
on the former, while the next chapter addresses the latter process.
In the contemporary security landscape, security authorities increasingly
employ additional public and private actors, technologies and materialities when pursuing (controversial) security objectives. The pluralized security landscape lends itself to theoretical exploration, in which scholars
approach security through different methodological and epistemological
lenses. Many of these approaches demonstrate the degree to which the
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scholarly focus has pivoted away from state-centric approaches (see also
Diphoorn 2015). This chapter continues my theoretical intervention from
Chapter 1, by advancing a conceptualization of modular security, which
adjoins the security assemblage approach in its focus on the relations
formed between a plurality of state and non-state security actors, technologies, and materialities. My approach bring back the question of agency to
the discussion on security assemblages, by highlighting the actively-crafted
design of modular security, in which different modules are plugged in and
out from a state-led security assemblage if and when the need arises.
These modular relations in a pluralized security landscape are not a new
phenomenon – as Neocleous (2006) notes, policing has been understood
as a wider effort of myriad actors to order people and capital far before the
establishment of modern police departments. My development of the concept of modularity seeks to conceptualize these relations in the context of
(perceived) growing security threats; in so doing I aim to shed light on the
governance logic, administrative mechanisms and security practices that
these plural entanglements entail. As an illustrative case study, an analysis
of East Jerusalem demonstrates how previously undefined and ad-hoc security arrangements become cohesive, normalized and codified to produce
a modular form of security provision, as part of a strategy to overcome
security challenges in the context of limited political, legal and operational
capacity and maneuverability.
Foucault’s approach to governmentality is of particular relevance in exploring how modular security is pursued as a mode of governance. Foucault
addresses governmentality as ‘the ensemble formed by the institutions,
procedures, analyses and reflections, the calculations and tactics that allow
the exercise of this very specific albeit complex form of power, which has
as its target population, as its principal form of knowledge political economy, and as its essential technical means apparatuses of security’ (Foucault
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2007: 108). The plurality of the ‘ensemble’, applied to the governance of
security, refers to the multitude of actors, technologies and practices that
shape the field of security provision, setting the boundaries of possibility,
legality and legitimacy in their interaction with the population(s). Security
pluralization and privatization, viewed through the lens of governmentality, open up new modes of governance that were formerly deemed impossible or unacceptable, ‘plugging in’ new modules in the service of security
governance.
Drawing on my research in East Jerusalem, I identify four features of urban modular security provision. The first is the heterogeneity of its public
and private components, which include diverse actors, technologies, and
materialities. The second feature is the development of reserved security capacities, in which state security actors underwrite the operational,
legal and financial capacities of other actors, reasserting their centrality
should the need arise. The third feature is the differential multifacetedness
of modular security actors’ performances and practices, while the fourth
is the ubiquity of informal knowledge and information transfer between
different actors.
In the following section I sketch the emergence of modular security provision in Jerusalem through pluralization, situating this within the local context of colonial rule limited by the pledged incorporation of Jerusalem into
Israel. The next section explores the security challenges that modular security provision addresses, followed by an analysis of its four features based
on examples from East Jerusalem. After addressing each of these features in
turn, I conclude this chapter with an examination of the potential benefits
and pitfalls to policymakers of introducing modular security provision.
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Modularity and pluralization
The Israeli authorities face tremendous difficulties in the governance of
occupied East Jerusalem. As discussed in the previous chapter, despite the
official Israeli rhetoric of a ‘united’ Jerusalem, the city continues to be divided between Jewish-Israeli and Palestinian spaces, with a string of visible
and invisible boundaries bisecting the city (Pullan et al. 2007, Dumper
2014). While Israel annexed East Jerusalem, it did not annex its Palestinian residents, who are considered in legal terms to be a stateless foreign
populace, afforded only a revocable residency permit to inhabit their own
city. Israeli security policies in the city reflect the half-in-half-out approach
adopted by Israeli policymakers towards East Jerusalem, in which the city’s
formal annexation was followed by a simultaneous mix of exclusionary
and inclusionary practices, an approach that can be conceptualized as an
exceptional – or aberrant – governmentality (Shlomo 2016).
The Israeli authorities security challenges reflect not only Palestinians’ resistance to Israeli rule, but also the growing phenomenon of securitization,
understood here as a move towards defining a multitude of issues as security threats that require ‘a legitimate need to go beyond otherwise binding
rules and regulations’ (Taureck 2006: 55). Increasingly, political, societal
and economic issues are defined as security threats (Goldstein 2010) - and
since these could never be ‘solved’, security interventions are destined to
become a permanent feature of contemporary life, permeating all areas
of governance on a scale ranging from the local to the global. In the case
of East Jerusalem, I suggest that the Israeli state response to ever-growing
threats, in the context of the inherent conflict between Jerusalem’s colonial
administration and the political assertion of a fully incorporated Jerusalem
under democratic rule, was partially found in the formulation and adoption of a modular form of security provision that involves the pluralization
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and privatization of security actors. Walking the tightrope between the
wish to forcefully pacify dissent, and the desire to maintain a façade of
democratic normalcy, Israeli state security actors have pursued modularization as a creative balancing act to address security threats within the
predefined existing legal and operational parameters.
Modularity, while often used to describe complex technological or biological structures, is used here as a descriptive composite formation, wherein
distinct yet independently functional units can be separated and re-combined by design. Modularity further implies standardization – divergent
units are enrolled and categorized, with a focus on their usability and a
lesser regard to their internal structure. A modular formation is thus an assemblage encapsulating different independent units, that jointly compose
a coherent, distinct body. It is important to stress that modularity does not
emerge by coincidence: this is a deliberate, authored assembling of different elements. In the realm of security provision, security responses can be
authored to enroll additional private and public actors as separate yet temporarily coalescing modules whose capacities and authority are harnessed
while their own functions continue independently.
In the case of Jerusalem’s security provision, such modularity can be observed with the plurality of enrolled actors contributing, whether temporary or permanently, their own authority and capacities as securitized
module, or facilitating the enrollment of their technologies and materialities towards a state-led security provision. How are these modules assembled into a pluralized form of security? Who plugs these modules and
their varied capacities in and out of East Jerusalem’s security assemblage,
and how?
In Jerusalem, this process can be identified clearly in the practice of punitive blacklisting. In a 2015 exposé (Hasson 2015a), the Israeli newspaper
Haaretz revealed that the Jerusalem District Police had been compiling
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blacklists of Palestinians suspected of partaking in riots, many of whom
were minors below the age of criminal liability, and disseminating these
lists to other public authorities. The article specifies that ‘the file has their
name, ID number, ID number of their father, mother and partner, and
even the house [location] coordinate numbers. In addition there are columns […] reporting on the progression of enforcement against those on
the list’ (Hasson 2015a).
This model was explained in closed quarters by Jerusalem’s mayor, Nir
Barkat, in the following terms (Hasson 2016a):
We developed a few very interesting models [...] Cooperation between the
General Intelligence Agency, the Police and the Municipality’s enforcement agencies. We sat down together and developed these models, which
exist nowhere else, and I need say no more. […] Suddenly the bad residents understand that the public system can work together, and suddenly
it’s not so cosy being a villain, it’s not so nice being on the other side.
Barkat explained how the Israeli District Police and General Intelligence
Service [Shin Bet] compile lists of troublemakers, often youths (under 12,
the age of criminal liability) who were involved in opposition to the Israeli
policies in East Jerusalem. These blacklists are subsequently used by a myriad of state actors to punish and deter Palestinian Jerusalemites and their
families from resisting Israeli rule. In lieu of pursuing convictions through
the criminal justice system, the Israeli security authorities assemble heterogeneous public bodies – such as the municipality, the National Parks
Authority or the Tax Authority – to make use of their capacities in order
to discipline those residents who challenge the Israeli administration of
the city. Such modular security is developed through an intentional, albeit
fuzzily effectuated process: some securitized actors are officially tasked with
security roles, while other public actors offer, or are expected to offer, their
capacities or know-how spontaneously. Despite the opacity of such in-
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teractions, Jerusalem’s modular security provision is both understood and
acknowledged as a deliberate, punitive and large-scale security intervention by many Palestinian residents, the target audience. In the following
pages, through ethnographic data gathered in Silwan and other Palestinian
locales in Jerusalem, I identify and detail four features of modular security
provision: heterogeneity, the development of reserved capacities, multifacetedness, and informal knowledge and information transfer, followed by
a discussion on the merits and limitations of adopting modular security
provision.

Heterogeneity:
‘they come together’
With East Jerusalem’s annexation to Israel, security and law enforcement
became the duties of the civil authorities rather than the military. The
Israeli military is officially prohibited, with a very few exceptions, from
operating in the city. The largest Israeli security actor in East Jerusalem
is the Israeli police, which maintains both a visible and an undercover
presence throughout the city. Few of the policemen are Palestinian Jerusalemites, and those few are often in junior positions; the top brass is composed entirely of Jewish-Israeli station commanders. The border police, a
gendarmerie corps of military recruits within the police structure, plays
a particularly visible role in East Jerusalem (Dumper 2013). The district
police regularly demands, and receives, additional budget for the recruitment of extra personnel and the deployment of new technologies,8 yet they

8 Jerusalem’s police district provides a valuable example of the militarization of the Israeli police (Volinz
2017), more so even than the ‘Judea and Samaria’ (West Bank) police district. Specific combat gear (such as
sponge-tipped bullets and ceramic full body shields) have been first introduced in East Jerusalem, where there is
a perceived need for ‘non-lethal’ and close-proximity battle equipment, as well as the potential for a productive
testing ground (ACRI 2015).
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face a perennial difficulty in finding new police recruits for East Jerusalem
(Kubovitz et al. 2015). Despite a growing budget, the Israeli police complains of legal and political constraints in dealing with Palestinian resistance
in East Jerusalem. One attempt to overcome these hurdles has been to seek
amendments to Israeli law to further deter Palestinian protestors, for example by demanding harsher prison sentences, of up to 20 years, for cases of
stone throwing (Shuttleworth 2014). Another strategy has been to hasten
and extend the diffusion of security roles towards a heterogeneous plurality
of security modules – actors, technologies, and materialities - some of which
were found in the private market, while others were found among the different institutions of the state.
The Israeli police sought out commercial security providers for specific, sensitive tasks. In and around Jerusalem, private security companies (PSCs)
have been awarded several state contracts, as part of what Seidman (2014)
calls the ‘managerial’ logic of the partial privatization of Israeli military and
public security functions. Private security guards are now stationed at the
checkpoints between East Jerusalem and the rest of the West Bank (as I
discuss in Chapter 5; see also Havkin 2014), at Jewish-Israeli settlement
compounds throughout Palestinian East Jerusalem (see Chapter 4), and at
government agencies, transport hubs and commercial enterprises.
While Israeli security privatization has begun to come under some academic
scrutiny, security pluralization, also a growing phenomenon in East Jerusalem, remains largely unexplored. Instead of governing (in)security through
the traditional institutions of police and the criminal justice system, Israeli
state security actors pursue security objectives through the distribution of security roles and responsibilities to other administrative, environmental, educational or regulatory state bodies. This process included enlisting prominent
actors such as the Jerusalem municipality, the Nature and Parks authority,
the National Insurance Institute and the municipal water and sewage corporation (see the next section for further explanation on their security roles).
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To illustrate the impact of pluralized security on the Palestinian residents
of East Jerusalem, and their perspective on this shift, I turn again to Silwan. Hussam, a Palestinian man in his fifties and one of my main interlocutors in the neighborhood, was working part-time at his cousin’s grocery
shop along one of Silwan’s sloped and congested roads. Sitting at the shop
entrance, or at home looking out his house’s wide windows, Hussam was
well-placed to observe the local goings-on, particularly around the Jewish-Israeli settlement compound established near his home. Sitting on a
shaky small wooden stool on the narrow pavement, he succinctly described
to me the near-cohesion with which state and non-state actors partook in a
(partisan) security provision aimed at safeguarding Israeli interests against
Palestinian challengers:
With the settlers and their private security guards around, there
is no way you can complain or argue with them. If you do, the
security guards would come to take photos of you. The next day
the municipal inspectors would come to give you a fine or a demolition order – and the day after the National Parks Authority
will send their inspectors to find a way to punish you a bit more.
They’re all one team, working together, conspiring together…
When one hand doesn’t do the trick, they use the other one. One
time it’s the municipality, the other time it’s Magav [Israeli Border
Police], then it’s the police and then it’s the National Parks Authority.. […], the Antiquities Authority, undercover informants,
the National Insurance Institute, they all come together.
While Hussam’s comments reflect a monolithic perception of the Israeli
occupation in East Jerusalem – like many Palestinian Jerusalemites who
perceive nearly all Israeli institutions as part of a single, antagonistic machination against them – they also aptly portray the extent to which security interventions are pluralized and privatized. Whether they operate in
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the same physical operations, or assume roles and responsibilities within a shared security policy developed in police and security intelligence
headquarters, Hussam’s insistence that ‘they all come together’ suggests the
transformation of security provision. The line between civil agencies and
security authorities, and between public and private actors, has become
blurred in the alleys of Silwan. Hussam also spoke to me about the impact
the visible joint operations between the police and other public authorities
were having on his children:
Magav and the police are terrorizing the neighborhood during the
day and at night. Not only when they come to arrest someone, or
search some house, but every time they go into the neighborhood
with some inspectors from the Municipality or the National Parks
Authority [...] the children hear the walkie-talkies, beep beep and
the sound of Hebrew in their backyards and they start crying.
Since 2016, the Israeli police conducted several joint operations under the
headline ‘Operation 700’. These operations include (border) policemen,
Shabak (General Intelligence Services) agents, municipal workers and
National Insurance Institute investigators operating jointly in Palestinian
neighborhoods throughout East Jerusalem. These massive incursions of
hundreds of Israeli security agents are both planned and marketed as occasions during which the presence of police personnel enables the ‘provision
of community services’ – including house demolitions, issuing of fines,
property foreclosures and business license inspections – by municipal
workers and other agencies.
In a promotional video, the local police commander briefed his police
officers (Mynet 2017):
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Operation 700 is intended to enhance our enforcement. First,
on the operational level, [police] forces are entering [the neighborhoods], conducting arrests. The operation’s second axis is the
community axis, in which we also enter to provide a more intensive service to the community, alongside municipal enforcement
in these East Jerusalem villages.
The video shows police officers conducting house searches and arrests,
before accompanying street-cleaning personnel and municipal workers
re-painting pedestrian crossings. The participation of public officials working on city beautification provides a justification for large scale, militarized
incursions into Palestinian neighbourhoods. For many Palestinian residents like Hussam, their presence is seen as a collective punishment aimed
at stifling Palestinian dissent. The plurality of Israeli agencies involved does
little to mitigate the fear and anger that the Israeli incursions cause among
the Palestinian population.
For the Israeli police, modular security holds significant promise. The heterogeneous but connected whole is of greater efficacy than the sum of
their parts. By leveraging distinct forms of legal authority and extra-legal
practices, the assembled modules enable state security actors to pursue security not only within but also beyond the confines of traditional policing,
through informal disciplinary, punitive and dispossessing operations. In
the next section I unpack the roles that different pluralized security actors
assume in East Jerusalem, and the capacities, authorities, technologies and
knowledge they offer within a modular security provision.
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Calling in the reserves
The Israeli (nominally civil) administration of occupied East Jerusalem
requires an extension of security actors’ authority and capacity in order
to quell dissent, increase the Jewish-Israeli presence and project an image
of normalcy to domestic and international audiences. This extension has
been obtained by enlisting other public and private actors to complement
the policies and operations of traditional security actors. While the police
and other security actors are granted some additional operational or legal
capacities continuously – such as access to private information or the vetoing of employees – other capacities are only ‘plugged in’ if and when the
need arises. On these occasions, state security actors can seek to make use
of the capacities – such as legal authority, labour or technological resources - assured in advance by a pluralized security actors, complementing the
traditional norms of policing and criminal justice with extra-legal measures. These reserved capacities, I argue, provide a significant contribution
to the making of a modular security provision.
Following Crawford’s (2013) understanding of pluralized policing as producing an ‘extended policing family’, I seek to turn our gaze into the often
overlooked members of this family – not the police or the private security
companies, but rather the security roles undertaken by other social, regulatory and administrative public actors. In this section I analyze the capacities several of these newly securitized actors offer within a modular form
of security provision in East Jerusalem.
Jerusalem Municipality, the largest Israeli municipal body, has had its share
of difficulties in navigating the annexation of East Jerusalem, the consolidation and integration of municipal services and the local and international resistance to its interventions in Palestinian residents’ lives (Shlomo
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2016). While Jerusalem’s municipality has always been involved in ‘national’ security projects, such as the construction of settlements and the
development of the city’s differentiated mobility regime, over the last few
years the municipality’s legal, bureaucratic and technological capacities
have been further deployed in the service of the state security authorities.
In an interview I conducted in late 2015, a former prominent municipal
politician described the municipality’s integration into the modular security model:
With Mayor Barkat [Jerusalem’s right-wing mayor since 2008]
you can really see how he got there; he began his first term with
a sort of ‘businessman’ attitude to East Jerusalem, planning on
buying favors with the residents with a few projects and some
photo ops. The Jerusalem District police force were warning him
for years, telling him that the police must act to restore deterrence
among the Palestinian residents. In the summer of 2014 [during
the Israeli attack on Gaza], when all hell broke loose, Barkat just
gave up and agreed, in practice at least, to transfer East Jerusalem
to the full command of the police. […] From then on, the municipality began to dance to the tune of the police and the General
Intelligence Service [Shin Bet], and that goes down to the smallest practices of everyday lives: demolition orders, vetting school
teachers, determining school hours, and especially the collective
punishment in the form of handing out absurd fines.
Israeli municipalities possess formidable capacities when it comes to legal authority, personnel, technology and legitimacy. Municipalities are in
charge of urban planning, construction permits and enforcement of building codes. In East Jerusalem, where many Palestinian homes are built illegally due to the near-impossibility of securing a building permit (Braverman 2007) and the indeterminacy of land ownership under the Israeli land
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registry (Levine-Schnur 2011), the selective enforcement of construction
laws provides the Jerusalem municipality with a wide leeway to deter and
discipline Palestinian families and communities through house demolitions and the issuing of administrative fines. Similarly, the municipality
of Jerusalem’s legal authority to assess and collect municipal taxes, and its
authority to grant or revoke business licenses, threaten Palestinian Jerusalemites’ lives with the spectre of property repossession and the loss of
livelihood by municipal order. Jerusalem’s municipality can deploy these
capacities in service of the state security agencies, providing collective and
individual leverage vis-à-vis Palestinian Jerusalemites in times of escalation
and violence, and a deterrence to ‘toe the line’ at other times.
The Gihon company, Jerusalem’s wastewater and water corporation, is an
independent public utility company, established by but separated from
the Jerusalem municipality (Hagihon 2017). The company’s legal mandate
guarantees the distribution of running water to all residents of the city, and
allows the company to enforce payments and combat illegal connections.9
Security actors, such as the police and the Israeli military (in the case of
Jerusalem’s periphery) may delegate security roles to the water company
– either to administer punishment or to act as a cover for an armed incursion into Palestinian neighbourhoods. Measures may include issuing fines,
repossessing property or lowering water pressure in informal Palestinian
localities (Kushner 2016).
The Israeli National Parks Authority (NPA) is tasked with the administration and protection of Israel’s listed national parks. In East Jerusalem, national parks were declared in different parts of the city, particularly around
9
Illicit water connections are often made out of necessity, but may also represent a claim-making – or a
form of establishing a citizenship claim – by marginalized urban residents (see Anand 2011). Concurrently,
water authorities’ attempts to discover, disconnect and punish unpermitted connections can be envisaged as
countering those same claims.
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the Old City, after 1967. Within these territorially delimited locales, the
NPA possesses significant regulatory and administrative capacities. The
preservation of national parks’ natural and cultural heritage entails strict
limitations on construction, landscape design and services provision: the
NPA can halt unauthorized construction, oppose or promote neighborhood master plans, issue fines following violations by residents or visitors,
and limit the development of public services such as roads and water supply. In East Jerusalem, where national parks were declared by the Israeli
government in dense Palestinian urbanities around Jerusalem’s Old City,
the NPA’s programs have condemned several neighborhoods to mass-scale
house demolitions (Emek Shaveh 2014) and others to stricter regulations.
The NPA makes use of its enhanced legal capacities either through spatial
interventions as part of the large-scale state-led project of Judaizing East
Jerusalem,10 or as a punitive measure intended to pacify Palestinian individuals and communities. In the latter case, the NPA’s toolbox of administrative fines on construction, demolition of agricultural infrastructure or
developments, and the de facto expropriation of land can be harnessed by
state security providers as a securitized module of enforcement and pacification.
The National Insurance Institution (NII) is the Israeli state authority
charged with the mandatory social and health insurance of Israeli citizens
and residents; insurance under the government scheme allows free access
to the public healthcare system, as well as benefits for unemployment,
disability and other social entitlements. Each of the NII’s regional offices contains an investigation unit, normally tasked with detecting cases of
fraud or abuse of the public insurance system. In East Jerusalem, the NII
uses this authority to investigate residents extensively, as the agency may
10 To illustrate, several cemeteries lie within the Jerusalem Walls national park: the NPA strictly forbids burial within the Bab-al-Rahma Muslim cemetery (Mizrachi 2011), including by forcibly halting funerals, while at
the same time continuously developing the nearby Jewish cemeteries under its authority.
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revoke the entitlements of Palestinian Jerusalemites who reside outside of
Israel )e.g. in the West Bank, often in Jerusalem’s periphery). The revocation of entitlements can lead to the revocation of residency by the Ministry
of the Interior, and consequently to forceful deportation (see Chapter 6).
The NII’s authority and capacity to conduct investigations, deny insurance
claims and initiate the revocation of residency can be used as leverage visà-vis individual residents and communities; the fear of losing one’s health
insurance, social benefits or ID card affords the NII an extensive reach into
residents’ lives and the privacy of their homes, even more so than the police force. The NII’s investigators and policies in East Jerusalem constitute
a valuable module through which security interventions can be pursued,
either in times of escalation or in the daily administration of East Jerusalem.
The bodies listed above are the prominent pluralized security authorities
involved in the modular security provision in East Jerusalem, yet the list
is not exhaustive: other actors, such as the Israeli Tax Authority and the
Antiquities Authority also offer securitized capacities to the Israeli security
provision in East Jerusalem. The Palestinian neighborhood of Issawiya in
East Jerusalem, built on the lower slopes of Mount Scopus and home to
over 13,000 people, provides an example for the interactions between pluralized security actors and urban residents designated as a threat.
Strikingly near the Hebrew University of Jerusalem, the neighborhood today is entirely surrounded by Israeli institutions: the university, a large
hospital, a Jewish-Israeli settlement, the separation wall and a multi-lane
highway facilitating access to the settlement bloc east of the city. ‘It wasn’t
always this way’, I was told by Majed, a local community activist and
a former political prisoner, as we drove around the sloped streets of the
neighborhood. ‘Our village once had 12,500 dunams [1250 hectares] of
land, before the Israelis took it. Now we just have this’ – he indicated the
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landscape of dense cement alleys that dominate the neighborhood – ‘and
even this they want to take away from us’. Today, the neighborhood covers
a mere 80 hectares. The little remaining open land that has not been expropriated by the Israeli authorities since 1967, is in the process of being
designated a national park by the Jerusalem municipality and the Israel
Nature and Parks Authority, despite little to suggest any natural or cultural
value in the largely barren land (B’tselem 2015).
The Israeli authorities consider Issawyia a ‘challenging’ neighborhood. Israeli security agents enter the neighborhood only as part of an armored incursion, led by the Israeli border guards’ corps, as they fear being attacked
with stones, Molotov cocktails or fireworks by local youth. Police interventions in the neighborhood, including arrests and house demolitions, are
often followed by weeks of violence and collective punishment by a plethora of Israeli actors. Majed described the former to me with a modicum of
pride, and spoke with visible anger of the latter.
Issawyia’s main street is a winding road where cars compete for space on
the narrow asphalt with rubbish piles, truant children and speeding buses. In early 2015 I conducted a participatory transect with Majed across
the length of the street. Majed pointed at every business, recalling the
October day when policemen and municipal inspectors jointly raided the
neighborhood, in what was widely believed by the residents to be part of a
collective punishment following a violent escalation the week before:
This grocery? They got a large fine for having a sign outside their
window. This hardware store? It was fined for displaying pipes
for sale outside. The greengrocer was arguing with the municipal
workers, who then fined him for littering the street. Every car
parked anywhere in the neighborhood received a parking ticket.
I’m telling you, they invented names for the streets only so they
could process our fines...
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This collective punitive measure described by Majed, in which different
public agencies descend upon an entire neighborhood in an enforcement
campaign following occasions of violence, may shed light on how securitized modular capacities are sought, enrolled, entwined, detached and
withdrawn. The near-cohesion with which public security actors, the police and the General Intelligence Service, and other municipal, administrative and regulatory state bodies pursue security objectives is best illustrated by the presence of militarized border policemen securing the way for
municipal and other enforcement agencies to mete out indiscriminatory
disciplinary measures.
Yet the Israeli security interventions in Issawyia, as in the rest of East Jerusalem, often take other, more subtle, forms, such as the practice of punitive
blacklisting, described previously, which affected dozens of local youth and
their families. Majed described the effects of blacklisting in Issawyia to me:
We’ve seen it again and again over the past year. They [the Israeli
authorities] blame some children for causing trouble, and then
they go after the extended family – parents, grandparents, brothers or sisters. […] They punish not with Magav [border police]
but with going after them in other ways. The municipality issues a
fine for construction or all different permits and licenses, the NII
will cancel their allowances or summon them to special committees, the Gihon can disconnect their water and the Tax Authority can go after them, claiming they didn’t report their income.
They want to pressure the family to force their kids to stop their
involvement [in the uprising against the Israeli rule], and many
times their way works.

In examining the role of pluralized security actors in the case of Issawyia,
I suggest that the development of reserved capacities is an essential part of
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modular security provision. Security actors seek to mitigate risks by assembling various actors, each with their own capacities, to be called for service
should the need arise. Reserved capacities extend the reach and efficacy
of state security actors by providing them with additional legal authority,
claims to public legitimacy, specific technologies, information and labor
resources that can be ‘plugged in’ and deployed in times of escalation or increased risk. Such instruments – or modules – can be used to target either
large (urban) communities or individuals through novel forms of punitive
measures. As such, reserved capacities may constitute an important ‘boost’
to traditional forms of policing, simultaneously illustrating the weakness
of state security actors in an expanding policing field (Loader 2000) and
the novel ways through which they might pursue security despite their
constrained authority and capacities.

The multifacetedness of (in)
security distribution
Security is always the aspired goal in the face of a looming threat, whether
of (unsanctioned) violence, of crime, or of political or societal change. An
inherent part of security providers’ work is to identify who needs to be protected from whom (or what). As such, security providers, whether public
or private, differentiate between those who are seen as deserving security
and those who constitute threats. Their policies, practices and structure
reflect their multifacetedness, the capacity of enlisted modules to simultaneously present different elements of their work, and provide different
interfaces, towards different population segments. This multifacetedness,
a third core feature of modular security, characterizes not only the work
of traditional security actors and private security companies, but also, and
perhaps especially, that of the enlisted public actors described previously
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in this chapter. In partaking in modular security provision, enlisted state
agencies perform, offer and emphasize different elements of their work
to different audiences. In other words, state agencies tasked with security
roles undergo reconfiguration in order to adopt and embody the security
norms of differentiation between those who need to be reassured and those
designated as a (potential) threat.
One example can be found in the directives and practices of Jerusalem’s
Combined Municipal Policing (CMP) units. The CMP programme was
established in municipalities throughout Israel over the last two decades in
an attempt to consolidate police and municipal authority (Shadmi 2012).
Police officers appointed by the Israeli Ministry of Public Security conduct
patrols jointly with municipality inspectors on the payroll of the city hall,
with the official aim of tackling ‘quality of life’ issues (McGahern 2016).
The CMP program was launched nationwide as part of ‘City Without Violence’, a state initiative that maps and combats petty urban crimes such
as youth brawls, vandalism and noise pollution (CWV 2017). The Jerusalem municipality joined the program only after the violent escalations of
late 2014, ordering 50 CMP patrol cars in order to ‘restore security to the
residents […] and restore the city to its routine’ (Jerusalem Municipality
2014). In exploring the multifacetedness of the CMP operations in Jerusalem, I focus on their practices and interactions with two distinct groups
of Jerusalemites: Jewish-Israeli citizens and Palestinian residents. I suggest
that, from its initiation, the CMP programme in Jerusalem was established
for two distinct audiences, with different directives, policies and practices,
as an additional module within the modular security provision envisaged
by state security actors.
CMP patrols are nominally primarily intended to combat localized problems such as under-age drinking in public spaces and other relatively minor nuisances. These are the kind of issues that are often reported both to
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the police and to the municipal hotline; by joining forces (and resources), both actors are able to share the burden of providing the public with
quality-of-life policing and enforcement. To the residents of the Jerusalem’s Jewish-Israeli neighborhoods, CMP is presented as an instrument to
‘increase the sense of security and the quality of life’ for residents (Israel
Police 2015) – to reassure residents by deploying further security agents
to the streets, while at the same time attending to citizens’ mundane complaints to their elected municipality. Israeli citizens most often encounter
the CMP patrols as they cruise around Jerusalem’s outlying Jewish-Israeli
neighborhoods, both during the day and at night. Their interaction with
residents often follows either a complaint to the police or the municipal
hotline, or consists of preventative interventions in public spaces against
the unwanted presence of ‘unsocial’ elements. The ubiquitous presence
of CMP units contributes to the (re)production of a certain social and
political order: facilitating the mobility of some people and forms of capital while marginalizing others – homeless residents, migrant labourers or
loitering youth (Shadmi 2012).
To the Palestinian residents of East Jerusalem, the CMP patrols present an
entirely different logic. Palestinian East Jerusalemites suffer from an acute
deficit, in stark contrast with their Jewish-Israeli neighbors, in terms of
public service provision including roads, grid infrastructure, educational
facilities and healthcare services (Nuseibeh 2015). Yet despite the lack of
investment from national and municipal authorities, CMPs in East Jerusalem were introduced not as an answer to residents’ quality-of-life problems, but rather as a reply to the security challenges posed during the violent escalations in East Jerusalem in 2014 (Jerusalem Municipality 2014).
The CMP was adopted as an alternative law-enforcement instrument to
harness the authority and capacities of both the ‘regular’ police and the
municipal inspectors to secure Israeli rule in East Jerusalem. After my arrival to Jerusalem in early 2015, I witnessed the growth of the CMP activ-
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ities in East Jerusalem, from a few scattered units to a large-scale operation
able to respond quickly in times of crisis. At a strategic location adjacent
to the Old City’s Damascus Gate, East Jerusalem’s commercial, social and
transport hub, a CMP station was established in a large mobile structure
previously used by Jerusalem’s Municipality. In the early morning, municipal inspectors in workmen’s garb and policemen in blue uniform would
sit together outside the station, drinking black coffee made over an improvised stove. Up to a dozen CMP patrol cars would converge at the station
before heading further into East Jerusalem and embarking on pre-planned
enforcement operations. During violent escalations, those missions would
be multiplied and accompanied by heavily armed border policemen.
Palestinian Jerusalemites are most likely to encounter CMP units on one
of their raids on East Jerusalem’s main commercial streets, where the patrolmen issue numerous fines to merchants and shoppers. Municipal inspectors cite violations of business, signposting or parking regulations,
while the policemen stop and frisk passers-by and seek to identify deportable West Bank Palestinian residents. Such a degree of intervention in the
daily affairs of Palestinian Jerusalemites by the municipal authorities is
almost unprecedented. Considering that the Israeli authorities have turned
a ‘blind eye’ to phenomena incompatible with Israeli administrative norms
for the past decades (Shlomo 2016), the municipal fines are an exception,
issued not out of a sudden interest in conforming East Jerusalem’s cityscape to Israeli administrative rule, but as a security deterrent. The larger
CMP raids often follow violent incidents or protests; in one instance in
September 2016, the entire commercial hub of Damascus Gate and its
surroundings were shut down following an attack on policemen in the
vicinity. CMP units enforced the closure, and fined businesses that defied
the order by re-opening their stores (Hasson 2016b). In Palestinian East
Jerusalem, the display of interchanging blue-and-orange flashing lights
represents not the aspirations for better quality-of-life, nor the prospect of
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a ‘City Without Violence’, but rather a punitive enforcement wing aimed
at performing sovereignty and stifling dissent in contested areas.
The unequal distribution of (in)security by the CMP units, as a quality-of-life measure for Jewish-Israeli citizens and a module enabling the occupying security force for Palestinian residents, demonstrates the dimension of multifacetedness within a modular security provision. The public
authorities and institutions tasked with such new, differentiating security
roles are not left unchanged. Their differential conduct towards different
citizens and residents disrupts and bisects their routine operations. On the
one hand, their authority and capacities are mobilized as a module to a
(violent) security intervention. On the other hand, these same authorities
and institutions seek to maintain their public image and preserve their legitimacy as impartial civil agencies. The reconfiguration of public authorities into a modular form of security provision precipitates the development
of different performances and practices towards different audiences.

Informal knowledge and
information transfer
The developing links between traditional security actors and privatized
or pluralized security bodies rely on the formal and informal transfer of
information and know-how between them. Different private or plural security actors can be tasked either with the collection and sharing of information, or supplied with intelligence in order to facilitate disciplinary
and punitive actions, such as in the case of blacklisting. This is not a new
phenomenon, nor one unique to the Israeli security provision. Lindekilde
(2012) explores the Danish radicalization prevention programme, posit-
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ing that the emerging form of disciplinary neoliberal governmentality is
composed of sticks and carrots towards populations designated as a threat,
including a variety of surveillance instruments employed either by police
personnel or by additional enlisted actors, with facilitated information and
knowledge exchange between them. These instruments are not only aimed
at intelligence gathering, but are rather built on ‘the logic of internalization of surveillance, by making people aware that they are being watched’
(Lindekilde 2012: 116).
Balzacq (2008) posits that securitization should be studied through the
instruments used and the policies developed, instead of a mere focus on
impact and efficacy. Taking the case of EU counter-terrorism efforts, he
suggests that information exchange is by itself a primary instrument employed following securitization. As mentioned above in the section on
reserved capacities, information and knowledge sharing is an important
security-related capacity in itself. Yet it is this capacity that precedes others
– punitive, disciplinary and incentive security policies are often dependent
on information sharing. In other words, the collection, dissemination and
processing of data and knowledge both hinges upon, and enables, other
elements of modularization, and in so doing plays an important role in
assembling different actors and other modules together.
Some of these exchanges are formally defined, with a particular, limited scope and framed within specific legal or regulatory conditions. While
one such example of formal information transfer – the development and
exchange of ‘Western’ counter-terrorism databases – is accompanied by
legal and political scrutiny (Hegemann and Kahl 2018), informal or semiformal knowledge information transfers often remain opaque, outside the
purview of the public at large and the communities affected in particular.
Informal information exchanges can be sought by state security actors on
temporary, ad-hoc basis – but these exchanges necessarily transform and
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solidify over time, and are either formalized in law and practice (Balzacq
2008), or reach a limit of uncertainty and political contestation which may
entail failed or hampered security responses (Hegemann and Kahl 2018).
The prevalent informality within Jerusalem’s security assemblage is illustrative in this regard. While social, regulatory and administrative bodies
were actively involved in authoring security responses, these relations have
not been formalized in a legal agreement or subject to judiciary purview.
Instead, the transfer of information and knowledge has been of a voluntary
nature: pluralized and privatized security actors not only consent to share
information or take upon themselves security tasks, but sometimes actively
seek it. This can be understood through the prism of Israel’s prominent
and complex military-civil relations. Top military brass are often ‘parachuted’ from their military positions to senior civil jobs, particularly in the
public sector; often, they then seek to employ other officers, their peers or
subordinates, in their new place of work (Izraeli 2001). One such example, with significant consequences to the residents of Silwan, has been the
appointment of Evyatar Cohen, a former Deputy Brigade Commander,
as the Jerusalem district manager of the National Parks Authority. Under
Cohen’s leadership, the NPA has devoted extensive efforts to the containment of Palestinian neighborhoods in East Jerusalem, including through
home demolitions and controversial declarations of ‘national parks’ where
construction is prohibited (Rapoport 2006; Landau 2012).
Informal relations, or often camaraderie, are prevalent among former military personnel employed by civil bodies. These relations are hardly surprising, but their implications in the field of security provision are often
overlooked. Together with a strong ideological commitment to the Israeli
security policy in East Jerusalem, different pluralized and privatized security actors partake willingly and (predominantly) informally in controversial
reciprocal information and knowledge transfer.
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Another such example is the informal exchange of information and security knowledge between the Israeli police and the private security company
hired by the state to protect the lives and properties of Jewish-Israeli settlers
living in Silwan (see Chapter 4). While the police (and in extension, the
Israeli Security Agency, Shin Bet) formally share some of their local intelligence with the PSCs operating at the settlement compounds, the flow of
information between these public and private actors is, in practice, bi-directional. The police rely on the footage recorded by the privately-operated
CCTV cameras to arrest, indict and punish Palestinian residents of East
Jerusalem who resist the expansion of the Jewish-Israeli settlement compounds. During potentially violent incidents, the private security guards,
who remain at the guardhouse, are informally instructed to direct the
CCTV cameras and their personal video cameras (ACRI 2010) to capture
the unfolding events. The PSC staff may then edit the material they send
to the police investigator. According to an interview with an Israeli lawyer
working on policy advocacy in East Jerusalem, in the few cases when Palestinian residents filed complaints against the security guards or the police
officers, the PSCs either refused to share their footage or reported that the
cameras were not functioning at the time. The private operation of a large
set of security cameras thus enables the PSCs to secure a near monopoly
over the documentation of the settlement compounds and their vicinity.
The PSCs can shield their own employees from facing criminal charges
or public scrutiny by selectively releasing relevant footage, while deciding
which Palestinians to target for harsh police treatment. While the police
receive high-quality, court-ready footage that allows for quick and simple
indictments, the Palestinian residents are further deterred by the PSCs’
surveillance from resisting the eviction and displacement of Palestinian
families in their neighborhood.
Pluralized and privatized security actors are thus both sources and recipients of informal information on (perceived) security threats. As such, it is
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hardly surprising that state security actors seek to connect to social, regulatory or administrative bodies to access the information they possess. Yet as
these relations become formalized, pluralized security actors are tasked not
only with identifying risk, but are also responsibilized with mitigating it.
Traditional security actors seek to gather intelligence through other bodies
– local governments, educational facilities, social welfare institutions or
even (willing) private companies – while simultaneously requiring these
same bodies to partake in disciplinary and punitive security policies.
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Conclusion
In this chapter I have argued for a conceptualization of modular security
provision as a configuration in which public security actors can enroll,
deploy, entwine, detach and withdraw other modules – public and private
actors, technologies and materialities - at will. While examining the contours of the relations formed in such a modular assemblage, I identified
four features of urban modular security provision: heterogeneity, the development of reserved capacities, multifacetedness, and informal knowledge and information transfer. Drawing on different examples, I showed
how the mobilization of additional public and private actors helped state
security authorities negotiate various constraints they faced, allowing them
to pursue security indirectly through the legal, administrative and labour
capacities these additional actors offer.
I previously noted the security conundrum faced by Israeli policymakers,
who seek to colonialize and incorporate East Jerusalem while maintaining
a façade of democratic governance to domestic and international audiences. Have they indeed found their solution in the adoption of a modular
security provision? Partially so. Israeli security authorities are able to pursue security through ‘neutral’ third parties, in a manner that obfuscates
security policy and distances security authorities from their controversial
instruments. In every assemblage there is an element of depoliticization, Li
(2007), citing Ferguson (1990) refers to as ‘anti-politics’; political issues are
rendered technical, considered a matter for professionals and outside the
sphere of public discussion. Depoliticization can be an incredibly strong
political measure. Williams (2003) attends to the anti-politics embedded
in the process of securitization; when an agenda, or an issue, is presented
and accepted as an existential security matter, it is placed ‘beyond normal
politics’ - that is, ‘beyond public debate’ - and can be dealt with in extraordinary means.
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Within modular security provision, the relations formed between security
actors and other ‘modules’ are not acknowledged as a political issue, but
are presented instead as technical expert decisions that does not require
public scrutiny. Modularity thus enables the emergence of a depoliticized,
yet highly political, form of security governance through which partisan
security can be pursued with lessened political opposition. In East Jerusalem, Israeli state security actors, in developing a modular security provision, were largely able to evade both political and legal accountability for
the punitive policies adopted during the violent escalations of 2014-2015.
However, in adopting a modular security provision, several additional risks
and pitfalls emerge. The delegation of security roles to social, administrative and regulatory state bodies not only (differentially) affects citizens and
residents, but has also led to the transformation of these same securitized
state bodies. The National Parks Authority has re-directed its enforcement
efforts towards the policing of dense urban locales; the National Insurance
Institute has reconfigured a major part of its investigations department
unit to investigate residency permits instead of investigating cases of fraud;
and the Jerusalem Municipality has redirected quality-of-life patrol units
from preventing youth brawls to enforcing collective punitive measures.
Modular security can enhance state security actors’ authority, but it can
also lead to the embedding a security logic of differentiation between citizens within ‘normal’ bureaucratic and public service work. In other words,
when state bodies adapt to their new security roles, their structure and policies reflect this change. Having embodied the security logic of differentiation between those deserving of security and those deemed as threats, their
performances and practices become multifaceted, presenting a different
facet to different audiences. With time, these differentiating performances
might prove unsustainable, as they may contribute to the erosion of civil
state bodies’ legitimacy, or bring about legal and political challenges that
were previously reserved to the state security authorities.
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In this chapter I have attempted to map the relations formed between public security actors and other state and non-state actors within a modular
form of security provision. I noted the modularity and near-cohesion with
which they operate, and suggested that something new is unfolding – the
emergence of a new mode of governance in which privatized and pluralized security actors are enlisted to overcome the constraints and challenges
that state state security actors face. In observing how a modular security
assemblage is crafted to engender its own security norms and practices of
differentiation, I suggest that the shift towards a securitization of the entire
state body adversely affects the relations between the state and its citizens,
and increasingly replaces a nominal equality with an explicitly differentiated distribution of (in)security.
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4
Crafting and
Reinforcing the State
through Security
Privatization

In the Palestinian neighborhoods around the Old City of Jerusalem, a few
houses stand out from the rest. These are Jewish-Israeli settlement compounds, small clusters of houses from which Palestinian families have been
evicted and replaced by Jewish-Israeli settlers. Large Israeli flags hang from
the windows, security cameras have been placed on each wall and a guardhouse has been built on the roof, where armed private security guards are
stationed at all times. Paid for by the Israeli government, these private
guards conduct patrols around the neighbourhood, provide vehicular and
pedestrian escort services to the settlers, and operate a network of hundreds of CCTV cameras. Their deployment in the heart of East Jerusalem’s
Palestinian neighbourhoods, in an area occupied and annexed by Israel in
1967, is ostensibly intended to protect the lives and property of the settlers. However, their presence also marks a departure from the state’s claim
to providing universal protection to all its residents, evidencing instead
the state’s increased capacities to territorialize East Jerusalem through the
introduction of state-sponsored private security actors.
With the emergence of modular security as a mode of governance in East
Jerusalem, Israeli state security actors seek to ’plug in’ additional modules –
public and private – to overcome the operational and legal constraints they
face in pursuing controversial security policies. Some of these modules, as
I explored in Chapter 3, involve various regulatory, environmental and administrative state agencies and their practices, materialities and logics. In
this chapter I explore a different dimension of the assembling of a modular
security toolbox, by observing the enlistment of private security actors. I
continue my inquiry of the transformed security landscape in East Jerusalem by asking how, and to what end, state security actors pursue security
privatization. I seek to extend our understanding of the state’s changing
role in policing, and its associated enmeshing of state and non-state security actors, through an exploration of a very localized public-private security
assemblage around East Jerusalem’s settlement compounds.
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As I explained in Chapter 1, I argue against a perception of outsourced
security provision as eroding and diminishing state’s sovereignty and authority. Rather, I propose that the privatization of security can reinforce
the state’s capacity to pursue territorialization – defined, following an adaptation of Vandergeest and Peluso’s (1995) work, as a process in which
the state claims authority over people and resources in a delineated area
through cohesive enforcement of state policies and the mobilization of
policies, capital and discourse. I suggest that the state’s capacity to pursue
territorialization is strengthened by a form of security provision that represents and performs the state in a delineated area, while simultaneously
enabling a decrease in state actors’ responsibility and accountability towards (selected groups of ) residents. In attending to the relations between
different security actors – police, government ministries and private security companies – I explore how this project of state territorialization is pursued through an emerging public-private security assemblage, that ‘plugs’
private security companies into a controversial state-led security project.
In this chapter I suggest three modes through which the outsourcing of
security provision to private actors can enhance the capacities of state security actors’ (and particularly those of the police): this enlisting of private
actors allows security agents to evade personal and collective accountability for wrongdoings; it enables the differential redistribution of (in)security
as a matter of policy while deflecting legal scrutiny; and it avoids domestic
and international pressure by distancing the state from a politically controversial project. I elaborate these modes here to analyze how and why private security companies are enlisted within an extended security toolbox,
‘plugged in’ along with other security actors with the aim of reinforcing
state actors’ capacities.
In the next section I engage in more detail with the literature on security
privatization, elaborating my position, stated more briefly above and in

94

Chapter 1, on the relation between state projects and the outsourcing of
security roles to private actors. This is followed by a section that provides
a brief historical overview of the inception and growth of Jewish-Israeli
settlement compounds in East Jerusalem, situating the phenomenon within the larger history of East Jerusalem’s transformation under the Israeli
occupation. Next, I explore the public-private security provision at the
settlement compounds, attending to the roles of each actor while critically
assessing the mesh of relations formed between public and private security
actors. I ask both how and why this form of modular security provision
has emerged at these sites in this particular form. I suggest that the Israeli
authorities have pursued a policy of encompassing East Jerusalem into the
fold of the nation-state through a private market solution, as a way of negotiating legal, diplomatic and public opinion limitations. In other words,
by ‘plugging in’ private security companies, state actors have authored a
public-private policing mechanism that enables the state to maintain its
‘democratic’ image while facilitating a strategically unequal protection of
residents and evading legal and public accountability regarding state policies of displacement.

Security privatization and
state-led projects
The privatization of security provision is often analyzed in relation to
broader transformations of the state in an era of structural adjustment
and neoliberalization. The neoliberal state is often understood as eroded
into incapacitation (Jessop 2002), as transformed into a part of the market (Hendrikse and Sidaway 2010) or as beholden to the prosperity of
the financial market, at whose demands state actors initiate deregulation,
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property enclosure and at times use of force, at the expense of democratic
majority rule (Harvey 2005). The privatization of security provision is especially contentious, given the implications for the state’s claim to a monopoly
over the legitimate use of violence. As noted in Chapter 1, in contexts across
the world, private security companies increasingly replace and complement
the state, conducting security operations that were previously within the
exclusive domain of the police and the military. Security privatization generally refers to a wide spectrum of policies and practices, ranging from the
selling off of state agencies, and the growth of private companies competing
with state security actors, through the regulatory mandated hiring of private
companies, to the outsourcing of security operations, in which state security
actors enlist private security companies for administrative, operational and
logistical support. These different forms of privatization have different implications for state actors’ roles and relevancy.
In attending to security outsourcing, and analyzing this as a localized example of territorialization, this chapter suggests that in some cases the
market-based form of the relations between public and private security
actors can obfuscate the pursuit of a controversial state-led project of territorialization, allowing state actors to evade legal and public accountability. The state’s role following security privatization can thus engender the
unequal protection of citizens, their dispossession and a denial of political
participation. Security outsourcing introduces new security actors, materialities, technologies and practices into a reconfigured security provision;
in other words, it contributes to the emergence of a public-private security
assemblage, characterized by a heterogeneity and multifacetedness that can
(re)produce a partial, biased, partisan form of security provision.
As other scholars have noted, the growth of private security does not denote
the disappearance of public security actors. Neoliberalization can be read
as involving the disassembling and reassembling of state bodies, resulting
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in an intertwined array of public and private actors (Sassen 2006). This is
certainly the case with security provision. This entanglement with private
actors does not necessarily lead to the diminished capacities and authority
of state security actors. Rather, as my analysis of the Israeli case shows, with
their roles re-defined and their toolbox re-equipped, state actors are able to
use private security to commit to projects they would otherwise be unable
or unwilling to pursue. Following Ong’s (2006) contention that the state’s
adoption of and integration within the global neoliberal market contributes to both the weakening and the strengthening of different activities of
the state, this chapter explores the case of privatized security provision in
settlement compounds in East Jerusalem. Focusing on these locales under
Israeli occupation, this chapter analyzes the emerging configurations of a
public-private security assemblage as inextricably tied to the strengthening
of a colonial and exceptional (Shlomo 2016) state-led project, which involves asserting territorial claims through the Judaization of large parts of
occupied East Jerusalem.
As I have set out in previous chapters, I use the term assemblage here
not to denote an ontological shift towards a ‘flat’ topography of social
interactions, but rather as a means to reflect on the rhizomatic relations
formed between and through diverse human, material and technological
elements. Recognizing that assemblages are often understood as ad-hoc
groupings that are ‘never structured around centripetal forces, organizing
fields and boundaries’ (Bigo 2014: 211), I specify my approach to assemblage theory with the concept of modularity. In so doing, I emphasize state
actors’ largely intentional assembling of pluralized and privatized security
modules. This chapter highlights how and why state actors seek to enlist
private security companies, and associated technologies and materialities,
to pursue controversial state-led security policies.
In addition to focusing on private actors, this chapter, even more than
other sections of this dissertation, also zooms in on a more localized scale
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than is generally the case in discussions of security assemblages. Abrahamsen and Williams (2009: 90) propose that the privatization of security is
‘part of a wider process of state disassembling and the emergence of global assemblages, [involving the formation of ] transnational structures and
networks, in which a range of different actors and normativities interact,
cooperate and compete to produce new institutions, practices, and forms
of deterritorialized security governance11’. While such authors (Abrahamsen and Williams 2011, Loader and Walker 2007, Gould 2015) have concentrated on transnational forms of security assemblages as a global, largescale phenomenon in which transnational capital plays a pivotal role, this
chapter seeks to draw attention to security assemblages’ materialization at
a local, often national, scale. I draw attention to a more place-based form
security assemblages, emphasizing that the plugging in of different public
and private modules can contribute to an effort to territorialize space, particularly in claiming authority over restive spaces and populations.
Rather than focusing on the transnational scale of security governance and
its embedding within neoliberal market logics, in this chapter I attend to
the political territorialization of a city through privatization, a case that
reflects a localized state-led project of performing sovereignty through the
enmeshment of public and private security actors. The case of Jerusalem,
while characterized by a distinct political history, is not unique is this regard. Working in Cape Town, for instance, Samara (2011) explores how
state bodies cooperate with private security companies and business elites
to ‘reclaim’ or ‘revitalize’ urban spaces, contributing to the perpetuation of
the divided, Apartheid city. His account emphasizes the distinctions and
relations between Cape Town’s affluent central city and the disempowered

11
Abrahamsen and Williams (2009) use deterritorialization to refer to the diffusion of actors, actants, and
their agency away from geographically delimited boundaries following globalization. It should be noted that my
usage of (de)territorialization is different, and refers to the deliberate attempts by state actors to assert claims on
specific territories, following Vandergeest and Peluso’s (1995) approach.
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townships. In East Jerusalem, unlike in the townships, public-private efforts to territorialize urban space are not pursued in direct relation to an
‘other’ metropolitan center. Rather, as set out in my discussion in Chapter
2 on the Israeli policies in East Jerusalem, these efforts are directed primarily at extending the grip of the state in and of itself.
In Jerusalem, the outsourced security provision replaces a nominally universal protection logic committed to the protection of all citizens, with
an explicitly partisan protection logic aimed at performing Jewish-Israeli
sovereignty in East Jerusalem. As noted previously, various other examples come to mind outside Israel/Palestine. From the mutual dependency
of state power and PSCs as part of the prison-industrial complex in the
United States (Doty and Wheatly 2013), to the partial outsourcing of the
UK’s controversial and violent deportation regime (Athwal 2015) or the
privately-run detention centers operated on behalf of the Australian government in Nauru and Papua New Guinea, an ever-increasing number
of ‘Western democracies’ employ private security contractors to carry out
punitive actions against marginalized, unwanted populations in the name
of the state, both at home and abroad. In attending to the case of the settlement compounds in East Jerusalem, I explore the multiple facets of the
public-private security assemblage, which enable and promote the collusion of different security actors in pursuing a state-led project.
In Israel/Palestine, as elsewhere, the state’s involvement in security provision is reconfigured through its diffusion into a multitude of ‘nodes of
power, authority, and agency’ (Berndtsson and Stern 2011: 411), or modules, with the state providing the framework for a liberalized market increasingly populated by private actors with a global reach. Security policy
is enacted, performed and constructed in and across such modules and
their diffuse relations, within an assemblage that transcends vertical perception of governance and policy-making. Such policing configurations
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often have no tangible state/non-state divide; security actors are situated
on a continuum between the public and the private, (re)positioning themselves in a manner that blurs the lines between public and private actors
(see Diphoorn 2015).
In Jerusalem, the security provision at the settlement compounds evidences this broad public-private spectrum, with the promotion of private companies to represent state actors, but also a strong public involvement in
the deployment, regulation and instruction of private security provision.
As Braithwaite (2008: 26-28) notes, blurred lines between the public and
the private leads to the interdependency of public and private actors: the
police is increasingly dependent on private actors for their operations and
projects, while private companies require the regulatory framework and
financing of the state to continue and prosper. The embedded proposition
within this argument is that state actors are increasingly attuned to the
needs of private, often for-profit actors rather than to those of their citizens, leading to the (re)allocation of security and resources on an unequal
basis.
The enmeshing of public and private security actors in providing citizens
with day-to-day security ‘has made the public private and the private
public’ (Leander 2008: 160). Leander suggests that in obscuring the outsourcing of sovereign rule into private hands, the enmeshment of public
and private security contributes to a diminishing of the state’s obligation
to provide security equally. The nominal assertion of equality is replaced
by an open arena of conflicting claims of protection, in which the state’s
‘logic of protection’ (Huysmans 2006) is articulated. Huysmans is asking
who can make a legitimate claim on the state for protection, from which
dangers, and who is ultimately responsibilized to provide said security.
These questions are political, and Huysmans argues that we should address
them by an agency-focused analysis, which accounts for the transformative
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capacity of security agencies (and individual agents) to shift the balance
‘between emancipatory and conservative visions of protection’ (Huysmans
2006: 6).

Reconfiguring security at
East Jerusalem’s settlement
compounds
The early 1990s marked a turning point in Israeli intervention in the Palestinian urban fabric of East Jerusalem, with a substantial growth in the
number of Jewish-Israeli settlers moving into Palestinian neighborhoods,
evicting Palestinian residents from their houses and creating small but expandable segregated, Jewish-only settlement compounds within residential East Jerusalem. These compounds are explicitly intended to strengthen
Israel’s hold on Jerusalem and its environs. Over 2000 settlers now reside
in evicted Palestinian houses in East Jerusalem (Peace Now 2014), causing
a ‘mixture of exclusion, neighborhood abandonment and warehousing of
Palestinian residents’ (Dumper and Pullan 2010: 14). These settlements
are nominally established by private religious-nationalist NGOs, who
locate the properties and recruit suitable settlers to populate the evicted
houses. Yet these organizations could not operate without the strong support of Israeli state actors. Palestinians are usually evicted following court
proceedings, in which the settlers’ organizations demand expropriation
and/or eviction based on claims that may include the establishment of an
archaeological site, the relocation of previous Palestinian owners outside
the borders of Israel, a claim of prior ownership by Jewish residents, or the
contested and secret purchase of the property by a shady corporation reg-
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istered offshore (ACRI 2010). Such claims often rely on the cooperation of
Israeli state agencies, including those detailed in Chapter 3.
The modular form of Israeli security provision in East Jerusalem reflects
a two-faced administration, whose practices are firmly embedded in the
(settler) colonial governance of the city (Zureik 2011), while its legal and
regulatory framework nominally establishes a ‘Western’ form of democratic rule. As I argue through this dissertation, Israeli security actors
have been seeking ways to balance these contradictions. On the one hand,
police forces have been further militarized; heavily armed border police
units, delegated with the role of maintaining security within the Palestinian neighbourhoods of East Jerusalem (Dumper 2013), have been provided with additional (lethal and ‘non-lethal’) weapons and equipment. At
the same time, security provision has been increasingly privatized, with
private actors taking on security roles previously within the domain of
the police and the armed forces. Their deployment reflects public security actors’ inability and unwillingness to devote extensive resources to the
maintenance of public security in an area deemed a high risk to the lives,
morale and public legitimacy of state security agents. Aharon Franko, the
former head of the Jerusalem district police, explained that ‘The Israeli
Police is not a security company. If you demand the Israeli Police to safeguard [individual] houses, to safeguard persons, it would mean to become
a security company, which we are not’ (Knesset Internal Affairs committee
2010). As in the rest of Israel, in Jerusalem both public and private organizations employ security guards, who are stationed at the entry of every
Israeli institution, school, ministry, shopping mall or museum, as part of
an ever-encompassing ‘culture of security’ (Ochs 2011). Armed with automatic weapons, they guard the tram stops and patrol the tram tracks. The
Old City, particularly, is the site of a sophisticated operation of both public
and private security actors, aimed at intimidating some residents while
reassuring others (Grassiani and Volinz 2016).
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These public-private security interventions are particularly visible in the
dense urban space of Jerusalem. Weizman (2007) explores how different
forms of Israeli rule inscribe themselves in space, positing that the Israeli
architecture in Jerusalem has simultaneously embodied and rejected the
old Palestinian cityscape (2007: 43-44). Likewise, the sight of Jewish-Israeli settlement compounds – Palestinian houses transformed into urban
fortresses, topped with towering flags, marking them with signs of modernity and ethnoreligious distinction – reflects an ambivalence towards,
and competition with, the indigenous Palestinian design. All Jewish-only
settlement compounds in East Jerusalem’s Palestinian neighborhoods are
protected by PSCs, which are hired and paid for by the Israeli Ministry
of Housing. In total there are over 350 full-time security guards (one for
every five settlers), who provide a range of security services (Peace Now
2014). In 1987, during the initial stages of the First Intifada, former Israeli Prime Minister Ariel Sharon rented an apartment in the Wittenberg
settlement compound in the Muslim quarter of the Old City. When he
was appointed Minister of Housing and Construction in 1990, a security
detail from the Ministry was assigned to protect his residency. Following
demands from other settlers, the Ministry began providing security to other settlement compounds as well (Or et al. 2006). Soon thereafter, a public
tender was published, awarding the contract to Modi’in Ezrachi, a well-established PSC, which up to this date provides security to most settlement
compounds, as well as to other sensitive locations in East Jerusalem.
In the following pages I unpack the relations and tensions between the
different public and private actors involved in modular security provision
around the settlement compounds, focusing on the policymaking, funding flows, management, supervision, and daily practices of security at the
sites in question. As Loader and Walker (2007) argue, state security actors
remain relevant even after privatization, not only when private security
fills a void left by public police forces in the protection of lives and prop-
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erty, but also in situations where state actors remain actively involved in
the operation, regulation, and provision of private security. Jewish-Israeli settlement compounds in East Jerusalem provide an example for these
interactivities. The government foots the bill for private security guards
at these sites, rather than deploying regular police forces. A government
ministry maintains overall authority over the private contractors, while
simultaneously distancing itself from responsibility for their actions. State
authority and responsibility are diffused into multiple ‘private’ modules
in the operation, performance, and supervision of security and violence,
while leaving the state claim’s to monopoly over legitimate violence intact.
While security privatization and outsourcing denotes the distancing of
state actors from security provision, it does not necessarily mark the state’s
abandoning of its core function of protecting its citizens. Instead, state
security actors can outsource parts of their work to private actors while
maintaining a backstage position from which to direct the use of permissible violence. This outsourcing is not merely a neoliberal attuning of the
state to the global demands and norms of the market, but is instead a
political shift towards the territorialization of urban space through the performance of state sovereignty by contracted private security companies.

New public and the private nodes
of authority in Jerusalem
Aharon Franko, a former head of the Jerusalem district police, argued
in a parliamentary session that the police had a very different, political
neutral approach to protection than PSCs (Knesset Internal Affairs committee 2010):
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I treat all residents equally. This is the difference between us and
you [the PSCs]. You are political and I am not. I should provide
equal protection for a Jew who resides in Sheiqh’ Jarrah or a Palestinian in East Jerusalem. That’s the job we were tasked with.
Unlike policemen, the PSCs at the settlement compounds are instructed
to attend solely to the security of the Jewish-Israeli settlers. As one former
security guard recalled in an interview: ‘our main concern is the safety
of the Jewish residents. No matter what is told to the media, that we are
here to keep the order […] It is always us against them [the Palestinians]’.
While police forces are instructed, at least formally, to attend to the security concerns of all residents of Jerusalem, private security guards – paid for
by the state – are concerned only with the safety of Jewish-Israeli settlers.
Their deployment replaces a nominally universal protection towards all
residents by public security agents with an outsourced provision of partisan security, entailing security for some and dispossession for others.
In attending to the relations between the Israeli Ministry of Housing, the
police, and the PSCs in the following pages, I aim to show how a project of
territorialization takes place in a contested area outside the full reach of the
state, through the assembling of a modular public-private security toolbox, to which private security companies are enlisted. While a preliminary
observation of the security provision at the Jewish-Israeli settlement compounds in East Jerusalem might seem straightforward, it ties to a broad
range of other modules: state and non-state actors enlisted to effectuate,
finance, support and supervise these operations. The Ministry of Housing
publishes the public tenders, allocates the funds and chooses the private
companies involved. One executive within the ministry is singlehandedly
responsible for setting the terms of the public tenders, checking whether
the companies fulfil their contractual obligations (and issuing fines in case
of breaches), serving as an ‘ombudsman’ for employees’ labor rights, and
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heading investigations into minor violent incidents (Ministry of Housing 2012).
In 2012 the Ministry came under court pressure
to extend its supervisory role and has since enlisted an additional actor – an external PSC – for
the daily administration, supervision, and training necessary for the outsourced security operations at the compounds (Ministry of Housing
2012). This was nominally done in order to end
a conflict of interest, in which the PSC operating in the field was also in charge of supervising and reporting on their own staff (Ministry
of Housing 2012). However, it also allows the
Ministry to further distance itself from the controversial security provision by interposing an
additional layer between the government body
and the PSCs. The PSCs provide static (on-site),
vehicular and pedestrian security escort services
to the Jewish-Israeli settlers and their guests,
safeguarding settlers’ houses and institutions,
transporting settlers’ families around East Jerusalem with a security vehicle, or driving settlers’
children to school, to visit friends around the
neighborhood or to the nearby Israeli transport
terminal (see Figure 2).

Figure 2: Private security guards providing transport services for
Jewish-Israeli settlers, Silwan, Jerusalem, May 2015. Photo by: author.
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The relations between the PSCs and the Israeli police force (including border policemen) have developed over time. Daniel, a former security guard
who worked at the settlement compounds for five years following his military service, recalled his experience:
In the early days, the relations we had with the police were very
different. If we needed their help responding to an event, for example some Arab youth throwing rocks on a resident’s house, we
had to call one-zero-zero [the regular police hotline] on our mobile phones and hope that they would take us seriously.
This, he recounted, began to change during the Israeli attack on Gaza in
2009.
During operation ‘Cast Lead’ we had balagan [mess, chaos] in the
Silwan neighborhood every day, and we received a lot of support
from the policemen and the border policemen. They would sit
in our guardhouses and have a coffee, sometimes when the commander didn’t mind they would join us when we were patrolling
the place […] it wasn’t official, there was no change of orders from
the top, but they started taking our calls directly, coming over
with the jeep whenever we asked them to.
Tal, a 32-year-old former security guard who had worked in the neighbourhood of Silwan had a similar perspective on the operational and ideological proximity that the police development with the PSCs:
At first, them [the police] didn’t care much unless something significant was happening, like if a new [Jewish] family moved in
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or there was a war or something of that sort, [in which case] they
were bringing in the big police commanders to review our mission files, to make sure everything is in order.
Yet these relations changed during the four years of Tal’s work:
They started feeling comfortable commanding us directly. When
a border-police jeep would arrive to the street, we would become
their subordinates, we would do whatever they say. […] Usually
they told us to take a step back, and document events with our
cameras while they handled things themselves.
As Daniel’s and Tal’s accounts suggest, the PSCs’ relations with the police
took shape slowly, on the ground, in the streets and yards of East Jerusalem.
These close hierarchical relations were not initially prescribed from above.
Rather, they were the result of interpersonal encounters and camaraderie
on-the-ground, coupled with the necessity of allocating labor, equipment
and responsibility in ‘times of war’. Only at a later point in time, following
political and legal pressure, were these relations formulated legally through
ministerial guidelines and contractual obligations. Escalations in East Jerusalem during the period 2014-2017 each brought a temporary increase
in police presence within Palestinian neighbourhoods, and closer operational ties with the PSCs. However, while Israeli (border) policemen are
quick to come and go, Israeli private security guards remain, and become
a permanent feature of Palestinian neighbourhoods, commonly described
by Palestinian residents as a dangerous nuisance affecting their daily lives
in countless ways.
The PSCs’ relations with the police today are stronger than ever. The PSCs
are required to consult the police when equipping and arming their em-
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ployees (security guards are provided with handguns, automatic rifles,
pepper spray and shock grenades); they must also abide by police orders
to extend the scope of their security provision, involving the redeployment or rescheduling of security guards around the settlement compounds
(Ministry of Housing 2012). The security guards are provided with a police-frequency radio communication device; private security guards use the
police frequency to contact the local police, either to call for back-up or for
sharing intelligence. As the interviews with Daniel and Tal reveal, the close
relations between the police and the PSCs allow the police to maintain a
backstage position from which to remotely deploy and instruct additional
private actors, in a bid to territorialize restive urban areas beyond the full
grasp of the state.

Challenges and tensions in an
emerging security provision
Why did the public-private security assemblage at the settlement compounds emerge in its particular form, in which public and private security
actors are enmeshed in a state project aimed at territorializing East Jerusalem into the folds of the occupying state? The outsourcing of security
provision can be a means to reinforce the state’s capacities to pursue a
state-led project. State bodies, despite a nominal claim for a universal security provision, may continue to ‘author’ the urban security responses to
a perceived threat in a manner which distinguishes between different residents of the city (Coaffee et al. 2009), while obfuscating the role of public
security actors by positioning private actors at the forefront.
The outsourcing of security provision at the settlement compounds, with
its political implications, has not gone unchallenged. It has drawn op-
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position from different and often contradictory directions. Palestinian
residents, in addition to their day-to-day opposition to the settlements’
presence, have filed a legal appeal to the Israeli Supreme Court demanding an end to the presence of private guards in their neighborhood (J.
Siam and others vs. State of Israel 2011). The petition of the Palestinian
residents, represented by an Israeli civil rights organization, argued that
the outsourcing of security harms the constitutional rights of the Palestinian residents, including their rights to life, to equality before the law, and
to privacy. During the court appeal, a settlers’ representative opposed the
motion, arguing that ‘it’s not privatization, it’s a bad answer to the worse
situation’ (J. Siam and others vs. State of Israel 2011). The court ultimately
rejected the Palestinians’ petition without a full ruling.
In 2012, a recently founded labor union representing the private security
guards themselves asked the Israeli regional labor court, as part of a labor
dispute with the PSC and the state, to recognize the security provision at
the settlement compounds as a ‘core function of the state […] which is
impossible to privatize’. The union representatives further argued that the
security guards should be recognized as full state employees, since the state
contract with the PSC is a ‘fictitious registry […] aimed at allowing the
state to evade its responsibility as an employer’ (National Workers Union
vs. State of Israel 2012).
How can such a privatization process, a ‘bad answer’ or a ‘fictitious registry’, be understood? As noted above, the outsourcing of state functions is
often explained within the context of neoliberal de-regulation, aimed at
scaling down the scope of the state’s activities and allowing public service
provision to become more cost-effective through free-market competition.
Seidman (2014) explains the partial privatization of Israeli military and
public security functions along these lines, understanding them primarily as managerial, cost-cutting decisions in line with the larger process of
privatization in Israel. Yet the increasing governmental expenditure on private security provision at the settlement compounds in East Jerusalem,
which peaked at over $21,700,000 per annum in 2014 and 2015 (Hasson
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2015b), suggests that outsourcing cannot be explained solely in terms of
economic efficiency. To reduce costs, the Israeli authorities could equally
have deployed border policemen, the majority of whom are military recruits who receive no wage during their mandatory military service, to
guard the compounds. Havkin (2014) suggests a different explanation.
Focusing on the privatization of Israeli checkpoints in the West Bank, she
shows how this process is ideologically motivated, dispelling misconceptions regarding its alleged profitability and efficiency. Privatization, she
argues, was intended to ‘professionalize’ and ‘depoliticize’ the checkpoints,
to contribute to the permeation of a violent status quo while obfuscating
the state’s role within it.
I extend on Havkin’s (2014) analysis, and suggest that the process of security outsourcing is aimed at strengthening the state-led project in East
Jerusalem by depoliticizing, normalizing and enabling the growth of Jewish-Israeli settlements in East Jerusalem. The Israeli government’s choice
to employ non-state security actors at the settlement compounds can be
understood as reinforcing, rather than diminishing, state actors’ capacities
by enabling them to pursue a political project of territorializing Palestinian East Jerusalem through violent dispossession, which they would have
been unable or unwilling to pursue otherwise. The outsourcing of security
provision, and the interposition of mediating layers between state agencies
and PSCs, functions as an attempt to distance state agencies from a security project they have initiated.
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Seeking indemnification,
differentiation and
depoliticization
In the following section I present three modes through which state actors’
capacities to pursue territorialization are reinforced following security privatization. First, the security provision at the settlement compounds in
East Jerusalem poses a risk to the Israeli authorities in terms of personal and
collective accountability for damages and wrongdoings. Security personnel
may be injured and sue the responsible ministry; Palestinian residents who
have been maimed, or the relatives of those who have been killed by security agents may sue the state or bring about a criminal investigation against
either the security guards or their government employers. Even the settlers
may find a cause to seek compensation should their security providers not
respond adequately to threats to their lives or property. However, by outsourcing the security provision at the settlement compounds and diffusing
their responsibility to a plurality of private actors, the Israeli authorities
are able to distance themselves legally and politically from any wrongdoings committed by the private actors employed. Instead of maintaining
accountability to the public, as per their obligation by law,12 the public
officials responsible utilize the outsourcing of security provision as a means
of evading accountability and shifting their responsibility onto a long list
of interdependent private security companies. A semi-retired municipal
politician elaborated on this logic in an interview with me:
This option, to recruit private security companies instead of relying on the
police force, can save us a lot of headache. It means that the authorities

12 Israeli law defines state liability quite widely; public authorities, including the police, can be held accountable to civil damages in case of perceived wrongdoing. See also Torts Law (State Liability) 5712-1952.
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don’t take full responsibility […] it means that accountability is scattered
into so many different bodies so that in the end no one takes charge. […] it
allows us to be bold in our projects, in our ambitions. I can see it growing.
His words are mirrored in the terms of the legal contract between the
ministry and the PSCs operating at the settlement compounds. The contract stipulates that the private companies assume all responsibility for any
damages resulting from their security operations. The PSCs are obliged
to take an insurance policy that indemnifies the state from any claim or
lawsuit brought forward as a result of actions by the PSCs and their employees (Ministry of Housing 2012). The PSCs are further obliged to pay
for the legal costs of defending security guards in criminal trials arising
from their conduct in the field, including cases of manslaughter. Such was
the case in September 2010, when a security guard shot and killed Samar
Sarhan, a resident of Silwan and a father of five, during confrontations in
the neighbourhood. The ensuing investigation took place at the regular
police regional unit, and not at the Police Internal Investigations Unit,
since the security guard was not considered a public officer. While Samar
Sarhan’s killer was not charged (after a mysterious loss of crucial evidence),
Sarhan’s family could not hold the Ministry of Housing or the Police accountable for his death, not in terms of criminal charges nor in terms of
compensation. This distancing – through privatization – of state actors
from a controversial security provision allows the indemnification of state
actors from possible wrongdoings. While coordinating, financing and directing the security provision at the settlement compounds, the state actors
involved avoid being held accountable, or seek to be indemnified from, the
violent and illegal actions committed on their behalf.
The second mode of reinforcement of state actors’ capacities is that of
legally enabling state actors to pursue a policy that would have been unlawful, or subject to intense legal scrutiny, if carried out directly by public
officials. As a result of the annexing of East Jerusalem into sovereign Israel,
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‘regular’ Israeli law applies in all issues relating to policing, law enforcement and property rights. Unlike other parts of the Occupied Palestinian
territories, where two different legal systems apply to Israeli settlers and
Palestinian subjects, East Jerusalem should, by law, be ruled through a
single legal system applicable to all its urban residents. Yet in practice, the
modular form of security provision that has emerged at East Jerusalem’s
settlement compounds marks the transposition of security and policing
elements from the Occupied West Bank, administered by the Israeli military, into East Jerusalem. This form of mobility follows a well-established
pattern of transplanting military strategies and technologies from the ‘periphery’ into militarized metropolitan areas (Coaffee 2003).
While Israeli law stipulates the obligation of the state to provide equal protection to all its residents, the outsourcing of security provision allows state
security authorities to adopt a logic of protection that prescribes as legitimate only those claims for protection by some (Jewish-Israelis) residents
from others (Palestinians). With public security bodies limited by their
official designation as protecting all residents, the transformative capacity
of the state’s protection logic (Huysmans 2006) is shifted from the public to the private, where private security companies can pursue a form of
security provision that provides some residents with privileged protection
services, while other residents face discrimination, intrusion and violence.
While the police remains largely out of sight at the settlement compounds,
their central role is continuously maintained. The Israeli police’s ‘hidden’
administration of the scope and type of security provision at these sites,
coupled with the close daily cooperation between its administrative and
operational units and the PSCs, exemplifies the multihued public-private
spectrum upon which the state’s capacity to pursue controversial projects
rests.
The outsourced security provision allows the Israeli authorities to deflect
legal challenges to their partisan security provision by maintaining a façade
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of equal security provision – in the form of a ‘neutral’ police force – while
in practice employing non-state actors to do the ‘dirty work’ required to
maintain the controversial settlement compounds in an occupied territory.
The state has distanced itself sufficiently in legal terms, through the outsourcing of both the security provision and its management and supervision functions, from the controversial political project.
The third mode is that of reinforcing the state’s capacities through depoliticization and normalization of controversial state-led projects, in a manner
that curtails domestic and international public debate. Privatization and
outsourcing mark a shift in the relations between capital and the state – and
a consensus between political factions. The employment of private security
companies contributes to the transformation of a public issue into a private
one, in which the role of the state, committed to its contractual obligations,
is maintained regardless of the political parties in power. Daniel, the former
security guard, compared his labour as a soldier with his work as a security
guard. Being a security guard, he told me, is a ‘boring, atrophying kind of
job’. ‘In the army’, he recounted, ‘I had a ‘big mouth’, but here [working
for a PSC]... here you get used to the high pay so you don’t complain, you
don’t speak about it at home’. For the Israeli public, to be a security guard
is often considered as just another student-job, with little of the prestige,
appreciation and political role given to military or policing professionals.
While the ‘dirty’ political work performed by soldiers and border guards
may cause concern among soldiers’ relatives or friends, and thus sway public
opinion, the employment of private actors reframes security provision not as
a national duty but as professional and depoliticized labor.
The ties between state and non-state actors within the modular form of
security provision at the settlement compounds can thus remain largely
hidden from view for local and international audiences, many of whom
subscribe to the Israeli framing of the settlement compounds as private
ventures detached from governmental policymaking. Instead of applying
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pressure on the Israeli authorities, concerned diplomats13 and activists
may vent their anger towards the PSCs employed by the state (see e.g. the
case of G4S contracts with the Israeli prison service; Diakonia 2013). In
presenting the settlement compounds as a private initiative that should
be viewed as separate from wider public scrutiny of Israeli policies, the
Israeli authorities distance themselves from the PSCs’ activities in legal
correspondence, media talking-points and diplomatic communications,
attempting to obfuscate their financial, operational and administrative role
in the partisan security provision which enables the presence and growth
of the settlement compounds in East Jerusalem.
The introduction of PSCs to ‘maintain order’, and to safeguard the lives
and properties of those whom the state deems worthy of additional protection, can be understood as the collapse – in practice but not in rhetoric
– of the normative conceptualization of security as a public good. The
multiple actors within East Jerusalem’s public-private security assemblage
collude to implement and safeguard a state-led project of Jewish-Israeli
settlements in East Jerusalem, one that is dependent upon a partisan security provision. The outsourced urban security provision can be traced
back to the state itself – to the variety of ways in which a state-led project
of territorialization in a contested territory is implemented and legitimized
through the enmeshing of state and non-state security modules.

13
The roles and opinions of foreign diplomats are of particular importance to the daily practices of resistance to Israeli rule in East Jerusalem; see Bicchi (2016).
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Conclusion
In this chapter I have attended to the various ways in which state actors’
capacities may be reinforced following the privatization and outsourcing
of security provision. In so doing I have sought to complicate analyses of
this growing global phenomenon that read privatized security provision as
diminishing or side-tracking public policing services. I have argued that
the privatization of security can reinforce state actors’ capacities to pursue
territorialization, by authoring, or assembling, a modular form of security
provision that advances state policies while simultaneously reducing state
actors’ responsibility and accountability towards their urban residents. I
posited that the re-assembling of the state with private market modules
should not be understood only in normative terms of strengthening/diminishing the state, but rather as a transformative re-arranging of public authority and power relations, often deliberately towards the accomplishment of certain, localized projects. The reinforcement of state actors’
capacities following privatization is inherently embedded in an unequal
redistribution of rights, privileges, public goods and services, including
prominently security provision.
The security provision at the settlement compounds in East Jerusalem provides a single, albeit highly significant, example, of how state actors may
seek to depoliticize policies that are legally unsound and politically controversial by outsourcing security provision to private actors. From the Australian migrant detention facilities in the Pacific Ocean to the Blackwater
contractors deployed in Iraq, from the UK deportation regime to private
state prisons in the US, the privatization and outsourcing of security provision enables the implementation of controversial state-led projects in a
manner that evades accountability and deflects local, international, and
legal challenges, both ‘at home’ and abroad.
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In East Jerusalem, the current public-private model of security provision,
with its heterogeneous actors and lack of accountability, continues to
serve the interests of the public funders, the commercial providers and
the privileged addresses of security provision at Jewish-Israeli settlement
compounds. Tracing the emergence of the security assemblage within this
particular form sheds light on the collusion of private and public actors in
territorializing East Jerusalem into the firm grip of the state. This emergence, as a key example of modular security provision in East Jerusalem,
attests to both the reinforcement of the state’s capacity to pursue political
projects through privatization, and to the demise of the liberal ‘universalist’ security provision that the Israeli authorities still claim to uphold.
The enmeshing of public and private security actors allows state authorities
to place a private company at the front of a controversial project, while
maintaining a backstage position from which to administer, guide and
supervise its operations. In exchange for a wage, private agents take on the
repercussions of a violent state project of territorialization and dispossession. They face the prospects of both violent resistance and legal challenges
to their actions, and in so doing the deployment of private security guards
allows state actors to outsource the burdens of an occupation. Within an
assemblage undergoing continuous reconfiguration, through their formal
and informal relations, in law and in practice, public and private security
actors are re-defining the state’s territorial reach and its relations with different residents of the city.
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5
Outsourced Security
and the Politics of
Uncertainty

I was standing on a dusty hill on Jerusalem’s outskirts. The Israeli separation wall ahead of me obscured the otherwise open view to the Judean
desert and the Dead Sea. Birds flew over, sewage canals passed below. To
my left and right were two Israeli checkpoints, controlling the movement
of people and goods between the West Bank and East Jerusalem, both territories under Israeli occupation.
These two checkpoints could hardly be more different from one another.
The first checkpoint, al-Zayim, is situated on the main highway leading to
the Dead Sea and connects Jerusalem to the large Jewish-Israeli settlement
of Ma’ale Adumim. The travellers passing through the checkpoint are primarily Israeli motorists, who rush through with little or no disruption to
their journey. The other checkpoint, Ras Abu Sabitan, is situated a few
hundred meters away, at the far end of a cul-de-sac. This is a large pedestrian-only terminal consisting of high fences, turnstiles, a military watchtower and biometric scanners. Most of the travellers here are Palestinians from
Jerusalem’s suburbs who have acquired temporary permits to cross into the
city. It can take them several hours to make the crossing during rush hour
– if they are allowed to pass at all.
In this chapter I examine how the Israeli authorities assembling of a modular security toolbox at Jerusalem’s checkpoints was designed to engender a
differential allocation of (un)certainty to different residents of the city, and
what the consequences of this process are. I seek to overcome the dominant but limited perspectives on the relations between governance and uncertainty by proposing that uncertainty is not only a problem that security
agents seek to resolve as part of their attempts to instill law and order, but
can be instead employed as a mode of governance. I do so through a focus
on the intersection of two key governance domains – security and mobility. Using the case study of Israeli checkpoints in Jerusalem’s environs, I
propose that state security actors can strategically employ and adjust (un)
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certainty. By enlisting additional actors, practices, technologies and materialities, state actors produce different forms of uncertainty, specifically in
terms of irregular operation, managerial obfuscation, un-accountability,
and contradictory or often-altered directives and regulatory frameworks.
Under the banner of security provision, the possibility, reliability and predictability of residents’ entrance and exit from the city serves to shape
different patterns of (im)mobility, economic dependency and social and
political fragmentation. I suggest that governance actors can deliberately utilize uncertainty as a material, organizational and affective security
module, enlisted to circumvent political and legal constraints in order to
unequally distribute rights, resources and privileges between those seen as
deserving of additional security and those deemed to be security threats. In
this chapter I explore why and how they do so.
If security is approached as the imposition of national and social order
(Zender 2000), then the operation of the checkpoints around Jerusalem
(re)produces disorder, unpredictability and illegible governance for the
Palestinian population. In this chapter, I contend that the plurality and
interoperability of public and private actors manning the checkpoints, the
near-arbitrary allocation and revocation of permits, the frequent changes
to the crossing regime, the unpredictability of the crossing duration and
the lack of accountability and transparency in the checkpoints’ operation
represent a deliberate security strategy on the part of the Israeli authorities.
This strategy stifles Palestinian dissent and fragments Palestinian social and
political lives, while hampering Palestinian economic growth.
Checkpoints suggest uncertainty and unpredictability for some, and certainty for others. Jewish-Israeli settlers and citizens are guaranteed the freedom of movement – both of people and of goods – in and out of Jerusalem. Their movement is streamlined, with both the physical infrastructure
and the crossing experience itself simulating the contiguity of Jewish-Is-
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raeli space and conveying a preferential citizenship and residency status.
Palestinians (Jerusalemites and West Bank residents alike) are subjected
not only to a limiting mobility regime imposed by the Israeli military authorities, but also face the suspension of what can be considered ‘the normal’ – the reliability, predictability and regularity of movement – in favour
of the modularity and mobility of security mechanisms.
I follow this argument through an exploration of three different dimensions
of uncertainty at the checkpoints around Jerusalem. The first dimension is
that of the opaque and interchangeable roles of public and private security
actors at the checkpoints, which contribute to the obfuscation of authority
and the unaccountability of the checkpoints operators. The second is the
uncertainty and unreliability of military permits issued to Palestinian West
Bank residents to enter Jerusalem, based on legally indeterminate and unclear criteria, and subject to unpredictable rejection or revocation. Third,
I analyze the spatial-temporal dimension of the checkpoints, in which the
physical movement of the border leads to further uncertainty and danger
while pre-emptively discouraging the movement of Palestinian civilians.
Drawing on my own participant observation at these sites, interviews with
both Jewish-Israelis and Palestinians who cross at the checkpoints, and
data from secondary sources, I seek to illustrate why and how (un)certainty is produced, maintained and employed as a mode of governance, as a
security module deliberately developed and applied differentially at significant mobility nodes on the borders of a contested urban space.
In the following section I review recent debates on the governance of risk
and uncertainty, which I relate to questions on mobility and security provision at the checkpoints in Jerusalem’s environs. Next, I develop my argument on the deliberate differential (re)production of uncertainty through
four sections, drawing primarily on ethnographic fieldwork conducted at
Jerusalem’s checkpoints. First, I attend the Israeli public and private se-
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curity actors’ opaque regulations and management of security operations
at the checkpoints, where the unclear governance structure and security
practices contribute to the uncertainty faced by Palestinians as they pass
through Israeli military checkpoints. Second, I explore the illegibility and
unreliability of the Israeli military travel permits afforded to the few West
Bank Palestinians allowed to enter Jerusalem. Third, I contrast the uncertainty of Palestinians’ impeded mobility through checkpoints with the
seamless mobility of Jewish-Israeli settlers, by how Jewish-Israeli settlers
travel in and out of Jerusalem. Fourth, I examine how uncertainty is also
produced by the shifting of the border, whose significance is transformed
on different occasions and to different target audiences. I then conclude
by highlighting how uncertainty as a mode of governance contributes to
differential patterns of mobility, economic development and social fragmentation.

Governance through uncertainty
in a city of barriers
Uncertainty and risk are common ‘talking points’ evoked in conversations
about different aspects of life in an increasingly precarious era. These discussions – common in scholarship on conflict, security policy (Bratich
2006), and cities (Simone 2010) – tend to revolve around the different
strategies that governance actors and urban residents use to minimize uncertainty and risk. Such analyses follow Beck’s (2009) influential argument
that governance has increasingly become the management of risk, with
political arenas reconfigured to prioritize the minimization and mitigation of risk on different scales. O’Malley (2012), for instance, shows how
governmentality over the incalculable is pursued through estimations. It is
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through forecasting and model-building that governments cope with uncertainty. Risk and uncertainty are thus both anticipated and negotiated.
Governing over uncertainty, O’Malley goes on to suggest, is inherent to
what market-oriented governments do – they aim to endure the uncertainty of the market economy and preserve their capacities when encountering
the unknown.
Few scholars, however, have approached uncertainty as a potential opportunity rather than a threat; fewer, if any, have attended to uncertainty as
a mode of governance deliberately pursued in the administration of a civilian population. This chapter seeks to address this gap, to extend our
understanding of (un)certainty as differentially reproduced, applied and
managed – as another component in the governance toolbox of state (and
non-state) actors. In this chapter I focus on the intersection of two key
governance domains, mobility and security, to demonstrate how uncertainty can be employed to pursue (controversial) political aims.
The mobility of people and goods is increasingly understood to constitute
a prominent domain of everyday life. Mobility is often approached as a
defining concern of governance across different eras and contexts (Cresswell 2006): for governance, taxation or security, the paradigmatic material infrastructure of our era is dependent upon free-flowing mobility. Yet
mobility is also simultaneously linked to uncertainty and risk – to the
adventures associated with the road leading to the ‘unknown’ (Dalakoglou
and Harvey 2012). To facilitate the mobility of people and goods, governments devote resources and attentions to the development of infrastructure, rules, regulations, and measures to protect these, in their attempts to
govern both domestic and international circulations.
While the debates on both uncertainty and mobility do not exclusively
pertain to the urban, yet it is in the city where movement, its facilitation
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and disruption become acute, inscribing new divergent and emergent social structures (Lee 2015). While the checkpoints in Jerusalem’s environs
are not all situated in urban settings, their role in regulating who can enter the city, when and where, makes the checkpoints an urban phenomena with crucial consequences for the city’s political, economic and social
life. Zeiderman et al. (2015) suggest that uncertainty is not only central
to contemporary governance, but to the urban experience more broadly. Examining the governance and negotiation of urban uncertainty, they
emphasize that uncertainty is tackled in both the technocratic domains of
municipal administration, security provision and urban planning as well
as in the daily practices of marginalized residents. Policies are proposed
and implemented based on statistical models and economic consultations,
while urban dwellers struggle to cope with uncertainty that hinders or paralyzes their long term planning. Zeiderman et al. suggest, briefly, that uncertainty can also be desired by a selected few, whom it benefits materially
as they are able to profit from instilling order within spatially or temporally
delimited boundaries.
Modern states are inclined to collect, sort and process data on their geography and population, to schematically map spaces and people through
‘schemes of legibility and standardization’ (Scott 1998: 343) aimed at territorializing and (re)configuring spaces towards a certain vision. While the
state ‘sees’ its citizens, the citizens can return the favour with a gaze of their
own. How do citizens understand the state, its countless institutions, agents,
regulations and contradictions? In analyzing how the Indian poor see the
state and its different manifestations in their everyday lives, Corbridge et al.
(2005) highlight the importance of attending to how modes of governance
are ‘seized upon, understood, reworked and possibly contested’ (Corbridge
et al. 2005: 7) by low-income and marginalized populations.
Deliberate attempts to adopt risk management and adapt to uncertainty
are thus not limited to policymakers. As Bratich (2006) also notes, the new
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‘normal’, both for people living their every-day life and for policymakers,
is continuous uncertainty – a state of managed insecurity in which citizens
are delegated with confronting the uncertainty of mundane life through relations and affiliations with others. These are matters that not only require
managerial decisions, but also trickle down to the domain of daily practices,
to how people make their day-to-day decisions. People perceive, and attempt
to cope with, uncertainty differently from one another. As Boholm (2003:
175) suggests, uncertainty should be understood in a cultural context, where
‘social relationships, power relations and hierarchies, cultural beliefs, trust
in institutions and science, knowledge, experience, discourses, practices and
collective memories all shape notions about risk or safety’. Indeed, people
negotiate the unknown differently, speculating on different possible futures
– a predicament that is more urgent for poorer individuals and communities.
Differentiating ‘the state’ to attend to the more individuated agency of state
officials, O’Malley’s (2010) study of these officials’ responses to an environment increasingly populated by risk and risk-management demonstrates
how their subjectivities are re-constituted towards resilience, fortitude and a
nuanced understanding of risk and uncertainty. Security agents, in particular, can be taught to address risk both in terms of danger and as a potential
opportunity. They increasingly view the stability offered by ‘normalcy’ as implying complacence and stagnation, from which both individuals and society as a whole stand to lose. I thus suggest that security should be understood
and critiqued not only in terms of enabling or impeding order and mobility,
but further in terms of the unequal disbursement of clarity and reliability for
some and uncertainty for others.
In this chapter, I illustrate the intersection between mobility, security and
uncertainty from the vantage point of Jerusalem’s boundaries, where checkpoints persist as a feature of both security governance and daily lives, exemplified in the lived experience of waiting without certainty in long meandering lines through barren corridors in the early hours of the morning.
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Hundreds of checkpoints and roadblocks are situated throughout the West
Bank. These are often located deep within the territory, separating Jewish-Israeli settlers’ towns and infrastructure from their Palestinian neighbours,
while also dividing Palestinian communities one from another, effectively
carving up the Palestinian West Bank into a series of enclaves (Amir 2013).
While the deployment of checkpoints began as a temporary military measure, it is now considered a main feature of the Israeli occupation (Azoulai
and Ophir 2007). Most of the 19 entry points to Jerusalem are controlled by
a checkpoint, each regulating access into the city (but usually not in the opposite direction) for Jewish-Israeli citizens, eligible East Jerusalem residents
and Palestinians with a valid permit issued by the Israeli military (Havkin
2014). The checkpoints, complemented by the separation wall, tightly control all pathways that connect the West Bank with Jerusalem, separating
the metropolitan region from its suburbs, peripheral villages, townships and
refugee camps. The checkpoints are not intended merely to record the movement of people and goods, but rather to limit it to specific populations and
possessions. All checkpoints operate a differential policy of permissions and
constraints towards Jewish-Israelis, Palestinian Jerusalemites, West Bank Palestinians and foreigners.
The differential treatment of Jewish-Israelis and Palestinians at checkpoints
can be fruitfully explored in terms of territorial governance (Weizman 2007),
as resulting in differential mobility practices, as a debateable security instrument (Freilich 2015) or as a part of a larger colonial toolbox of segregation
and oppression (Tawil-Souri 2011b). I build on and extend this emergent
literature on checkpoints and (im)mobility by approaching the Israeli checkpoints around Jerusalem through the analytical lenses of (un)certainty and
irregularity – to understand the security provision at checkpoints in terms of
its consistency, legibility and production of ‘normality’.
The following section elucidates some of the experiences of Palestinian residents at a checkpoint around Jerusalem, focusing on the material and visual
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elements of the checkpoint structure, followed by a discussion on the uncertainty produced by the opaque and interchangeable roles of public and
private security actors at the Israeli checkpoints.

Plural security actors:
obfuscation and confusion
The road leading to the Judean desert from the eastern outskirts of Jerusalem is ‘as old as civilization itself ’ – it has served traders, armies, diplomats
and nomads for thousands of years. Today’s travellers must cross the Israeli
separation wall on their path. Palestinian residents of Jerusalem and its
suburbs, Jewish-Israeli settlers and tourists cross back and forth at designated checkpoints between Occupied East Jerusalem and the Occupied
West Bank. In this section I delve into the different security actors present
(and absent) at these checkpoints, and Palestinians’ perception of these
different agents. I argue that the plethora of different and interchangeable
security actors at the checkpoint contributes to the confusion and obfuscation of the roles, authority, and responsibilities of the security agents on
site. I observe how this process engenders uncertainty, which functions as
a mode of governance within the confines of the checkpoints.
On a windy summer day in June 2015, I walked down the road towards
the Ras Abu Sabitan checkpoint, situated directly to the east of Jerusalem’s
Old City. Descending from the neighbourhood of At-Tur, the magnitude
of the separation wall in its current route became visually apparent – an
8-meter-long cement wall hid both the desert horizon and the nearby suburbs of al-Eizaryia and Abu-Dis. These towns, situated in the West Bank
outside of Jerusalem’s municipal boundaries, used to be populated mostly
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with Palestinian Jerusalemites, many of whom left after the construction
of the wall, which separated them from their work and families. After
walking past an industrial district of empty garages and burning garbage
containers, I finally reached the checkpoint: a large covered terminal at the
end of a cul-de-sac, encompassing a maze of gates and turnstiles. The sight
of a gleaming asphalted road was misleading: the terminal serves pedestrians only, and the road is intended exclusively for operational use by the
military, police and private security personnel.
The roundabout that marked the entrance and exit of the checkpoint featured a lone olive tree, accompanied by a large sign (in Hebrew) proclaiming the official name of the checkpoint, ‘The Olives Crossing’. The small
entrance was bustling with activity: pupils hurrying to school, day labourers commuting to work and taxi drivers vying for business. Among them
stood Rafat, a tall man in his late forties, whom I recognized as one of the
taxi drivers who spend hours sipping coffee by the entrance of the Old
City’s Damascus Gate. He was calling out ‘Taxi! Galaxy!’ to passers-by,
referring to his shiny white Ford Galaxy car. As I approached, he started
smiling, welcoming the odd sight of a Jewish-Israeli researcher with exclamations of his surprise at my visit. He was then quick to launch into a
tirade about the checkpoint, saying that in the previous week the crossing
duration had varied greatly, with some passengers forced to wait up to two
hours, while others made it through in only ten minutes. It all depends
on the time of day, or the passenger’s papers, or the current policies of the
Israeli security personnel, he speculated. Noticing the lack of interested
customers – many passengers preferred the cheaper, rickety mini-buses –
Rafat used the chance to vent his anger over the perceived unfair policies
of the Israeli authorities:
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I’m from the Old City, but I live also in al-Eizaryia, where I built
my own big secluded house, just the opposite thing from the
noisy Old City, right? But everything changed after they built
the wall and the checkpoint. Before, I was able to walk back and
forth, drive back and forth.
Gesturing with his hand in the direction of the manned watchtower behind the wall, he continued:
Now I have to leave my car inside Jerusalem and go by foot to
cross here. Every time they have some new surprise here for me
– sometimes the new soldiers are trying to be more strict, sometimes they’re playing on their phones instead of doing their job
and letting us in.
This lack of care and interest on the part of the Israeli military policemen
who control the Palestinians’ movements at checkpoints might be understood as reflecting individual soldiers’ passive boredom, associated with
soldering under the Israeli occupation (Grassiani 2013). We might also
read it as a more sinister military policy involving a deliberate ‘effective
inefficiency designed to slow down the movement of the population’, as
Berda (2012: 56) proposes. The behaviour of Israeli security agents, placing additional hurdles in front of Palestinian residents as they cross the
checkpoint, often encourages the latter reading. They often ask Palestinian
Jerusalemite children, for example, to provide the municipal tax papers of
their parents, or require permit-holding medical patients to explain the
need for their appointment, and present corresponding medical records.
The seeming illogic of such arbitrary hurdles often provokes anger from
Palestinians, but it can also be approached as deliberative actions aimed at
re-constituting Palestinians as ‘lesser’ subjects who must endure bureau-
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cratic torture (Lavie 2014), humiliations and regular disruptions to their
daily lives. The Israeli security agents’ boredom and lack of care further
compound the impact that the uncertainty of crossing has on the lives of
Palestinians. This became clearer as I neared the enclosed checkpoint.
I headed into the checkpoint, the Israeli flag waving above me. Passengers
crossing from Jerusalem to the West Bank are not checked routinely, yet
passing through still involves entering a series of iron turnstiles, empty security booths and a long corridor within the large, covered structure. This
maze on the way out of Jerusalem serves two distinct yet related purposes.
First, it exacerbates the spatial segregation between Jerusalem and its Palestinian environs, compounding the impression of the separation wall with
a passage process that mimics the experience of crossing a ‘hard’ border
(Dumper 2014). Second, it maintains the capacity of the Israeli authorities
to immediately block the movement of Palestinians into the West Bank, if
only through the implied possibility that they can close off the gate at any
given time.
The checkpoint is situated at the edge of al-Eizaryia, a sprawling urban
complex, which has deteriorated visibly following the construction of the
wall. On the West Bank side, the entrance to the checkpoint is within a
fold on the route of the separation wall. Overlooking the yard in front of
the entrance is a manned watchtower, visible from afar, with burn marks
hinting at past confrontations with local protestors. Having reached this
side, I saw men and women passing the tower quickly on their way to
the checkpoint, in many cases after saying goodbye to family members or
friends who had driven them there with Palestinian-licensed cars, which
are not allowed into Jerusalem. I now reentered the checkpoint from the
West Bank, joining the ranks of passengers heading into the checkpoint on
their way to Jerusalem. By the time I reached the queue, most of the day
labourers had already made their way through – those waiting in line were
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mostly heading into Jerusalem for business or medical examinations at one
of East Jerusalem’s hospitals. Crossing into the city requires passing seven
consecutive metal turnstiles, in a series of winding corridors and waiting
lines enclosed by weathered grey fences and watched over by black-clad
private security guards. The largest turnstile controls the entrance to the
control booths, where documents are inspected and commuters’ luggage
and body are scanned using an x-ray machine.
Military policewomen controlled the turnstile remotely from their isolated
control booths, allowing in one or two persons at a time. After five minutes
in a slowly progressing queue, movement in the first line ground to a halt.
No-one knew whether the line was closed or only temporarily paused. Was
it worth staying and waiting? Was it better to go to the back of the other
line? With no information provided, most passengers decided to stay in
line. I gave up after ten minutes and moved to the parallel line, only to see
the first line open again soon thereafter; I had no chance to catch my place
again in the scramble that ensued. Children jostled for a place at the front,
while sighs of distress could be heard from men patiently waiting in the
other lines. Since it was only metal bars separating the waiting crowd from
the inspection area, those still waiting in line were able to watch and listen
to the exchanges between the military policewomen in their bulletproof
chambers and the Palestinians wishing to cross. Some passengers were
well-versed in the process, preparing their belongings for inspection while
handing over their documents. Others were evidently novices, stumbling
inside only to wait for confusing instructions delivered in a mix of Hebrew
and Arabic by the impatient military policewomen.
The difficulties faced by Palestinian residents at Israeli checkpoints fuel
anger and despair, emotions which in those morning hours undoubtedly
saturated the air of the waiting room at Ras Abu Sabitan checkpoint. The
oppressive dimension of the crossing experience can be elusive, hard to
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pinpoint or analyze. In attempting to do so, I adopt the analytical lens
of an affective atmosphere, ‘a quality of environmental immersion that
registers in and through sensing bodies while also remaining diffuse, in
the air, ethereal’ (McCormack 2008: 413). We can attempt to describe
the affective atmosphere through a ‘specific focus on material, people and
practices’ (Adey et al. 2013: 9). I suggest that the prevailing atmosphere at
the checkpoints is that of uncertainty and anticipation. The composition
of this atmosphere includes the contrasting meteorological effects of the
open-air compound and the air-conditioned workstations of the soldiers,
the semi-prison architecture evident in the materialities of barbed wire and
watchtowers, and the waiting bodies standing within the ether of diffused
violence. Indeed, as Adey et al. (2013) note, the affective atmosphere can
be unevenly distributed, producing differentiated atmospheres that may
be more or less hospitable for some. The laughs of the soldiers watching
videos on their smartphones can co-exist in one and the same space with
the nerve-racking delay of a Palestinian patient on her way to al-Makassed
hospital.
My turn finally arrived after 20 minutes. The light above the turnstile
turned green and I was allowed to pass, feed my bag to the x-ray machine and hand over my documents to the military policewoman behind
the reinforced glass. The entire process seems detached from the outside
world. Despite the clamour outside, inside the checkpoint each individual
is assessed separately and subjected on their own to the deliberations of the
young soldiers, to the watchful eye of the private security guards and the
operational considerations of the border policemen. The military policewoman asked me to repeat my name. The sight of a Jewish-Israeli citizen
seemed to alarm her. After a short deliberation I was allowed to put my
bag in the x-ray machine and to continue on my way, passing an electric
turnstile and a long corridor before reaching yet another turnstile that
marked the final exit from the checkpoint. Rafat was still there, waving me
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over to his awaiting taxi, inquiring whether the ‘fuckin’ soldiers’ had kept
me waiting too long.
How should we understand, or read, the presence of different security
actors operating at Jerusalem’s checkpoints? In this case, Rafat’s denouncement of the checkpoints’ security personnel is noteworthy. By approaching
all security agents at the checkpoint as ‘soldiers’, he presents a perspective
that does not distinguish – or at least attend to the nuances – between different security actors. Like many other Palestinians, Rafat uses one name
to refer to all the different policemen, private security guards, military
policewomen and border policemen that jointly operate the checkpoints.
Indeed, many Palestinians perceive the capacities, authority and responsibilities of the different actors as indistinguishable, all falling within general
terms such as ‘the army’ or ‘the occupation’. This confusion is not the
result of a mere error on Rafat’s part: rather, this is an outcome of a deliberate obfuscation of the roles, authority and responsibility of the many
different security agents at the checkpoints – engendering uncertainty as a
mode of governance towards Palestinians at the checkpoint.
The role of determining who may enter Jerusalem is within the discretion
of the military police, a corps of the Israeli military normally in charge of
staff discipline and prison services. These are low-prestige roles that are often looked down upon by other soldiers. The checkpoints unit within the
corps was established in 2004, at a time when the separation wall was under construction; the corps’ Erez battalion was deployed to the Jerusalem
sector soon thereafter (see also Dumper 2013; Havkin 2014). Yet while
inspection of Palestinians’ documents and belongings remains a military
capacity, the specific circumstances of Jerusalem’s annexation and legal
incorporation brought the official overall responsibility for operating the
checkpoints around the city under the jurisdiction of the (civilian) Israeli
police. Their role includes detaining Palestinians under arrest warrants,
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suspects in criminal or security offences, and stopping illegal individual
entry or group smuggling of West Bank Palestinians into Israel.
A small number of civilian policemen are stationed at each of the checkpoints; most of the policemen present are in fact part of the Israel Border
Police, a gendarmerie branch of military recruits to whom police authorities have been delegated. Additionally, while the construction, maintenance and physical security of the checkpoints are overseen by the Israeli
police, these tasks are outsourced to external contractors. The police administrators provide the funds and issue the public tenders for the cleaning
crews, the construction teams and the PSCs that service the checkpoints.
Private security guards are deployed to the checkpoints around Jerusalem
in order to provide physical security to the checkpoint and its personnel.
Since 2006, the Israeli government has begun a long-term process of privatizing security operations at major checkpoints, delegating responsibilities to new private security contractors, replacing prior military structures
with a new hybrid structure encompassing these private security contractors, the Israeli police, border police and intelligence services. The Jerusalem area checkpoints are still in a transitional position: partial privatization
has allowed private security guards to physically secure the checkpoints,
but not to control population movement directly through inspection of
IDs and tax papers, a function still under the responsibility of the Israeli
border police corps (Havkin 2014).
Braverman (2011) argues that the main intention of this privatization
process is to create a conceived professionalization of the checkpoints,
where spacious computerized terminals replace manned towers, sandbags
and automatic rifles – a process intended to re-territorialize, bureaucratize, and de-humanize a main feature of Israel’s occupation, turning tem-
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porary military instalments into permanent normative structures. Others
have addressed the underlying neoliberal logic behind the governmental
decision to outsource the checkpoints, noting in particular the wish to improve efficiency, reduce expenses and formulate a novel, less obtrusive legal
framework as the selling points of the privatization process (Havkin 2014;
Maoz 2010). The outsourcing of the checkpoints’ operation to PSCs exacerbates the blurry lines between public and private actors, and between
sovereign legitimate violence and aberrant violence, and does so in a manner that is perceived differently by Jewish-Israeli and Palestinian publics.
As in Chapter 4 in my discussion of the settler compounds, in my analysis
of the checkpoints I extend this literature by emphasizing the blurriness
between public and private actors – not only as a by-product of neoliberal
governance, but rather as a deliberate obfuscation of roles and authority,
sought by state actors as a mode of governance, in which private actors are
enlisted to produce managerial and operational unaccountability.
Private security guards are at the frontline of checkpoints in the Jerusalem
area. They are stationed outside the gates or within the waiting areas, holding automatic rifles while scanning the space for any sign of suspicion. The
Israeli policy of hiring private security contractors to protect police and
military installations is not unique; in Iraq, for example, private military
contractors (PMCs) were deployed to protect American military bases and
state installations (Avant 2006). For the Palestinian residents who cross
the checkpoint, the legal status, delegated authority and accountability
of private security guards remains unclear. While some Palestinians perceive private security guards as ‘soldiers’, others, referencing their threatening garb and stoic capacity to stand for long hours, identify them as
immigrants from the former Soviet Union. In an interview, a Palestinian
community activist from an East Jerusalem neighbourhood situated near
a major checkpoint described private security guards as ‘Russian guys with
a gun’; despite passing the checkpoint almost daily, he was not sure what
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Figure 3: An Israeli policeman (left) and private security guard (right) directing traffic near Qalandyia checkpoint, Jerusalem, April 2015. Photo by Author.
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their job actually was. ‘They usually just stand there’, he told me, ‘but
sometimes they can take on the roles of a policeman, directing traffic and
inspecting IDs upon entering the checkpoint. […] they don’t really know
how to check [an ID], but they like to feel important’. He recounted how
he tries to avoid them as much as possible while crossing the checkpoint,
since the private guards could present a danger, as he considered them
‘trigger-happy’.
Of the manifold actors operating at the checkpoint, not one takes full responsibility over either the policies or the decision-making that takes place
within its confines. If a Palestinian resident believes she has been wronged,
arbitrarily denied entry or suffered maltreatment and humiliation, there
is little in the way of possible redress, either at the checkpoint or through
litigation. In other words, none of the multiple security actors can be held
fully accountable for what takes place at the checkpoint. This view was
reflected in the testimony of a representative of the Association for Civil
Rights in Israel during a hearing at the Israeli Knesset (Knesset Committee
for Public Relations 2014), in which she argued that:
The main problem at these checkpoints [...] is the feeling that no
one is in charge. There are many bodies involved, each one responsible towards its small niche, whether its construction, staffing or security guards, and every time we turn to one they send
us to the other, from which we’re sent to address another, and this
feeling trickles downwards.
The uncertainty of the different actors’ roles, responsibilities and authority
serves state actors in evading legal, international and humanitarian appeals
concerning the limitations imposed at the checkpoint. The deployment
of private security guards, in particular, marks the state’s abdication of re-
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sponsibility towards the checkpoints’ passengers. It shifts the responsibility
of the security agents away from that of a public office responsible for its
citizens (or residents, or military subjects) and into the limited obligations
of a private company under its commercial contract and (limited) state
regulation.
When a corruption case was brought against a private security guard at a
checkpoint north of Jerusalem, for partaking in the illegal smuggling of
West Bank Palestinian eggs into Israel, the defendant argued that his role
as an employee of a private corporation means that he is not considered
a public servant, and thus cannot be accused of bribery.14 The Jerusalem
district court in fact reduced his sentence (in comparison with those of his
border police co-conspirators), considering him to be a private employee.
Unlike public security officials, private guards are outside the jurisdiction
of the Police Internal Investigation Unit. Even in cases of grave incidents
such as suspected manslaughter, the threshold for a criminal indictment is
high, contributing to the near-impunity of private security guards working
in a public capacity.
The plethora of different public and private actors governing, operating
and supervising the checkpoints is read by different audiences either as a
single security apparatus, defined by the ubiquity and scope of military
authority, or as a multicity of separate components, each with its own limited roles, capacities and authority. State actors deliberately aim to diffuse
the operations of the checkpoints into modules that are heterogeneous and
discernible from the inside, while appearing monolithic and illegible from
the exterior. For an outsider, the machinery of comparable actors appears
as a single, nearly-omnipotent body called ‘the army’ or ‘the occupation’;

14

See Jerusalem District Court (2015).
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every actor seems intractably attached to the other, every security guard,
policeman or soldier seems to draw his authority and capacity from the entire security array. However, on the ‘inside’, at the organizational level, the
grey zone of legal and regulatory authority allows for flexibility and creativity in determining the roles, regulations and limitations of each actor.

Military permits
The Israeli military maintains a regime of separation between the occupied
West Bank and East Jerusalem, allowing only a select group of West Bank
Palestinians, who have been issued with a special military permit, the right
to access Jerusalem. One of them is Mansour, a 33-year-old merchant living in Ramallah, who needs to travel often to Jerusalem as part of his work
importing, selling and servicing electrical appliances. He speaks softly, in a
measured tone designed to make friends, not accusations. In an interview,
Mansour made distinct efforts to avoid politically-charged issues: he did
not complain about the Israeli occupation, nor comment on its chokehold
on the movement of Palestinians and their goods between the West Bank
and Jerusalem. Instead, he voiced his grievances in strong terms against the
‘disorder and inefficiency’ of the application process to acquire Israeli military permits to enter Israel. ‘I had enough of this nightmare’, he told me.
They [the Israeli authorities] cap the number of permits for Palestinian traders, and they don’t exceed the quota […] but the quota
changes every time, and every half a year or so you wait to see if
you will be lucky enough to get in the list, and for how long the
permit will be valid, and if there will be additional restrictions
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[…] and all of this means something only in case they won’t just
revoke the permits altogether at one point.
This section explores how the rules governing the allocation and issuance
of Israeli entry permits, coupled with the practices of permits’ rejection
and revocation, (re)produce a mobility regime that instils uncertainty
amongst Palestinians through its illegibility, unreliability and potential for
political extortion. Whether in checkpoints, at the Israeli military coordination offices, or at the initial stage of preparing an application, Palestinian
West Bank residents face uncertainty and illegible governance in every part
of their quest to gain legal access to Jerusalem.
Every checkpoint has a target audience, which is determined by the Israeli
military. Ras Abu Sabitan is intended for Palestinian Jerusalemites and
Palestinian West Bank permit-holders from the nearby suburbs. The first
possess Israeli-issued blue IDs of ‘permanent residents’ (a status discussed
in more detail in Chapter 6), while the latter hold IDs issued by the Palestinian authority in collaboration with the Israeli military (Tawil-Souri 2011a). West Bank residents require permits to enter East Jerusalem.
There is a large variety of permits – labourers’ permits, traders’ permits,
medical permits, study permits and many others.
Applying for a temporary permit is a tenuous process which requires several visits to the Israeli military District Coordination Offices (DCOs),
where the Israeli intelligence services get to decide who will be issued a
permit. Permits can be denied for any reason: to those whose relatives were
previously arrested by the Israeli military, or whose houses were demolished, or who refuse to collaborate with the Israeli security services – or
for no reason at all. The Israeli military occasionally announces partial or
complete closures of the West Bank, during which all permits are void; this
is usually the case during major Jewish holidays.

143

For over a decade, these permits have been issued in the form of magnetic
biometric cards, which contain the bearer’s personal details, photo and
fingerprints; these are used to identify Palestinian residents at the crossing.
It is not unusual for Palestinians to be alerted of their permit’s revocation
by the Israeli security services only when they arrive at the checkpoint and
the computer halts their crossing. There are endless stories told by Palestinians of crossings gone wrong – of missed appointments at the hospital,
of foreign visas denied as the applicant could not reach the diplomatic
consulates located in East Jerusalem, of workers who were replaced after
too many ‘no-shows’ resulting from delays or a policy change at the checkpoints. As Berda (2017) notes, the many ordeals Palestinians undergo in
order to retain their right to access the Israeli labour market are a testament
to the severity of the Israeli ‘effective inefficiency’ (Berda 2017: 107), in
which Palestinians’ personal, family and economic relations are subjected to the whims of both Israeli policy-makers and the individual security
agents at the checkpoints. The uncertainty of the crossing, its length and
the possibility of detention or humiliation serves not only to limit those
who attempt to cross, but furthermore discourages other Palestinians from
travelling and applying for permits altogether.
The permits regime is yet another element in the matrix of control over
the lives of Palestinians in the Occupied Palestinian territories, who despite a façade of Palestinian state-building remain subjects of the Israeli
military administration. While nominally a Palestinian government under
the Palestinian Authority is mandated with governing civilian affairs for
the majority of West Bank Palestinian residents, much of the relevant decision-making takes place elsewhere. The Israeli Coordinator of the Government Activities in the Territories (COGAT), a unit under the Ministry
of Defence, together with the Israeli military Civil Administration, are
delegated with implementing Israeli civilian policy in the West Bank and
the Gaza Strip. Laws, regulations and policies are adopted and amended
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without the consent, and often without the knowledge, of the Palestinian
population. Rules governing the mobility of Palestinians in the West Bank
are often shrouded in mist, inaccessible or incredibly vague. COGAT
maintains a cheery English website with tweets announcing deliveries of
Israeli goods to the besieged Gaza strip, yet the regulations, procedures
and protocols determining the daily lives of millions of Palestinians – the
core of its work – are not published or updated.15 Information on who is
eligible for a permit, who is excluded from crossing checkpoints and who
can apply for import/export licenses remains elusive and inconclusive. Palestinians are thus subjects of illegible governance, where the laws and rules
are fully known only to the enforcers, and subjected to arbitrary enforcement and unannounced alterations.
Das (2004) argues for a conceptualization of the state as a form of regulation that oscillates between legibility and illegibility, between a rational-bureaucratic mode and a ‘magical’ form of being that renders citizens
susceptible and vulnerable. State actors can thus choose, adjust and adapt
their degree of (il)legibility to different audiences, limiting their exposure
and scope of citizens’ potential for negotiation. At Jerusalem’s checkpoints,
the state’s effort at a deliberate ‘unreadability of […] rules and regulations’
(Das 2004: 234) is reflected in the opaque and oft-altered policies governing the eligibility to and validity of military permits.
Through the permits regime, the Israeli military authorities place the Palestinian population in a condition of continuous legal indeterminacy, in
a grey zone of uncertainty. Palestinian civilians are kept as vulnerable, exploitable dependents, whose mobility is used as a political bargaining chip.
This grey zone of governance enables an opaque application of political
15
See also Roth (2016) on the unavailability and inaccessibility of the military regulation governing the lives of Palestinians in the West Bank and the Gaza strip.
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pressure. Permits are granted as a ‘carrot’, issued to a select few in order to effectuate a dependency on the Israeli authorities and prevent radicalization. Permits can also be revoked at whim – impeding Palestinians’
mobility and enhancing the uncertainty of their economic, family and
social lives. The illegible governance of the permits regime, coupled with
the arbitrariness of rejection or revocation, enables the Israeli authorities
to gain leverage over the Palestinian residents, using their dependency to
stifle dissent and recruit collaborators. Rather than aiming to reduce uncertainty, the Israeli administration advances the proliferation of uncertainty, transforming it from an impediment for proper governance into an
integral module within the military toolbox used by the Israeli authorities.

How settlers travel
A discussion about the uncertainty which governs Palestinian mobility
cannot be complete without a discussion on the parallel certain, unimpeded mobility of Israeli citizens (notably, Jewish-Israeli settlers) between
Jerusalem and the surrounding exclusively Jewish-Israeli West Bank settlements. This section focuses on the seamless crossing experience of
Jewish-Israeli travelers at al-Zayim, a checkpoint aimed at facilitating
movement between the settlements and Jerusalem. Its contrast with the
experience of Palestinian passengers at Ras Abu Sabitan sheds light on
how uncertainty can be managed and applied differently towards different residents.
Walking down the hill from Ras Abu Sabitan, a second checkpoint
comes to view. Built over Highway 1, the main road connecting Tel Aviv
with Jerusalem, the Ma’ale Adumim bloc settlements, Jericho and the
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Dead Sea, this large checkpoint resembling a road-toll terminal halts the
westwards traffic. The al-Zayim checkpoint serves drivers holding Israeli
IDs, who enter and exit Jerusalem through its eastern boundary. It is
situated in a narrow unbuilt section of the separation wall route, a gap
left in order to allow for a future annexation of the nearby settlements

Figure 4: Aerial photo of Ras Abu Sabitan (bottom) and al-Zayim
(top-right) checkpoints. Source: Jerusalem GIS (2016).

147

(Till et al. 2013). The dual-lane highway provides commuters with quick
entry into Jerusalem through the Mount Scopus tunnel or via Highway
1, which engulfs and delimits the nearby East Jerusalem neighbourhood
of Issawiya (see Figure 4). Similar checkpoints dot the rest of the West
Bank, servicing mostly Jewish-Israeli settlers headed into Israel for work
or leisure.
The low hills around the checkpoint were blooming, and the Bedouins’
sheep were grazing, as I walked down the hill towards the checkpoint
on a spring day in April 2015. The crossing from Jerusalem to the West
Bank is entirely unhindered; without the need to slow down, drivers
race through without even acknowledging the large security structure on
their left side. The effortless crossing intimates the contiguity of space,
reflecting the minor differentiation most Jewish-Israeli citizens perceive
between the Israeli-dominated parts of East Jerusalem and of the Occupied West Bank. The continuous, smooth asphalt, the emerging view
of the Judean desert and the absence of any controls or barriers hide
the fact that travelling this road means moving from a territory under
Israeli civilian rule to an area under the authority of the Israeli military.
The material and visual elements of this crossing replicate a continuous
extension of the sovereign state – from Tel Aviv into the West Bank and
on to the Dead Sea. Only a very attentive traveller would notice the
subtle signs demarcating the hard boundaries of Jerusalem to Israelis and
foreign visitors.
When travelling in the opposite direction, from the West Bank to Jerusalem, the signs marking the crossing are more discernible. A large yellow
sign has been placed before the checkpoint, delineating not the territory
but rather the scope of the checkpoint’s target audience. ‘This crossing
is intended for the exclusive movement of Israelis’, it reads in Hebrew,
Arabic and English. It continues sternly:
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It is forbidden to cross, or transport, any person who is
not an Israeli through this crossing. Israeli – Any person
who is a resident of Israel, or that resides in the area16 and
is an Israeli citizen, or that is entitled to migrate to Israel
under the Law of Return 1950 [Aliya], as well as anyone
who is not a resident of the area and holds a valid entry
permit to Israel.
In brief, Israeli citizens and legal residents (including Palestinian Jerusalemites and tourists) are allowed to cross, while crossings by Palestinian residents
of the West Bank or the Gaza strip – even permit holders – is a criminal
offence under Israeli law.
I passed to the left of the sign, walked to the side of the checkpoint and sat
down for a while. Al-Zayim checkpoint was built as a vehicular crossing: its
structure, with the separated wide lanes and the air-conditioned work-stations, closely resembles a pay-toll stop on the highway. Cars headed into
Jerusalem were divided among three lanes, one of which is intended for
trucks and public transport vehicles. Jewish-Israeli drivers know the ritual of
passing through the checkpoint almost instinctively: they slow down, open
the window half-way and exchange greetings with the military policeman
who stands by the side of the lane. The policemen usually says ‘Shalom, how
are you?’ while the driver often replies with ‘good morning’, ‘good evening’
or ‘Shabbat Shalom’ and continues driving nonchalantly. If the toll barrier is
down, the drivers might have to wait in line a bit. Jewish-Israeli drivers who
cross the checkpoint project assertiveness – a visible military-green sign asks
them to stop and prepare their IDs, yet they seldom do so. Instead, the brief
oral exchange described above (occasionally enlivened with ‘what’s up guys?’
or ‘enjoy your weekend!’) replaces the checking of documents or possessions.

16
‘The Area’ is Israeli legalspeak for the Occupied West Bank and the Gaza strip. An ‘Israeli
resident of the area’ is the Israeli legal term for Jewish-Israeli settlers who reside in West Bank settlements established in violation of the Fourth Geneva Convention (see also Azoulai and Ophir
2007).
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Once the military policemen establish that the Hebrew accent of the driver
is that of a Jewish-Israeli, they briefly glance inside and with the slightest nod
indicate that the driver may proceed.
Next to every lane, behind the military police personnel, a private security
guard stands inside a short cement cubicle, resting his M16 to face incoming traffic. As I sat by the checkpoint, I observed these security guards.
Wearing bulletproof vests and sunglasses, they toyed around with their
rifles, directed them at incoming cars or at the roadside; occasionally they
sneaked a peek at their smartphones. They were not very talkative, but did
like to joke about how the policemen are inexperienced, and how they find
the military policewomen attractive. I asked one of them whether there
had been any trouble at the checkpoint, to which he replied that all had
been quiet in the last months. Others added that they were not around last
year, when a Palestinian driver was shot and killed by security guards up
the road, after he was caught smuggling permit-less Palestinian labourers.
One of the security guards, a young man with a heavy Russian accent, was
busy texting on his mobile phone. Then, suddenly, the military policemen
loudly asked a driver for his ID, and then those of the passengers.
The driver was a Palestinian Jerusalemite, a holder of an Israeli permanent
residency card. Palestinian Jerusalemites are legally allowed to cross using
all checkpoints, but are often subjected to stringent inspections of their
IDs, vehicle and luggage. The young private security guard looked up from
his phone and aimed his rifle at the driver – a standard practice. If the security guard were to judge the driver to be a threat (for instance if he was
speeding towards the checkpoint), he could fire his weapon. The soldier
asked the driver where he was from (‘Beit Hanina’) and where he had been
(‘al-Eizaryia’), then proceeded to check the ID of one of the passengers
through his walkie-talkie, reading the numbers slowly. After a minute he
allowed the car to proceed. More cars with Jewish-Israeli drivers followed,
crossing at a consistently swift pace.
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The different crossing experiences of Jewish-Israeli and Palestinians can be
understood as reflecting differential policing, in which different strategies
and performances are employed by different security actors in order to
manifest power and legitimize authority (Grassiani and Volinz 2016). The
same security actors, technologies and materialities address different residents differently, presenting a two-tiered system which follows the multifacetdness embedded in a modular security provision, as detailed in Chapter 3. At Jerusalem’s checkpoints, the differential mobility regime which
ensues is constituted as much by the unequal allocation of (un)certainty
as by formal and legal rights. The ease with which Israeli citizens cross the
checkpoints in and out of the West Bank allows Jewish-Israeli settlers to
imagine their life in a settlement as intractably linked to the urban metropolitan – as normal suburban life ‘only 20 minutes from Jerusalem’. This
was reflected in an interview with Dov, a Jewish-Israeli settler in his fifties
who resides in the small settlement of Kedar, south of Ma’ale Adumim.
Besides praising the community life and fulfilment which he enjoys while
living in a settlement, he emphasized just how near to Jerusalem he lives.
He referred to al-Zayim checkpoint, which he passes with his car daily
on the commute to Jerusalem, as ‘our checkpoint’. ‘At our checkpoint’,
he told me, ‘there are rarely any problems. Sometimes a bit of traffic, but
if you know the best time of day to go, you’re fine […] and if a lane gets
stuck because someone suspicious is trying to cross, I just move to the next
lane, wave my hand at the soldiers and continue on my way’.
Israeli citizens’ right to unhindered mobility in and around the Occupied
Palestinian territories hinges on the reliability, ease and certainty of crossing between different areas seamlessly, securely and at whim. Similarly,
the limitations imposed on Palestinians’ mobility cannot be understood
properly without attention to the irregularity, uncertainty, fear and lack of
redress, which define Israeli security operations, regulations and practices
at the checkpoints. Uncertainty is applied differently by security actors at
different checkpoints and towards different audiences, contributing to the
implementation of an unequal mobility regime in and around Jerusalem.
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Shifting borders in
spatiotemporality
Following from the sharply contrasting experiences of crossing that Jewish-Israeli citizens and Palestinians have, the boundaries between the occupied West Bank and (occupied) East Jerusalem are perceived differently,
too. Ong (2004) suggests that we extend our approach to sovereignty –
and to the border – towards a more flexible understanding of authority
and governance, one in which a single sovereign can employ strategies
of zoning, of differentially applying law, order and political authority in
divergent delimited territories. The Israeli authorities have zoned the West
Bank differently from East Jerusalem: the former was annexed and placed
under civil law, the latter is subjected to military law. Within the West
Bank, Israel has declared territorial islands of competing authority: the
settlements are placed partially under Israeli civil law, while most Palestinian areas are under the authority of the military commander. Meanwhile,
some of the responsibility towards Palestinian urban enclaves has been delegated to the Palestinian Authority. I suggest that the (re)production of
the uncertainty of spatial and temporal boundaries plays a pivotal role in
border-making practices; by employing uncertainty, Israeli security actors
are able to enhance their authority towards, and the dependency of, the
Palestinian civilian population. This section discusses the spatial and temporal shifts of the border and its significance.
I suggest that the differential regime of uncertainty at Jerusalem’s checkpoints is not only produced through differentiation in mobility policies,
but also through the mobility of the location of borders (visible and invisible), and through temporal shifts in their differential significance. In other
words, the borders themselves move in both time and space. In the absence
of an agreed border, the border itself is shifted and redrawn based on one’s
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ethnicity, age and gender, while also contingent on current events and the
deployment of security actors.
The shifting of border is an act of violence by the sovereign; in other
words, bordering is an articulation of the sovereign’s monopoly over violence (Parker and Adler-Nissen 2012). While the formidable sight of the
separation wall represents an act of bordering, so do other, more subtle
articulations of violence: changes to border regulations, the availability of
permits, and the re-drawing of no-go zones that target perceived security
threats. The movement of borders is also expressed in their differential significance, with boundaries differentially applied to different citizens and
residents through practices, performances, regulations and visualities of
security.
If modern sovereignty is both flexible and modular, it can encompass
spaces located outside national borders, while within its national borders
deliberate ‘zoning’ (Ong 2004) may reconfigure political and economic
relations. The movement of the East Jerusalem-West Bank border serves to
enable or impede the movement of Jewish-Israelis and Palestinians respectively, and to adjust the level of interaction between different residents of
the city. My interpretation is that the checkpoints serve not only to enforce
the occupation, but are further aimed at denoting a border – not between
two countries, but rather between two different zones of law enforcement
under the sovereignty of the same state.
The border itself thus acquires different gradations; its significance is determined more by one’s documents and ethnoreligious background – in
this case, Jewish Israeli, Palestinian Jerusalemite or Palestinian West Bank
resident – than by a normative, geographically delineated binary boundary
between two territories.
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Jerusalem’s checkpoints, constituted of uncertainties, illegibility and lack
of accountability in their operation, legal structure and daily practices, can
become part of a daily routine for Palestinians residing, working or studying in the city. The long waits in the car or in the queue at the open-air
structures of iron bars and turnstiles, the unpleasant or hostile encounters
with the military police, the fear of losing one’s permit, of suffering humiliation or personal injury are all elements of Israeli rule that Palestinians
have generally learned to cope with. Conversely, permit-less Palestinians
have largely internalised the Israeli limitations and do not attempt to cross
without a military permit. But what happens if, for a limited time, the entire mobility regime is turned upside down, replacing previous structures,
regulations and practices with an entirely different operation, bringing
forth a surge of solidarity and anticipation among the Palestinian public?
In this section, I seek to address these questions by detailing a Ramadan
Friday in Qalandyia checkpoint, which is the main crossing from the
northern West Bank (including Ramallah) to Jerusalem and vice-versa.
This was my fifth visit to the Qalandyia checkpoint during my fieldwork –
it was the third Friday of the month of Ramadan and the level of tension
in the city had increased dramatically over the past week. On that day I
accompanied members of Machsom Watch, an organization that regularly
monitors the situation at the checkpoints around Jerusalem, advising Palestinian passengers and trying to intervene on their behalf when possible.
During Ramadan hundreds of thousands of Palestinians from the West
Bank travel to Jerusalem on Fridays to pray at Al-Aqsa mosque, Islam’s
third most holy site. Their pilgrimage also holds political significance, as
it represents the strong connection between Palestinians and their self-declared capital, Jerusalem. While the Israeli authorities generally forbid
West Bank Palestinian residents from entering Jerusalem without special
permits, during Ramadan Fridays entrance is subjected to other, usually
more lenient, restrictions.
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Ramadan Fridays also mark a drastic change in the transport infrastructure
of East Jerusalem, which shifts towards the goal of shuttling hundreds
of thousands of Palestinian Muslim pilgrims, who arrive at the Old City
for the Friday prayers in and out of Haram-al-Sharif/Temple Mount and
the al-Aqsa mosque. The Israeli authorities had cleared the roads to make
space for the large fleet of buses transporting the Palestinian West Bank
pilgrims coming from and going to the West Bank. The streets around
Qalandyia checkpoint were all closed, with police barriers in every corner:
the Israeli military had closed the checkpoint for the vehicular traffic and
only pedestrians are allowed to try their luck at passing through.
I walked slowly towards the checkpoint. It was a scorching hot July day,
making it a particular difficult journey for the fasting Muslim pilgrims.
Hundreds of buses were parked in a makeshift parking lot by the checkpoint; the Israeli military had transformed the take-off strip of the nearby
disused Qalandyia airport into a transport terminal for buses.
‘Blue’ policemen were channeling the pilgrims through barriers on the
‘Israeli’ side to the buses. I spoke to an international observer from UNOCHA, who explained the changes in the Israeli military’s Ramadan permit policy to me. Unlike the previous Friday, when Palestinian West Bank
male residents over 40 years old and all women had been allowed to enter
without a special permit, today only men over 50 years old and women
over 30 years old could enter. The limitations were particularly strict for
children, with only accompanied minors below 12 years of age allowed
through. She warned me of the ‘chaos’ on the West Bank side of the checkpoint, as these stringent limitations by the Israeli military took many Palestinians by surprise.
I then walked to the middle of the closed vehicular crossing, a place I
knew well from previous visits. Usually the crossing is divided according

155

to means of transport and ID type: vehicles (Jerusalem and Israeli IDs
only) on one side and pedestrians (all other Palestinians) on the other side.
Today, as part of the major Ramadan Friday operation, the checkpoint was
divided by gender – women attempted to cross at the former bus crossing,
while men crossed (or were rejected) at a designated temporary area to the
east of the checkpoint, and were led to exit through the gates of the permanent pedestrian crossing.
One of the men exiting the checkpoint, a stocky young guy who spoke
fluent Hebrew, stopped by to talk to me. He told me that last week, the
Friday prayers had been much more relaxed, and by the end of the day everybody had been allowed to enter Jerusalem: ‘At one point the army said
khalas [enough], they had too much of these games, they opened the gates
and everybody rushed through in just minutes, really’. His story echoes
those of Israeli soldiers, who stated to the press that in response to overwhelming Palestinian arrivals to the checkpoint, they sometimes decide
to relent and allow everyone to pass. ‘Sometimes even 1200-1400 Palestinians will cross at once [without inspection], even though our crossing
capacity is much lower’ (Zeitoun 2015), one soldier stated. Should these
stories give hope to Palestinian passengers, particularly to those too young
or too old to satisfy the Israeli criteria?
I continued walking out of the checkpoint’s main structure and completed
my crossing to the ‘Palestinian’, West Bank side of the checkpoint.
Qalandyia, as I had come to know it before, was gone. Ramadan Fridays
are an entirely different operation. The women’s line, adjacent to the separation wall and the watch tower charred by Molotov cocktails, continued
all the way into the road and the entrance of the camp, effectively blocking all traffic on the main bypass road between Ramallah and Bethlehem.
Instead of the usual turnstiles and x-ray machines, the crossing involved a
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series of hurried checks conducted by military police and Magavniks (border-police guards). While the usual crossing is entirely automated, with
little to no contact between the passing Palestinians and the Israeli security
agents, on this occasion there was a lot of physical friction. People pushed
and shoved each other, shouted, cursed and pleaded for help – a very different scene from the usual sterile, individualized and routinized crossing,
where soldiers and policemen often serve only as conduits of information
to and from the digital database.
The Israeli soldiers had established an outer perimeter on the road, creating a small wall from cement slabs, behind which infantry and snipers
were stationed, aiming at the gathering crowd. The women’s line led to
the first check post, operated by female border guards (Magavniks), who
subjected the passengers’ IDs to an initial check, verifying the birthdates
of the women passing through. Girls above 12 and below 30 (except for
blue Israeli ID holders) were sent away. The female border guards called
‘Wahida Wahida’ over the speakers, prompting the Palestinian women in
Arabic to ‘go one by one’, but leading instead to more pushing and shoving
from the line. The second check post, immediately after the first one, was a
cursory inspection of luggage, though not a single one of the women dared
to bring anything larger than a purse with her.
The next barrier of concrete slabs was a makeshift ‘turnstile’, a narrow
passageway between the slabs. A private security guard stood on top of the
turnstile, looking around nervously and aiming his gun towards the outer
perimeter. As usual, his job was to physically protect the soldiers and policemen, while refraining from communicating with the pedestrians. This
of course did not prevent the pedestrians from venting their anger at the
security guard (‘Why is the line not moving?’) or pleading to be allowed to
cross (‘I have a blue ID, I go to work in the school, why don’t you let me
go through?’).
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The convoluted permit system that determines which West Bank Palestinian
may enter Jerusalem was turned upside-down during Ramadan Fridays. All the
usual permits – for merchants, day labourers, doctors and others, were not valid.
In addition, the ‘black list’ of Palestinians banned from entering Jerusalem and
Israel was not enforced, since names were not checked on the computer. The
border controls were entirely focused on the gender, age and type of ID of each
passenger. Many people complained about this lack of logic: ‘How can I be
considered ‘safe’ the entire week, but on my way to pilgrimage on Friday I’m not
allowed through only because of my age?’
Another tangible problem was the separation of families during the crossing
procedures: men are sent to the men’s crossing on the other side of the terminal,
while children are supposed to pass with the women. Some Palestinians became
concerned: what would happen if a 13-year-old child were refused entry? Would
Figure 5: Israeli border-policemen and a military policewoman watch over the passage of Palestinian women into Jerusalem, Qalandyia Checkpoint, July 2015.
Photo by Author.
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the whole family stay behind? They had come from throughout the West Bank,
some of them from as far north as the villages around Jenin or Nablus. One
mother, accompanied by four children, faced a dilemma when her 20 year-old
daughter was refused entry. It might be unsafe, and inappropriate, to let her
daughter stay in the checkpoint area, or in Ramallah, where she had no relatives
to look after her. A private taxi for the return journey was too expensive. The
family deliberated and blocked the crossing for long minutes – only to decide to
return backwards and forego their chance at visiting Jerusalem.
For the luckier pilgrims who progressed, another concrete barrier was situated
20 meters down the line, staffed by border policemen and military policewomen
(see Figure 5). This was the ‘actual’ crossing, as the military policewomen held
the ultimate authority to determine who could cross – and indeed many women
and children were rejected at this stage.
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To the right of the last check post, the Israeli soldiers had hastily built a
small passage out of cement slabs and cardboard – a passageway for the
returnees, for those women and children who were rejected at any point of
the crossing procedure and sent back. The sheer number of people trying
to cross meant that anyone could try their luck at crossing even if they did
not ‘fit the criteria’ that the Israeli military had formulated. If they crossed
the first barrier successfully, they were sometimes happy thinking they
could pass the second one, too. If they were rejected, they could queue up
and try their luck again. I saw one woman who tried to pass for the third
time in a row with her three children, one of them above the age of 12.
This time she got to the second barrier, before the policewomen again noticed her kid was ‘too old’ to pass. The border policewoman shouted at her
in Hebrew: ‘What are you doing here again? I told you three times already
to go home!’, yet the female pilgrim unapologetically pushed forward her
two smaller children and tried to move forward, until another policeman
came by and blocked her way, leading her back to the rejected lane once
again.
After having observed this scene at the women’s crossing, I walked to the
men’s crossing, a makeshift compound surrounded by barbed wire and a
metal fence, in which Palestinian pilgrims walked a route that ended in the
main pedestrian crossing building.
By now it was after 10 o’clock and people were getting visibly nervous –
they might not reach Jerusalem for prayer at all that day, and their entire
journey would be in vain. I stood by the side of the makeshift entrance,
made of concrete slabs. On our left and straight ahead the separation wall
loomed above. By the side of the wall I could see ‘sentry posts’, where
combat-gear Magavniks stood ready for action. One of them resembled
a Rambo figure, with ammo chains on his chest, and an M16 by his side.
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Many of the men waiting in line were probably too young to cross, and
were repeatedly sent away. The usual physical barriers between the soldiers
and the Palestinian passengers were gone – there were no computer terminals to hide behind, no reinforced glass, just the scathing sun and the
flimsy temporary police barriers. The Palestinian men tried constantly to
break through the barriers, to outsmart the soldiers or argue with them.
The shouts and curses aimed at the soldiers could be heard all around: ‘Go
home to your mommy’, ‘You have no honour’, ‘you skunks!’ the men in
the congested mess of a line were shouting in Hebrew. But once the passengers came through the first barrier, their tone changed and they often
attempted some negotiation: ‘I’m older than it says here’, ‘I pass here every
day, I work in construction in Ramat Shlomo [an Israeli settlement in East
Jerusalem], where are you from?’, or ‘Look at this man, he’s very old, can’t
you let him go first?’ Sometimes the border policemen did not want to
argue too much and would let a person go, only for him to be rejected at
the next check post.
I started talking with Salah, one of the men trying to pass. He wore a
black NBA hat, a t-shirt of an Israeli construction contractor and dusty
jeans. He was 42 years old – ‘too young’ to pass today, according to the
Israeli border policemen. By the time I arrived, he had been rejected six
times already. He was irritated, showing me his valid daily permit to enter
Jerusalem for his work; yet this biometric identification card was useless
on Ramadan Fridays. He lamented: ‘Everybody in West Jerusalem knows
me, I’ve been working in gardening in all the buildings in the city for 20
years. Even when I don’t get a permit I sneak in […] the customers can
rely on me’. He seemed angry. What bothered him most, it seemed, was
that despite his close relation to Jerusalem and his Israeli employers, he
was denied his religious ritual because of an arbitrary decision. He made
sure to tell me just how arbitrary it was: ‘Last week I was here and I was
also denied, I don’t know why. But then at one point an order came and
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they opened the gates and everybody went through. There were no problems. So why this week not?’ He made a point of telling me that ‘There are
many ways to pass the wall, below and above. This time I tried to take the
straight way, but next week you will see me in Al-Aqsa, but not through
the checkpoint’. Salah was referring to the images circulated on social media of young Palestinians scaling the separation wall with ladders and ropes
on their way to Jerusalem’s Old City.
Sitting atop one of the cement blocks, Salah started joking, saying ‘In a
minute’s time they will arrest me for sitting on the cement here’, and indeed half a minute later a border policeman shouted at him to move back,
warning him that he would be arrested otherwise. We exchanged half a sad
smile.
I present this discussion of Qalandyia’s mobility and security regime on a
Ramadan Friday as a case through which to understand how uncertainty
multiplies, replacing the anticipation of a religious and national event with
a confounding experience of multiple unknowns regarding the border’s
changing location and significance. The events should have been a simple
affair: the sovereign, the Israeli military, allows its subjects to attend to
their religious duties at their site of worship. Yet the regulations and practices employed by the plurality of security actors at the checkpoint posed
a series of differentiated hurdles rather than facilitating a seasonal festivity.
The border shifted from its ‘regular’ position towards indeterminate and
divergent spatial and temporal positions based upon gender, age and type
of identification document.
The special mobility regime during the Ramadan Fridays also served to
cast doubt on the usability and trustworthiness of Palestinians’ documents.
Possession of a valid military permit, which grants permission to enter Je-
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rusalem, could have deceived the bearer into thinking he would be allowed
to cross as on any other day. By temporally voiding all entry permits, the Israeli military questioned its own policy, barring Palestinians who had been
previously vetted, favouring instead limitations based on age and gender.
The shred of hope left for those who had been denied entry, the previous
experience of the gates opening and allowing the free entry of worshippers, contributed to the affective atmosphere of uncertainty engulfing the
checkpoint, similar to the atmosphere at the Ras Abu Sabitan checkpoint.
Those who had been barred remained in place, trying to enter again and
again, on occasion being allowed through, only to be rejected later.
The imposing sight of the separation wall might produce a veneer of a
stable, durable and impenetrable border. Yet borders, just like the sovereignty which they mark, are both flexible and modular, shifting in location
and meaning through different gazes and times of observation. Jerusalem’s
borders are constantly (re)produced; while carefully managed (and securitized) mobility infrastructures mark both visible and invisible borders,
quotidian practices of movement by residents continuously challenge and
alter those same borders (Baumann 2015). The borders of the city can be
both ‘hard’ and ‘soft’ (Dumper 2014), demarcating a gradual transformation of the performance of sovereignty – but not of the sovereign. In
changing the terms and locations of the different ‘zones’ under one zone of
sovereign rule (Ong 2004), the Israeli authorities sought to differentially
shift borders, their significance, elasticity and penetrability in time and
space, thereby inducing uncertainty among the Palestinian public. Israeli security actors were able to impede Palestinian mobility further, while
maintaining a carefully crafted image of enabling access to Jerusalem’s holy
sites. The spatial and temporal aspects of the border between the zones can
shift, subjecting residents to uncertainty regarding who can access which
area, when and through where.
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Conclusion
The assemblage of contradictory directives, segregated processing, foiled anticipation, soured affective atmosphere and ill-assorted deployment of security actors contributes to the unequal allocation of (un)certainty in and
around Jerusalem’s checkpoints. Palestinians at the entry points of Jerusalem
are governed through uncertainty, which is deliberately employed and moderated by Israeli security actors. Security agents on the ground have a wide
leeway in determining the feasibility, duration and burden of crossing for
Palestinian passengers; the security practices, materialities and technologies
plugged in to the system of checkpoints only increase the already existing
uncertainty produced by Israel’s opaque permit system and the plurality of
heterogeneous security actors on site. The arbitrariness of the checkpoints,
which Handel (2011: 268) likens to a ‘bingo’ practice, is not intended merely to determine who has a right to enter the city. Rather, it is used to discourage Palestinians from attempting to travel altogether. Not knowing whether,
how, where and when one can travel has potentially dire implications for the
social, economic and political lives of Palestinians.
Zeiderman et al. (2015) posit that uncertainty is governed and tackled in
multiple dimensions of the urban experience. This chapter has argued that
uncertainty can be employed as a mode of governance, deliberately sought
and differentially administered. This proposition does not imply that such a
mode of governance involves a stable set of measures, regulations and practices. To the contrary, the production of uncertainty requires a continuous
effort of enlisting and adjusting different security actors, instruments and
policies – or modules – in order to curtail the scope of planning and forecasting that Palestinians are allowed in their daily lives. The Israeli production
of uncertainty is pursued through a security toolbox populated by material,
managerial, technological and affective modules, enlisted and instructed at
alternating times with differential instructions towards different residents.
Together, these modules are used to produce uncertainty through irregular
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operation, managerial obfuscation, denial of accountability and contradictory or oft-altered directives and regulatory frameworks. Such a mode of governance adversely affects Palestinian social and political lives while placing
limits on the Palestinian economy, as it subjects the movement of people and
goods to the numerous unforeseen disruptions on their route.
The question remains as to how different people respond to the spectre of
governance through uncertainty. Simone (2010: 101) argues that urban residents and collectives rely on ‘politics of anticipation’ – a ‘temporality of
intersections’ in which uncertainty is mitigated through ‘a game of transactions that propel different kinds of residents into varied forms of contact
with each other [..] that result in different kinds of benefits and constraints’.
The case of Palestinians’ constrained mobility through Israeli checkpoints
presents a case of manifold responses, none of which is devoid of complications and pitfalls. While extended mobility can be pursued through NGOs
and diplomatic advocacy, litigation and civil society organizing, it is rather
the personal acts of daily resistance – illicit movement, practices of negotiation and evasion – that comprise the popular politics (Chatterjee 2004)
pervasive among Palestinian labourers, students and pilgrims. Those politics
aim to overcome uncertainty and maintain normalcy under the most unusual situations.
The deliberate (re)production of uncertainty by Israeli security actors should
not be approached as detached from the violence and desperation that largely
define the relations between Palestinians and Israeli security agents; one fuels
the other in a continuous circle, for which there is currently no possibility of
change on the horizon. In a relevant observation, articulated in a different
context, the UN Human Rights Council attended to the dangers of this
continuous governance through uncertainty, decrying the political authority
that employs a ‘pervasive control system [..] used in absolute arbitrariness to
keep the population in a state of permanent anxiety’ (UN-OHCHR 2015).
Uncertainty, it is recognized by both proponents and critics, takes its toll.
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6
Performing the Home
and Negotiating
Citizenship in
Jerusalem

Nasser took a drag on his cigarette and sighed heavily. Sitting on a sunny
balcony on the top floor of a small residential building, he pointed inside
towards a studio apartment, telling me how he and his family had ‘really
dressed up the place nicely’. Inside, they had placed a large bed as the main
feature of the small dark room. A small armoire stood near a tiny kitchenette, while two single mattresses were stacked against the far wall. Nasser, a
stocky man in his mid-forties, continued his description of the apartment:
‘We’ve got here two set of clothes for each one of us, some toys for the
boys, on the shelf some pictures from our wedding day … we wanted to
make it look like we really live here’. Except that he and his family did not
live there. They used the spare room on his brother’s rooftop as a showcase
home, an address to register at the Israeli Ministry of the Interior. The
apartment was a performance of a home, aimed at maintaining Nasser’s
family’s Israeli residency, a permit afforded only to Palestinian permanent
residents of Jerusalem.
Born and raised in Wadi-al-Joz, a short walking distance from Herod’s
Gate in Jerusalem’s Old City, Nasser had married early and built his home
in Abu Dis, a Palestinian suburb on the eastern outskirts of the city, only
three kilometers as the crow flies from his birthplace. This seemed like a
good idea at the time, he explained: ‘A big house with a nice garden, only
a ten minutes’ drive away from Jerusalem’s Old City … better schools and
better neighbours … it’s all we wanted’. Little did he know that within a
few years an 8-meter-high cement wall would separate his new home from
his native neighbourhood and his workplace, while new Israeli security
regulations and practices would make his family’s legal status precarious,
almost untenable.
Nasser works as a construction general contractor, spending his days coordinating the multitude of suppliers, workers, agents and professionals
required in construction worksites, mostly in West Jerusalem. He is not
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the kind of person who would shy away from an argument; he became irritated easily. He spoke at length to me about his legal quarrels and physical
altercations with sub-contractors, customers, even municipal officials. Yet
when I asked him about his family’s ordeal with their residency permit, he
turned quiet, giving brief answers, treading on eggshells.
Since the mid-1990s, the Israeli authorities in East Jerusalem have vigorously enforced a policy of revoking the residency permits of Palestinian
Jerusalemites who relocate outside Jerusalem’s municipal boundaries, particularly those who move to the nearby West Bank suburbs, such as Abu
Dis. If a Palestinian Jerusalemite loses his residency, this means he will be
stripped of his rights to legally enter or work in Jerusalem (and the rest of
Israel), to access social benefits including unemployment and health insurance, and to request a travel document to go abroad.
When Nasser’s son turned 16 and requested his first Israeli ID card, the
Israeli authorities started asking questions: where do you live? How long
have you lived there? Can you provide evidence, such as utility bills? Nasser knew that the next step could be a home visit by Israeli investigators,
aimed at ascertaining his actual address and setting the ground for an eventual revocation of his family’s Israeli residency. He changed his address
to the small housing unit on top of his brother’s place in Wadi-al-Joz.
Hence the ‘dressed up’ apartment: a home performed through socio-material practices, social entanglements and bureaucratic paperwork, crafted to
simulate ‘normality’ to the prying eyes of the Israeli authorities.
In this chapter I explore the Israeli practices of residency revocation in
Jerusalem and how the city’s Palestinian residents encounter and negotiate this policy. I understand the Israeli policy and practices of residency revocation, aimed at reducing the demographic and spatial presence
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of Palestinians in Jerusalem, as part of the Israeli security toolbox. The
making of the Israeli security toolbox, as discussed in previous chapters,
requires the continuous assembling of multiple legal, administrative and
regulatory modules, involving different actors, practices materialities and
technologies. This dynamic toolbox allows Israeli security actors to open
new ‘fronts’ to address the securitized (Goldstein 2010) threat posed by
Palestinians’ presence in Jerusalem, while simultaneously endeavouring
to preserve a façade of a united Jerusalem under Israeli democratic rule,
where all residents are afforded equal legal protections. This toolbox is
multi-scalar. Israeli state actors at the national level envision security policies in order to demographically engineer (Tzfadia and Yacobi 2011) the
city, while municipal and other local actors then translate them into specific urban interventions. Security measures in Jerusalem trickle down from
the national, to the urban, to the domestic space of everyday life – where
one’s house, and one’s practices of habitation, play a crucial role.
In this chapter, I highlight the crucial, but often overlooked, political
character of domestic space, which can play a central role in state-citizen
encounters. I complement my understanding of modularity as a mode of
state governance, by concentrating here on how Palestinian Jerusalemites
negotiate the residency revocation policy by assembling their own modular
toolbox of material, legal and social responses. I suggest that their performance of the home, which I explore through three distinct dimensions
of socio-material practices, the mobilization of social relations and the
procurement of bureaucratic documentation, is a citizenship performance
aimed at maintaining limited rights, resources and mobility in the face of
urban exclusion and demographic engineering.
In the next section I discuss theoretical discussions of citizenship performances and claims in which I situate my discussion of Palestinian Jerusamelites’ practices around the home. I go on to outline the origins and
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legal framework of the residency revocation policy in Jerusalem, before
attending to the security practices employed by Israeli public and private
agents as part of that same policy. Next, I analyze different types of citizenship performances employed by Palestinian Jerusalemites negotiating
the Israeli residency revocation policy: how they use social-material practices to perform their showcase homes, mobilize their social network to
their aid, and how they manage to meet excessive bureaucratic demands to
document their lives through paperwork. I then conclude by bringing to
the fore the significance of the home as a site of citizenship performance,
indicating other cases where the performance of the home is used to make
citizenship claims towards state authorities in different contexts.

Performing citizenship
Performances can never be studied in isolation; there is a need to acknowledge the specific social and political context where performative practices, materialities and visualities emerge. Following Woolford and Nelund’s
(2013: 296) proposition, I seek to ‘examine the broader constraints that
structure these performances, which give them their shape and purpose
and which are, in turn, shaped and reshaped by these very performances’.
In this chapter I seek to situate the discussion on political performances in
the domestic sphere, illustrated through the practices and materialities of
everyday life. These performances, I argue, can shed light on how rights,
resources and privileges are claimed and (re)distributed. Various scholars
have focused on with other dimensions of the performative politics of
citizenship. Mahtani (2002), for instance, explores the multiplicity and
ambiguity of performances of everyday life enacted by Canadian women
of mixed descent, arguing that the complexity of their belonging allows
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them to reconstitute both national and ethnic boundaries through their
performances. In East Jerusalem, Palestinian residents are placed in an
ambiguous position: they are Palestinians under occupation, yet they are
afforded limited rights as Israeli residents, distinguishing them from their
West Bank compatriots (Dumper 2014). Could Palestinian Jerusalemites,
like women of mixed descent, reconstitute their relations vis-à-vis the state
by performing a qualifying version of themselves? Can they craft a citizenship performance aimed at the Israeli authorities, while maintaining their
belonging to and identification with the Palestinian political community?
State citizenship regimes both shape, and are shaped by, performances:
even in the most brutal and unequal states, citizenship is constitutively
produced through a process where differing claims and performances interact. Isin and Nielsen (2013) highlight how the claiming and negotiating
of citizenship entails an active role for citizens, in performing both the
present and a potentiality of a future. In other words, a citizenship performed is a citizenship imagined; it charts both a personal and a collective
course that transcends the current situation and shapes a political imaginary of the future. While state actors seek to make the population within
their territory legible, often superficially and schematically (Scott 1998),
citizens can attune their citizenship performance to highlight specific dimensions of their lives while concealing others. In this chapter I explore
how Palestinian Jerusalemites perform a showcase home to state actors,
following a script designed to imitate a qualifying dwelling within predefined geographical boundaries in order to maintain their limited rights
and access to resources.
The performance of citizenship vis-à-vis the state involves a number of
claim-making practices. As Woolford and Nelund (2013), for example,
show in their analysis of the performance of neoliberal citizenship in Winnipeg, Canada, that citizenship performances aimed at seeking state assis-
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tance may involve the need to perform a qualifying version of the self – to
make a positive narration of one’s life. These claim-making practices often
involve the materiality, economy and social significance of the home. Pido
(2012) illustrates through the case study of a Filipino community in California how citizenship is claimed through a performance of property and
home ownership, arguing that the ownership of a house can be leveraged
to navigate exclusion and discrimination while signaling national belonging. Focusing on Belfast, Coyles (2017) explores how the confluence of
housing with security threats is translated from the national arena to local
politics, where urban residents are mobilized or addressed as insurgents
through their habitation of a house. Similarly, many Palestinian Jerusalemites perform their citizenship through the criteria preset by the Israeli
authorities: they are required to prove their actual and lawful residency
in Jerusalem (within the Israeli-recognized boundaries), by showcasing a
normative affinity to the city through their home. In this chapter I illustrate how they do so through socio-material practices, social relations and
bureaucratic performances.
In Jerusalem, houses became an arena of contestation between Israeli authorities and Palestinian residents, as illustrated by the efforts of Jewish-Israeli settler organizations in taking over Palestinian homes (discussed in
Chapter 4), or in the Israeli policy of house demolitions (Shalhoub-Kevorkian 2015: 87-102). In this chapter I observe how a Jerusalem-address
home (whether owned, shared or rented) is central to the claims Palestinians make vis-à-vis the Israeli authorities. Through their citizenship performance of the home, Palestinian Jerusalemites seek to qualify themselves as
eligible residents, ‘jumping through the hoops’ of the Israeli bureaucracy,
averting and subverting Israeli security policies through a performance curated for agents of the state. As Isin (2002) emphasizes, a citizenship claim
is a political act. The myriad ways in which Palestinian encounter and
negotiate with Israeli actors, as mundane as these acts may seem, are part
and parcel of the larger Palestinian political struggle.
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In this chapter I draw primarily on interviews that I conducted with twelve
Palestinian residents and community activists who faced the threat of Israeli
residency revocation, discussing negotiation strategies for avoiding loss of
residency. Some of the interviewees faced the prospect of residency revocation themselves, while others shared the experiences of family, neighbours
or colleagues. Additionally, I gained valuable information from interviews
with five Israeli policymakers and Palestinian lawyers who were involved in
the legal deliberation over the residency revocation policy, including in the
seminal Israeli Supreme Court case of Mubarak ‘Awad (1988), in which
the court defined the parameters for residency revocation. The chapter is
also informed by a secondary data analysis of public documents that detail
the process of residency investigations and revocation in East Jerusalem;
these documents include court proceedings, parliamentary protocols, policy research reports, and media articles. Writing this chapter posed specific
ethical dilemmas, requiring a nuanced approach towards maintaining the
safety of both my interlocutors, and their wider community, as detailed in
Chapter 2.

Citizenship under occupation
When Israel occupied and subsequently annexed East Jerusalem in 1967,
the Israeli authorities debated the legal status of Palestinian Jerusalemites;
their choice, born out of concern both for Israel’s Jewish majority and
international relations, was to consider Palestinian Jerusalemites as Israeli
residents, not citizens (Ramon 2017). This has been reinforced in subsequent laws, regulations and court rulings. Yet, as I outlined in Chapter 1, I
approach Palestinian Jerusalemites analytically as citizens embedded in the
folds of the Israeli state, continuously involved in claims-making and ne-
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gotiating with Israeli state actors regarding their collective and individual
rights, resources and privileges. These negotiations takes place both within
the formal spectrum of citizens/residents/‘deportable others’, as the performances highlighted here illustrate; and outside of the spectrum, with a
plurality of daily national, communal and individual claims made on the
occupying state. Together, the ensemble of different negotiations, claims
and performances can shed a light on how citizenship is constituted by
Palestinian Jerusalemites vis-à-vis Israeli authorities.
As early as the first months of the Israeli occupation of East Jerusalem in
1967, Palestinian residents had to contest the Israeli authorities’ decision
to exclude them from the city by appealing against the results of the Israeli
census (which omitted many Palestinian Jerusalemites from the population registry), by providing proof of their residency in Jerusalem (Ramon
2017: 75). Designating Palestinian Jerusalemites as residents rather than
citizens has rendered these residents officially stateless, as they are granted
only limited rights in the Jewish state.17 Some Palestinian Jerusalemites
have retained limited affinity to the Kingdom of Jordan, from which they
can request travel documents. Palestinian Jerusalemites can also apply for
Israeli citizenship through a naturalization procedure, yet relatively few do
so, because of both the political unwillingness to swear allegiance to ‘Israel
as a Jewish State’ (Jefferis 2012), but also due to what some of my interlocutors described as ‘foot-dragging’ by the Israeli Ministry of the Interior,
which leads to low success rates.
Palestinian Jerusalemites’ ‘permanent’ residency status allows them to
live and work in Israel, and to access Israeli healthcare and social welfare,
17
Palestinian West Bank and Gaza residents, unlike their Jerusalemite counterparts, are not provided with
an Israeli residency permit. Instead, they are registered in a Palestinian Authority registry, which is supervised by
and synchronized with the Israeli military COGAT (Coordination of Government Activities in the Territories)
unit. Thus the Israeli government controls the registration of all newborns and migrants in Israel/Palestine.
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yet it is also a precarious legal status that is subject to revocation. For
decades, the conditions of issuing or revoking Palestinian Jerusalemites’
residency status remained a legal and bureaucratic gray zone, until the
Israeli Supreme Court enshrined these conditions in statute in 1988 (Ramon 2017). From then on, Palestinian Jerusalemites’ permanent residency
could legally be revoked on the basis of prolonged absence from Jerusalem,
when residents relocate ‘out of Israel’, including to nearby Israeli-occupied
Palestinian suburbs, for a period of seven years or more. This is known as
the ‘Center of Life’ policy. Furthermore, Palestinian Jerusalemites who receive citizenship or permanent residency status abroad may also lose their
Israeli residency permit. Since 1967, over 14,595 Palestinian Jerusalemites
have been stripped of their permanent residency; the majority of those lost
their residency after 1995, when the Israeli authorities began enforcing
the ‘Center of Life’ policy in earnest (Human Rights Watch 2017). In addition, a small but growing number of Palestinian Jerusalemites lose their
residency following Israeli claims of their lack of allegiance to the State of
Israel, a practice that Human Rights Watch has denounced as politically-motivated ‘punitive revocations’ (Human Rights Watch 2017).
The residency revocation policy is not merely a procedural matter – it is
first and foremost a security practice, one that the Israeli authorities see
as critical to improving national security. Goldstein (2010), following an
understanding of security as a range of practices, suggests that when measuring real threats becomes difficult, state actors and policymakers focus
instead on perceived threats to an ill-defined ‘way of life’; these threats can
go through a process of securitization, in which they are constructed as a
danger or an existential threat (Goldstein 2010: 492). Israeli authorities
commonly frame all state policies towards Palestinians, both within and
outside of Israel, as security issues (Yiftachel 2006). In Jerusalem, it is the
Palestinian presence in the city that undergoes securitization and is constructed as a demographic threat to the prevailing ethnicized order. The
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continuous municipal and governmental efforts to limit the demographic
presence of Palestinians in Israel’s self-declared capital can be understood
as a long-term project of demographic engineering (Tzfadia and Yacobi
2011: 37-38), in which state actors seek to alter the urban demographic
balance through the settling of certain populations, and the exclusion of
others.
Jabareen (2010) analyzes the controversial Israeli master plans for Jerusalem, which specify a desired, limited Palestinian demographical presence
in Jerusalem as part of an attempt to counter the Palestinian ‘demographic
threat’. Jabareen posits that it is primarily through urban planning regulations that the Jewish-Israeli presence is reinforced, while Palestinian
population growth is obstructed, leading Palestinian Jerusalemite towards
informal, or illegal, housing solutions. This chapter suggests that the residency revocation policy is part and parcel of such Israeli efforts to counter
a securitized Palestinian ‘demographic threat’. Residency revocation complements other security responses in a larger Israeli toolbox used to limit
the Palestinian presence in Jerusalem, designating Palestinians as a threat
to the Jewish-Israeli majority and thus as deportable ‘others’. The silent
deportation of Palestinian Jerusalemites allows Israeli authorities to extend
Jewish-Israeli urban space through settlement activities, while reducing the
budgetary costs of Palestinian residents’ social, health and administrative
expenses.
The Israeli authorities seek to implement the residency revocation policy either directly, through the Israeli Ministry of the Interior (usually for
those Palestinian Jerusalemites who have relocated abroad), or following
an investigation by the National Insurance Institute (NII), Israel’s social
and health insurance state institution. As I discussed in Chapter 3, the NII
has been enlisted by Israeli state security actors for its legal and operational
capacities, which are used to enhance the reach and scope of the Israeli
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security policies in East Jerusalem. The remaking of the NII as part of a
modular security toolbox has prompted the NII to enlist additional actors
of its own. Citing concerns regarding a ‘hostile’ local population, from
2003 the National Insurance Institute has begun outsourcing residency
investigations in parts of East Jerusalem to private contractors, who also
provide security escort services to the Institute’s own investigators (Knesset Labour, Welfare and Health Committee 2003). The outsourcing of
investigations allows the NII both financial and regulatory flexibility, as
private investigators are hired on temporary contracts with little supervision in place (similar to the relations, described in Chapter 4, between
Israeli police and PSCs). The private NII contractors operate primarily in
areas such as Kufr Aqab and Shuafat Refugee Camp, situated within Jerusalem’s municipal border but on the other side of Israel’s separation wall,
areas where other state actors and municipal facilities are largely absent
(Chiodelli 2013).

Fresh bananas and a moist
toothbrush
Taher reclined in the swanky café chair, looking out at the Jerusalem
skyline. Around us, the air buzzed with activity: diplomats running into
meetings, journalists prepping in front of cameras and bureaucrats waiting
impatiently at the buffet line. Like other Palestinian lawyers in Jerusalem,
Taher inhabits the fine line between the Palestinian street, the Israeli legal
world and the cosmopolitan sphere of NGOs and diplomatic circles. He
speaks a fluent English dotted with the occasional perfectly-accented Hebrew legal jargon of the myriad cases he has brought to the Israeli courts
on behalf of his Palestinian Jerusalemite clients, whether as a private law-
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yer or as a legal advisor to NGOs. ‘I do everything’, he exclaimed: ‘legal
correspondence with the Ministry, humanitarian committees, Bagatzim
[Supreme Court appeals] – this story with the revocation never ends’.
Taher became well aware of the Israeli NII investigators’ practices after
representing several dozens of cases for Palestinian Jerusalemites facing
residency revocation. ‘Some investigators are worse than others’, he elaborated on his clients’ experiences with NII’s investigators. ‘While some of
them try and work by the rules, others are aggressive, try and trick you,
or are prone to taking bribes’. The investigators he spoke of, whether NII
employees or private contractors, are expected to ascertain the location
of Palestinian residents’ place of residence. Using undisclosed parameters
to determine the ‘center of life’ of the family under investigation, they
compile a file, which is later sent to the NII and the Israeli Ministry of the
Interior. ‘They look at everything and talk to everyone’, Taher explained,
suggesting that the investigation practices are focused on both domestic
materiality (focusing on furnishings and other marks of use, either at the
registered address or at the suspected actual address), and testimonies offered willingly or unwillingly to investigators by family members, neighbours or others.
‘They just show up unannounced’, Taher said of the investigators. ‘They
demand to be let in the house, with no warrant or anything … Usually the
families are afraid to resist’. The investigators turn the Palestinian residents’
home into an object of inquiry, using a variety of tactics to determine
whether a certain address is used as a family’s residence. The Palestinian
residents often do not distinguish between public and private investigators
sent by the NII, and are almost uniformly not informed of their limited legal authority to inspect the property, conduct searches or question minors.
The illegibility and opaqueness of what Israeli public and private agents
can and cannot do is similar to the obfuscation of roles and legal authority
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at Jerusalem’s checkpoints, discussed in Chapter 5 in the context of the
deliberate production of uncertainty. This experience of being tricked was
related to me by Nevin, a Palestinian pediatrician working in a public
hospital, who had dealt with repeat visits by public NII investigators to
her family home:
They pretend to be nice at first, saying they will help us sort it all
out, that everything will be OK … it’s a way for them to make
us speak frankly. … Only later, when they cancelled our health
insurance and called us from the Israeli Ministry [of the Interior],
we understood that they had fooled us.
Taher described what the investigators look for when visiting a Palestinian family home: ‘Once inside they start checking for clues – are there
clothes in the closet? Food in the fridge? Are there children toys or school
textbooks around the house?’ The normative expectations of what should
be found in a family home can determine the results of an investigation;
similarly, these same signs of regular habitation at Palestinian families’ secondary home can be used to prove relocation. These minute details can
become crucial in an investigation, as many interviewees, court protocols
and media reports can testify. In one case bordering on the absurd, an
investigator presented the presence of a moist toothbrush and fresh bananas in a Palestinian family’s secondary home in the West Bank as the
main proof that the family had left Jerusalem, and thus provided evidence
towards the revocation of their residency permit (Jerusalem District Court
2014).
When a single visit does not suffice to establish the family’s ‘center of life’,
investigators might augment their file through stake-outs, questioning
neighbours or local shop-owners, and a repeat visit. ‘If the investigators
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come again, they have all sort of tricks they can use’, Taher explained. ‘For
example they would place an unused tissue under one of the pillows in
their first visit […] when they return a few weeks later, they would check
if the tissue is still untouched in the same spot, evidencing that the family
does not live there’. Other intrusive practices include sifting through the
trash at the families’ suspected residence, and conducting house searches
in the early hours of the morning. While the Israeli authorities seldom
question the information gathered by the investigators, and make use of
their reports in residency revocation processes, several Israeli officials have
voiced concern over bribes, the illegal questioning of unsupervised minors
and threats towards residents by unruly investigators (Ganon and Peled
2016).
If an NII investigation finds that an individual or a family has been residing for a lengthy time in the West Bank, including in some of Jerusalem’s
Palestinian suburbs, their permanent residency status can be revoked. They
would first be informed that they have lost their access to NII’s public
healthcare and social welfare benefits; the NII would then send their case
to the Israeli Ministry of the Interior, which can revoke their legal right to
reside or work in Israel (including East Jerusalem). The residents affected
would then no longer be able to renew their Israeli IDs, apply for a travel
document (a laissez-passer, in lieu of a passport) or work legally in their
home city. Stateless, without an Israeli ID or Palestinian authority citizenship, Jerusalemites who lose their residency status are placed in a very
difficult predicament.
Sanaa, a Palestinian student whose family had their residency revoked five
years ago, described the stark implications: ‘It’s terrible. The PA [Palestinian
Authority] won’t give us other papers, they can’t. … We’re completely nothing, we can’t ask for anything or work legally or pass the checkpoints … we’re
not even a number anymore’. Her account reflects how Jerusalemites who
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lose their Israeli residency are stuck neither-here-nor-there, formally outside both the West-Bank and Jerusalemite Palestinian communities. Their
predicament could also be described differently. Boano and Marten (2013)
suggest that we should observe the Israeli governance of Jerusalem through
its legal and territorial exceptionality. They propose that the revocation of
residency policy is a part of the exceptional production of a disposable urban (non)resident in East Jerusalem, an urban version of Agamben’s (1998)
Homo Sacer, living bare lives as ‘not even numbers’, devoid of rights and
protection while unable to seek any form of redress. However, as Palestinian
Jerusalemites’ sophisticated citizenship performances highlight, the scope of
maneuverability afforded to Palestinian Jerusalemites can be wider than Boano and Marten (2013) assume; the Israeli attempts of marginalizing and displacing Palestinians can be resisted and negotiated in a plurality of different
ways, as the following sections illustrate.

Performing the home through
socio-material practices
I met Hadil at her workplace, a crowded office from which she coordinates
educational church activities throughout Jerusalem and its surroundings.
She’s a Palestinian in her late 40’s, married with three children; and while
she exudes an air of a professional and personal success, she and her family
have been forced into leading double lives for the past decade.
Born in 1970, she grew up in al-Bireh, a burgeoning suburb of Ramallah;
it was her decision in 2003 to marry a Jerusalemite that changed her life
forever:
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‘He wanted us to move to Jerusalem immediately’, she recalled.
‘He already had an Israeli ID, but for me as a West- Bank Palestinian it wasn’t easy. At first the Israelis wouldn’t give me any permit,
so I moved to our Jerusalem home clandestinely. Those days were
tough – I was afraid of going outside, afraid of visiting my family
despite them living so near’.
Hadil finally received her first Israeli permit in 2006, just before she gave
birth to her first son. ‘But it was exactly then that my husband got a job
in Ramallah, so we had to move’, she recalls; ‘It just wasn’t an option for
him to commute daily, with the checkpoints and all’. If they had moved
out of Jerusalem and changed their address officially, her husband and son
could have lost their permanent residency permit, rendering them stateless, while she could have had her temporary permit revoked. Instead, they
chose to maintain their address in Jerusalem. Hadil explained:
‘At first, we kept paying rent for the apartment in Beit Hanina [a
Palestinian neighborhood in East Jerusalem], but rarely used it.
Two years later we registered at my husband’s family. They have
a large house, and within it one apartment we can use. When we
changed the address, we furnished the apartment, and since then
we keep it as if we live there’.
To keep an apartment as if one ‘lives there’ requires a continuous effort to
arrange a home to be ready for inspection on any given moment. Hadil
described these efforts:
‘We set the beds to look like they were slept in. We put dirty clothes in the
laundry basket, some food in the kitchen, we put toys in the house as if the
kids play in the living room, everything to make it look like we regularly
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use the place. His mom stocks up the fridge once in a while, she even used
to wet the toothbrushes every morning, so if an investigator comes he’ll
think we all live there’.
Hadil and her family carefully crafted a showcase home, intended to convince Israeli investigators of their continuous residency in Jerusalem. The
term, ‘a showcase home’, elicits the image of a model house displayed for
sale, arranged in a neutral but convincing manner to appeal to potential
buyers. I use this term here to refer to the houses performed by Palestinian
Jerusalemites, who showcase their home within Jerusalem to Israeli security agents in charge of ascertaining their residency. Hadil and her family
perform this home through the materialities of everyday life: a stocked
pantry, children toys, laundry, and toiletries. They enlist both material and
social practices in performing their showcase home, which is designed to
conform to the normative expectations of an investigator – it should convincingly present a house that contains, nourishes and serves a family in
every aspect of their lives.
Their performance of a showcased home is not a rare performance: tens of
thousands of Palestinian Jerusalemites maintain a formal address in East
Jerusalem, while they reside either outside the city (Ramon 2017: 326) or
in the neighbourhoods beyond the separation wall (Ir Amim 2015). These
homes can range from a stand-alone multi-story house to a single cramped
room in their parents’ basement. Palestinian Jerusalemites’ performance of
a home is aimed at the Israeli authorities, to whom they make a citizenship
claim: against the background of military occupation, settlements construction and discriminatory practices, Palestinian Jerusalemites are forced
to negotiate and claim their substantive citizenship rights, resources and
privileges with the Israeli actors.
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Hadil’s family choice to maintain a secondary home, in order to showcase their Jerusalem residency to the Israeli authorities, requires herculean efforts over a long period, and takes an economic and emotional toll.
Real estate prices in East Jerusalem surged considerably following the construction of the Separation Wall, which induced a severe housing shortage
(Amir 2011); to maintain an unused furnished apartment to showcase to
the authorities is an expensive endeavor, which not all Palestinians can afford. Poor Palestinians can get only poorer as they seek to evade residency
revocation, either by paying towards a showcase home or by being forced
to relocate into more expensive Jerusalem neighborhoods within the Israeli defined boundaries. Often, poverty precipitates residency revocation,
execrating existing inequalities among Palestinians and pushing poor Palestinian Jerusalemites out of their main source of income –the Israeli labour market. Hadil recalled the case of her aunt, who lost her Jerusalem
residency because she did not have a heater when the investigators called in
the midst of a chilly winter. ‘They told her: “no way you live here without a
heater”, and she was old so she didn’t really understand, she couldn’t argue,
but she lost her benefits and residency just because she was poor’. With little access to legal aid or the support of employers, poorer Palestinian have
fewer chances to successfully negotiate or confront the Israeli residency
revocation policy – their possible scope of citizenship claims is narrowed.

Secrecy, self-censorship, and how
to mobilize the social
Palestinian Jerusalemites’ performance of the home entails not only their
own efforts, but also performances by and with their extended family,
friends and neighbors. These others are enlisted both to corroborate a
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qualifying script to Israeli investigators if and when they come snooping,
and to maintain strict secrecy and self-censorship in their quotidian lives.
Gordon (2008) analyzes the transformation of the Israeli occupation from
a disciplinary regime, which seeks to administer its colonial subjects, to a
regime based on separation, renouncing its obligation towards the occupied population. While his assertion rings true for the Israeli governance
of Palestinians in Gaza or the West Bank, living under siege or under the
toothless state-building exercise of the Palestinian Authority, it does not
fully reflect the administration of East Jerusalem, where Israeli authorities
increasingly use a mix of disciplinary and punitive measures to subdue the
Palestinian population, as I discuss in Chapter 3 and elsewhere throughout
this dissertation.
Surveillance practices and technologies are a major part of these mixed
measures. Zureik (2011) highlights how different practices and technologies of surveillance are central to the Israeli governance of Palestinian
lives; the security practices employed by Israeli actors and explored in this
chapter are an integral part of the ‘mundane’ and bureaucratic colonial
surveillance (Zureik 2011: 8-9) of Palestinians’ lives. The performance of a
showcased home requires Palestinian Jerusalemites’ to maintain secrecy in
regard to their place of residence: to present to different surveillance actors
and their information databases a single corroborated qualifying script.
This taxing performance takes an emotional toll. Hadil’s fear over losing
her family’s residency card permeated every aspect of her personal and
professional life. ‘Of course we’re afraid of the investigators’, she said. ‘It’s
never easy always thinking what we would do if they ever catch us’. This
fear leads to secrecy and self-censorship, aimed at limiting clues as to Hadil’s family life in Ramallah. ‘My husband keeps on telling me to be careful
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with what I post on Facebook’, Hadil recounted. ‘He tells me not to “like”
too many pages of events or businesses in Ramallah, not to write all the
time about my experiences at the checkpoint, so no one would suspect we
don’t live in Jerusalem anymore. He’s afraid the Israelis will discover and
take away our IDs’. This fear extends to Hadil’s children, who study at a
private school in Ramallah. In a whispered voice, she explained that ‘we
taught our kids to lie … if anyone asks them where they live, we told them
to recite “we live at our grandparents’ house in Jerusalem”. Even to their
teachers they tell this. Maybe to their friends they tell the truth, that they
live in Ramallah’. Hadil’s fears over an investigation of her children is rooted in the experience of other Jerusalemites: NII’s and private investigators
are known to illegally interview, and record, children without the presence
of their parents (Ganon and Peled 2016).
Performing the home to the advanced array of Israeli surveillance technologies is particularly difficult. In recent years, Palestinian Jerusalemites have
become increasingly concerned about the development of the Israeli biometric identification database and associated facilities, and the potential
of these to enhance Israeli surveillance of their movements in and out of
Jerusalem. The Israeli authorities adopted a mandatory biometric identification system, in which all new ID cards, including those of Palestinian Jerusalemites or West-Bank permit holders, contain the holders’ fingerprints
and coded facial structure (Stevens 2011). With this system in place, Israeli
security actors can seek to record the entry of Palestinian passengers into
Jerusalem through the checkpoints between Jerusalem and the rest of the
West Bank. Hadil, for example, voiced concern over the prospect of the
Israeli authorities discovering that she commutes daily from her Ramallah
home to her Jerusalem workplace. ‘I’m nervous about the checkpoint’, she
told me. ‘If I go through Qalandyia [a major checkpoint] they check my
ID and I have to stamp my fingerprint, they keep those records, and I’m
afraid they’ll find out we live in Ramallah’. To avoid the Israeli registration
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of her movement, she prefers to travel with a colleague, travelling by car
past a different checkpoint, where the control is less strict. If she cannot go
by car, she follows her husband’s suggestion to keep her commuting to a
minimum; this has forced her to skip work on occasion.
While Palestinian Jerusalemite families can strive to maintain an agreed
script of their life in Jerusalem by mitigating the risk of a mobility paper
trail, or by seeking the willing participation of their immediate family members, there is little they can do to limit the information their neighbours,
relatives and employers share with the authorities. Hassan, a 40-year-old
Palestinian Jerusalemite who relocated to the suburb of A-Ram, outside
Jerusalem’s municipal border, can attest to these difficulties. He moved
with his new wife to a spacious house in 1999; 15 years later, he, his wife
and their four children lost their Israeli residency permit after NII’s investigators discovered that they lived outside of Jerusalem’s borders.
They kept their registered address at his parents’ house in the north Jerusalem neighbourhood of Dahyat-al-Barid for over ten years. Hassan’s
parents’ house is only a few hundred meters from his own family home,
yet on the other side of the separation wall. ‘We told their neighbours to
lie and say we still live there’, he recalled. ‘If the investigators come, they
know what to say. But that wasn’t enough – the children in the street, or
the sellers in the shop, they told the investigators that we moved out’. One
day a private investigator showed up on their doorstep in A-Ram; a few
months later, they lost their residency permit, which they still hope to get
back one day.
Palestinian Jerusalemites who have relocated outside the city may fear not
only the Israeli authorities, but also the possibility that their neighbours or
relatives might report them to the authorities. Hadil explained of several
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cases she knew where ‘there were fights inside the family, big problems, so
one relative can report on the other to the Israelis, tell them “he doesn’t
live in Jerusalem anymore”, and so destroy his family’s future, work, everything. It’s crazy people can be like that’.

Performing the home through
paperwork
Palestinian Jerusalemites perform their home not only through socio-material practices around the home, or through the mobilization of their social relations, but also through another form of materiality: paperwork,
the ultimate bureaucratic performance. Israeli authorities regularly request
Palestinians to furnish evidence proving their residency in Jerusalem: title
deeds and rental contracts, utility and tax bills, school registration certificates and payslips. Attaining these documents is not always a simple
matter of procedure, but can often entail a complicated performance of
eligibility through what Kim (2011) has dubbed a ‘papereality’. Failure
to present a qualifying version of oneself ‘on paper’ can result in denial of
services – or worse, in the loss of residency.
In a recent review, Hull (2012) notes an emerging scholarly discussion on
documents, emphasizing how until recently documents remained a largely
unexplored materiality, one that is constitutive of a plethora of bureaucratic ideologies and practices. This section seeks to extend this emergent literature by turning our scholarly attentions towards citizens’ (understood in
the wider sense) performance of the home through documents and paperwork. I draw on the case of the residency revocation policy to demonstrate
how citizens negotiate their relations with the state through the procure-
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ment, collection and presentation of documents that testify to a qualifying
script of their lives.
Formal documents are not always readily available in East Jerusalem: in
some matters, such as land registry, Israeli authorities maintain deliberate
ambiguity (Levine-Schnur 2011). In other cases, such as the recognition of
Palestinian Islamic courts, there is a large grey area where state bureaucrats
have the final say. This is not just a coincidence: the aberrant governmentality (Shlomo 2016) with which Israel governs East Jerusalem and its residents is aimed at allowing state actors a large degree of discretion or maneuverability, both within the Israeli legal and regulative framework and
outside it. Deliberate ambiguity further provides opportunities to leverage
‘technical’ decisions in pacifying the Palestinian population, as I demonstrated in Chapter 3.
Palestinian Jerusalemites’ efforts to get the proper documents require strenuous efforts complemented by a healthy dosage of creativity – something
not all Palestinian residents can muster. Mansour, a Palestinian legal advocacy worker, explained the difficulties Palestinian face in procuring the
correct documents to prove their continuous residency in Jerusalem: ‘they
ask for proofs, but it’s really difficult. In many cases bills and contracts are
signed in another’s name – the neighbour’s name for electricity, the brother’s for Arnona [Municipal tax], the parents’ for the rental contract. We try
to get neighbours to sign affidavits but it’s often not enough’.
Even those who haven’t relocated outside the city’s boundaries need to
continuously reassure the Israeli authorities of their residency in Jerusalem:
they are often requested to furnish documents and certificates proving
their continuous residency in Jerusalem when they apply for a travel document or ID card, request social benefits or register their newborn children.
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Mansour described the problems many of his clients face when applying
for new Israeli IDs at the Israeli Ministry of the Interior in East Jerusalem:
At first, you file a request but they [the Ministry] pretend it was
never sent. Then you come again, wait hours in line, and they ask
you to send in papers proving your residency: bills, certificates of
school attendance of the kids, Arnona [Municipal tax]… then
you send it, but they pretend again they never got it. Then they
send you a letter, which asks again for the documents, but perhaps
you received it too late and you have to start the whole process
again.
Taher’s clients faced a similar ordeal when applying for unemployment,
disability or survivors’ benefits at Israeli National Insurance Institute:
They have a new approach of combining pending investigations
with excessive demands for documents – asking residents to submit more and more documents detailing the specific request, and
at the same time asking them to prove their Center-of-Life…
What they do is often keep on asking again for documents, refusing to acknowledge that they received documents, sending requests by mail though they know many residents don’t have access
to a regular mail service … they just postpone [a decision] until
many residents give up on their money and rights.
These state responses are not only the result of mere incompetence or understaffing, but are instead indicators of what Lavie (2014) calls ‘bureaucratic torture’ – a mode of governance in which uncertainty and illegibility, features of the Israeli administration of Palestinian East Jerusalem
I explored in Chapter 5, reign supreme. These state policies have conse-
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quences. According to Taher, many Palestinian Jerusalemites have relinquished their rights to social support and state subsidies due to their fear
of drawing the attention of state authorities. Others continue to struggle
with the continuous need to provide ‘adequate’ documents to prove their
residency in Jerusalem. This is particularly the case for those facing the
prospect of residency revocation.
Palestinian Jerusalemites negotiate or comply with the excessive demands
for documentation in a variety of ways. Some have begun to selectively comply with Israeli demands, particularly through regular municipal
tax payments (Barakat 2008), in order to prove their residency in Jerusalem. Others try and register the electrical or water meters of their Jerusalem-based relatives in their name; some subscribe to cable TV or Internet
at their Jerusalem address. These efforts might not prove enough – some of
Taher’s clients had their residency revoked after the Israeli authorities questioned their water and electricity usage patterns. ‘The NII asks people to
submit their bills of electricity and water, both in their Jerusalem address
and in their West Bank house, to trace and compare consumption’, Taher
told me. If a family is using more utilities in their West Bank house than
in their showcased Jerusalem home, the Israeli authorities might conclude
that they no longer live in Jerusalem. Taher recounted how some Palestinian families, asked to provide utility bills, had to artificially increase consumption at their Jerusalem address prior to submitting their documents:
‘Some wasted water, or opened the oven for many hours to increase their
electricity consumption. Some others were smarter … they connected a
cable to their relatives who lived below or above’.
Hadil, who lives in Ramallah and whose family maintains a showcase
home in Jerusalem, faced particular difficulties providing Israeli authorities
with her children school enrollment certificates:

191

They wanted from us papers for the children’ school – that’s real
difficult, since I was afraid they would revoke our residency of I
gave their actual certificates from the school in Ramallah. I had to
find a private school in Jerusalem where I can register them and that
they will give me a certificate. So every year I pay 3000 Shekels to
one school … just so I can show one paper to the Ministry. With
two kids that’s now 6000 Shekels. And at the same time I still pay
tuition for the private school in Ramallah…so double the money
just because of this piece of paper.
As Hadil’s case demonstrates, the procurement of the necessary documentation to perform the home can be both a difficult and costly endeavor, which
many Palestinians fail due to a lack of resources or an inability to find creative ‘work-arounds’ such as Hadil’s. Others encounter difficulties conforming their documents to the onerous requirements by the Israeli authorities,
leading to a long process of repeated visits and applications to the NII or the
Ministry of the Interior, and ultimately to a denial of rights and a revocation
of their residency permit.
While Hull’s (2012) overview highlights how formal documents can take on
‘a life of their own’, the Palestinian responses to Israeli demands to provide
excessive documentation illustrate the role of human agency, showing how
a script of one’s life can be crafted through authenticable documents, producing a ‘papereality’ (Kim 2011) in which documents are plugged into a
citizenship performance. Through a creative and costly endeavor, Palestinian
Jerusalemites seek to procure qualifying documentation to maintain their
limited rights and access to resources. They subscribe to unnecessary utility
services, enroll their children in a showcase school, and maintain a strict
collection of documentation to be submitted at the whim of the Israeli authorities. The materiality of excessive documentation, and the associated enactment of a papereality, become parts of a sophisticated citizenship performance through which Palestinian Jerusalemites lay claim rights in their city.

192

Conclusion
This chapter has explored the assembling of an Israeli modular security
toolbox aimed at addressing the Palestinian presence in Jerusalem through
the residency revocation policy, and the Palestinian response of assembling
their own negotiation toolbox. I found that Palestinian Jerusalemites make
citizenship claims through their performance of the house, as they seek to
claim rights, resources and unimpeded mobility in the face of exclusion
and discrimination. I attended to the distinct dimensions of socio-material
practices, the mobilization of social relations and the procurement of bureaucratic documentation, that are employed by Palestinian Jerusalemites
in their performance of a qualifying home to Israeli state agents. Through
this case, I highlighted the highly political nature of domestic space, and
how residents’ practices and materialities of habitation are contested and
negotiated, playing a crucial role in shaping the relations between citizens
and the state.

193

The performance of the home is not unique to East Jerusalem, but is a
global phenomenon with distinct local manifestations. From the case of
migrants required to prove their integration into society, through welfare
recipients who need to demonstrate a physical need for state assistance,
to parents facing an inquiry by Child Protection Services, or ex-convicts
attempting to prove their successful rehabilitation, the performance of an
eligible home is central to how citizens claim rights, resources and privileges. In other words, it is central to how citizens become citizens.
In Jerusalem, Palestinian residents continue to negotiate their precarious
legal status through the performance of the home. They set a stage, their
home, which they perform through socio-material practices. They enlist
additional actors, mostly family and friends, through their social networks.
They produce and shape props, in the form of bureaucratic documentation. Together, they perform a script of a qualifying version of themselves
to present to the Israeli authorities.
Their personal struggle is not detached from the political context it is situated in. In his poem Passport, the Palestinian national poet Mahmoud
Darwish (2015) writes:
Oh, gentlemen, Prophets / Don’t ask the trees for their names / Don’t ask
the valleys who their mother is / [...] All the hearts of the people are my
identity / So take away my passport!
Darwish describes his unwillingness to allow the Israeli authorities to decide whether or not he belongs in his homeland, placing the recognition
of his fellow Palestinian countrymen before that of Israel. Not many Palestinian Jerusalemites can afford a similar stance: their Israeli-issued ID is
a necessity of everyday life, allowing them to continue living in their city
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– to study, to work, to have children, to fall ill, even to die and be buried
within its confines (Shalhoub-Kevorkian 2015: 116-139). Yet their negotiation with the Israeli authorities does not negate their resistance to the
Israeli occupation. Isin and Nielsen (2013) highlight how citizenship is enacted when subjects perform themselves as citizens, when people re-invent
themselves as claimants through both visible and invisible political claims.
Palestinian Jerusalemites assemble socio-material practices, social relations
and bureaucratic materialities in a performance of a home, through which
they not only make a claim vis-a-vis the Israeli authorities, from which
they seek recognition and limited rights, but at the same time engage in a
political enactment of Palestinian steadfastness (Sumud), in order to practice their right to live, build, and claim Jerusalem.
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7
conclusion

In this doctoral dissertation I have explored how, and to what end, state
security actors pursue security pluralization and privatization in Jerusalem
– and what are the implications of these processes for the (re)production
of differentiated citizenship and its negotiation. Drawing on my empirical
research in Jerusalem, I have argued that state security actors assemble
additional public and private actors, materialities and technologies, and
plug these into a state-led form of security provision, in order to enhance
their capacity to pursue controversial security policies that they would be
unable, or unwilling, to pursue otherwise. I conceptualized this process as
the assembling of a modular security toolbox, in which different public
and private modules, that normally fall outside the scope of the police,
the military and the criminal justice system, are plugged in and out of a
security toolbox. This re-shuffling of the security landscape has important
political implications. I have highlighted how the assembling of a modular
security toolbox can entail the deliberate differential (re)distribution of
rights, resources and political decision-making. In other words, this modular form of security (re)produces unequal substantive citizenship between
those deemed worthy of enhanced protection and those designated as security threats.
In making this argument, my dissertation has sought to make a contribution to current scholarly debates on security assemblages, on security
privatization and pluralization, on the (re)production of citizenship, and
on the transformation of the state in an age of neoliberal governance. In
advancing a conceptualization of modular security, I called for a focus
on the question of intentionality in the debate on security assemblages.
My proposition of an actively-crafted and local-oriented modular security toolbox aims to be of use to those security scholars who engage in
assemblage theory, yet wish to account for the human agency involved in
the assembling of assemblages. In this dissertation I highlighted the role
of security pluralization in the transformation of the state, bringing to the
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fore the process in which more and more state actors, beyond the police,
military and the justice system, are enlisted in the service of security provision. I further extended the debate on the fate of the state in a neoliberal
era by demonstrating how security privatization can reinforce, rather than
erode, state actors’ capacities to territorialize restive urban areas beyond
the full grasp of the state. My contribution to the debate on citizenship
lies in underlining how the (re)production of differentiated citizenship is
not merely a by-product of security pluralization and privatization, but
can instead be its desired aim. This proposition further highlights how
additional ‘organizing logics’, such as the ethnocratic and the colonial, can
adjoin the neoliberal dynamic in directing the governance of security and
the (re)assembly of the state.
I have explored the assembling of a modular security toolbox through the
case of Jerusalem, where I conducted extensive fieldwork in the context of
this research. Jerusalem, where Israeli security provision is torn between the
application of brute force and the nominal adherence to a democratic rule
of law, provides a good example of the dynamics that lie at the core of this
research. Each of the four empirical chapters of this dissertation brought to
the fore a different facet of the assembling of a modular security toolbox.
Chapter 3 presented a specification of the concept of modular security, by
elaborating how, and to what end, Israeli state security actors enlist pluralized state security actors, materialities, and technologies in Jerusalem. In
Chapter 4, I went to examine in more detail the privatization of security
through the case study of outsourced security provision at Jewish-Israeli
settlement compounds in East Jerusalem. My findings highlighted how
the assembling of private security actors can reinforce, rather than erode,
the capacities of state security actors, by enabling them to pursue territorialization while evading accountability and deflecting public and legal
challenges to controversial state-led projects. Chapter 5 focused on the
plurality of material, affective, managerial and temporal security interven-

198

tions at checkpoints, demonstrating how these are assembled towards a
differential production of (un)certainty. In Chapter 6, the last empirical
chapter of this dissertation, I explored how – in additional to state security
actors – urban residents also assemble a toolbox populated by divergent
practices, performances, materialities and social relations in contesting and
claiming citizenship rights. Together, the findings presented throughout
this dissertation how the modular reassembling of security provision results in a deliberate unequal distribution of rights, resources and political
decision-making between different urban residents.
Jerusalem, as seen through the pages of this dissertation, is a city where
the transformation of the security landscape has grave political, social and
economic consequences. The assembling of a modular security toolbox
involves a perilous balancing act between conspicuous colonial violence
and the normative pursuit of security under democratic rule of law. While
Jerusalem remains in the international spotlight, Israeli state security actors enlist of additional public and private security modules to avoid legal
and public accountability for their controversial policies. Palestinian Jerusalemites are at the receiving end of the Israeli move towards security
pluralization and privatization: their neighborhoods are transformed into
garrisons and battle zones, their voices stifled through punitive measures,
their mobility impeded, and their right to live in their home city denied.
These were common topics of discussion with such as Hussam, Majed,
Nevin, Rafat, Hadil and other Palestinian interlocutors. Yet even while facing overwhelming odds, Palestinian Jerusalemites devote extensive efforts
to negotiate and resist Israeli security interventions.
As my conversations with current and former Israeli security agents can
testify, the Israeli modular security toolbox is far from comprehensive, and
it is possible to identify cracks, dyssynchronies, misunderstandings, and
personal or organizational power struggles amongst the security actors in-
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volved. I have sought to highlight the dynamic, unstable nature of the
Israeli modular security toolbox, which is continuously assembled and disassembled, with different modules plugged in and out, according to narrowly-defined security needs. The modular security toolbox is dispatched
repeatedly to put out fires, but never aimed at resolving the underlying
cause of conflict. In the absence of tangible prospects for a political resolution, ad-hoc security arrangements become a solution, albeit a temporary
and untenable one, to maintain the status quo in a purportedly intractable
conflict.
The implications of this dissertation’s findings extend far beyond Jerusalem, to other cases where state actors assemble a modular security toolbox
in attempts to overcome operational and legal limitations to their controversial security policies. From cases of stringent migration management
employing private security contractors (Athwal 2015), to anti-radicalization programs imposing preventative roles on social and educational institutions (Lindekilde 2012), from foreign military interventions enlisting
private militias (Avant 2006) to mass-surveillance programs collecting information through intermediaries, from public-private mass incarceration
(Doty and Wheatly 2013) to pluralized deportation regimes (Kalir and
Wissink 2016), it is possible to identify a broader trend unfolding. Security actors worldwide are enlisting and instructing pluralized and privatized
actors, technologies and materialities in order to reinforce their capacities
and avoid accountability for their controversial policies. While each case
is different, a common thread can be found weaving through the plurality of modules enlisted. Their reconfiguration towards a state-led security
intervention precipitates the differential allocation of rights, resources and
privileges according to a logic of protection (Huysmans 2006) in which
populations are sorted on a spectrum between those considered worthy of
enhanced protection, and those designated as potential threats.
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Jerusalem is not merely an urban location where we can identify these
dynamics. It may also be a harbinger of things to come. With the export
of Israeli security knowledge, technologies and practices flourishing in line
with the growing global demand for anti-terrorism measures, the models
developed in Jerusalem and explored in this dissertation can be – and are
being – transplanted elsewhere (Grassiani 2017), with far-reaching implications for the security landscape worldwide.

(Re)assembling security landscapes
In this work I have drawn on assemblage approaches (Deleuze and Guattari 1998) that highlight composite configurations (Delanda 2006a) in
which different actors and actants, including technologies and materialities, are continuously brought together and separated. I have chosen to
use the language of modularity to emphasize the intentional efforts and
the importance of key actors involved in the assembling of a modular security toolbox. While this focus on intentionality distinguishes my approach from some other approaches to security assemblages, it shares the
broader relational emphasis of assemblage theory, which has proved highly
productive in attending to how security undergoes pluralization and privatization. Such approaches allows scholars to trace the relations between
unexpected actors and actants, and the implications of these relations on
citizens and security agents alike.18

18
The fruitfulness of addressing the emergence of public-private security assemblages in urban settings
can be seen in the scholarly work of my colleagues in the same research project, SECURCIT, who conducted
research in settings as diverse as Kingston (Jamaica), Nairobi (Kenya), Recife (Brazil) and Miami (US).
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My specific approach, framed through the lens of modularity, involved
a primary focus on the human agency embedded, though often ignored
(Brenner et al. 2011: 236), in assemblage approaches. As Li (2007) suggests, assemblages never emerge out of thin air; someone, or something, is
needed to bring together diverse elements and the relations between them.
This focus on the intentionality of assembling led me to question why and
how state security actors seek to enlist additional actors, technologies and
materialities in the service of a state-led security provision. As I have highlighted throughout, the assembling of a modular toolbox provides state
security actors with additional capacities while staving off controversy. My
focus on the political agency required in the assembling of a modular security toolbox is an attempt to bring forward the political dimension of (security) assemblages – to confront those who seek to de-politicize controversial security policies, and the differential (re)production of substantive
citizenship that these entail. I have charted one possible path of exploring
state security actors’ assembling of a modular toolbox, and the possibilities
for negotiation and resistance, from the enlistment of additional public
and private actors, to that of material, technological and affective modules.
There are, of course, other ways that the assembling of a modular security toolbox could be researched. Some scholars (such as Schouten 2014)
draw on assemblage approaches to explore in more detail the agency of
non-human actants, such as materialities and technologies, observing their
circulation and usage before assigning agency to their emergence and its
subsequent implications. While attending to the role of non-human entities, this has not been my main emphasis. Taking such an approach, my
research data could have led me to follow more specifically the plethora of
security materialities and infrastructures found in Jerusalem: security cameras, police weaponry on trial, the separation wall, ID papers, or even the
water supply network. Such an approach could have been highly productive in examining how physical objects circulate and gain meaning, and
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how they mediate the relations between security actors and citizens. Such
an approach might locate the material origins and the end destinations of
these entities, following them as they are discarded or sold as a security
export, connecting them to transnational chains of supply, extraction and
policy transfer. Yet such an approach might also be less apt at demonstrating the division of human labor between pluralized and privatized security
actors – to explore who precisely does what, where, under which guise and
to what end, questions I considered a priority as I conducted this research.
Obviously, these different approaches need not be mutually exclusive;
there is an ample scope for future research in this regard.
Another pathway in exploring the phenomena I have analyzed here could
be to eschew the assemblage approach altogether, in favor of a more traditional ethnographic account of the lived experience of Jerusalem in the
shadow of the pervasive presence of security agents. During my fieldwork
in Jerusalem I collected a wide array of stories, experiences and perspectives that ultimately fell outside of the scope of this dissertation. These
could form the basis for another kind of work, one that highlights how
different residents – and also security agents – experience the transformed
security landscape in Jerusalem. Some of these more traditionally ethnographic perspectives found their way to the different sections of this dissertation, particularly in Chapters 5 and 6; future research could explore and
contrast in greater detail the everyday lived experience of security by those
who are afforded enhanced protection (such as Jewish-Israeli settlers), by
those designated as security threats, and by those who are tasked with providing security as part of their work or civil duty.
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Towards a future of (in)security
The tumultuous and violent summer of 2014 came and went in Jerusalem.
Palestinian residents of the city were confronted by a wide range of public
and private security agents, and witnessed the extent to which the Israeli
authorities would go in pacifying Palestinian opposition to Israeli rule. As
with other outbursts of violence, the city soon returned to ‘normalcy’, a
condition marked by quotidian violent practices of exclusion rather than
large-scale attacks and incursions.
That superficial calm soon proved merely a temporary condition. The lack
of a political solution on the horizon, the continuous expropriation of Palestinians’ land and houses, the construction of Jewish-Israeli settlements,
and Palestinians’ perceptions of a threat posed by Israeli security actors
and Jewish zealots to the al-Aqsa mosque led to a new outburst of violence in September 2015. In the months that followed, dozens of Israelis
and hundreds of Palestinians were killed in Jerusalem and throughout Israel/Palestine. Individual Palestinians carried out stabbing, shooting and
car-ramming attacks, while Israeli forces attacked both Palestinian assailants and civilians, including during armed incursions into the Palestinian
neighborhoods of Jerusalem. When I returned to Jerusalem for my second
fieldwork stay in late 2016, my Palestinian interlocutors described how
their neighborhoods had been placed under siege for days on end; Jewish-Israeli residents and security agents described to me their experience of
long months dominated by constant fear. The Israeli authorities were once
again forced to face their inability to maintain the current status-quo, or
to restore a long-lasting calm to the city’s streets.
In the summer of 2017, Israeli plans for reinforced surveillance at the entry points to the Temple Mount/Haram al-Sharif, the site of the al-Aqsa
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mosque, led to large-scale Palestinian civil resistance, which resulted in an
Israeli backtracking and a rare victory for the embattled Palestinian residents
of Jerusalem. However, the Palestinian euphoria did not last long: the decision by the US administration in early 2018 to break with international conventions and recognize Jerusalem as the capital of Israel made the prospects
for a political solution in Jerusalem seem more distant than ever.
In this dissertation, I have not sought to propose a specific resolution to
Jerusalem’s woes, let alone a solution to the political predicament of Israel/
Palestine. I can, however, offer a clear statement on what a political resolution will not look like. It will not be achieved within the scope of the law
alone. A legal reading of Israeli security provision is incapable of capturing
the extent and reach of security policies – and, conversely, legal solutions
alone cannot guarantee equality, safety or liberty to Palestinians and Israelis. My analysis of the Israeli assembling of a modular security toolbox
has highlighted the flexibility and adaptability of Israeli security actors,
who have proved able to overcome limited, constrained legal and operational capacities through security pluralization and privatization. Wide
sections of the Israeli state apparatus, aided by commercial security enterprises, have been enlisted to advance a controversial security provision.
Any proposition for a political resolution in Jerusalem with the pretense of
being more than a cosmetic solution, will need to focus on the condition
that perpetuates insecurity: the vast inequality in the allocation of rights,
resources and political decision-making between Jewish-Israelis and Palestinians living under Israeli rule.
In this dissertation I have delved into the assembling of an Israeli security
toolbox and its serious political consequences in terms of the distribution
of rights, resources and political decision-making. The pluralization and
privatization of security provision has not reinforced the reach of Israeli
state security actors, but also embroiled nominally ‘neutral’ administrative
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and regulatory state institutions in a discriminatory logic of protection
(Huysmans 2006). The emergence of public-private security assemblages
thus marks a wider move towards the de-responsibilization of the state
towards some of its citizens, under the guise of security – a shift in which
both state security actors, and the pluralized and privatized security modules they assembled together, embody state policies of differentiation, discrimination and dispossession.
I want to conclude with a proposition on the implications of my research
for political and intellectual modes of critiquing the occupation of Jerusalem, and other situations in which a modular security toolbox is being
deployed. I suggest that in order to fully understand contemporary state
security policies or practices, and their differential consequences for citizens, researching and critiquing the police, the military, border agencies
or the criminal justice system is not enough. The security landscape is
increasingly populated by other public and private actors, materialities and
technologies, who are enlisted and instructed by state security actors to
effectuate controversial security policies. With the advent of new technologies of data-collection, automation, prediction and prevention entering
the governance of everyday life, security pluralization and privatization
pose risks more acute than ever. We – researchers, concerned citizens –
need to keep an eye on these dynamics, stay alert to their harmful implications, and propose alternatives to the limited reading of security, threats
and citizenship contained therein.
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English summary
In this doctoral dissertation I explore how, and to what end, do state security
actors pursue security pluralization and privatization in Jerusalem – and subsequently – what are the implications of these processes for the (re)production of differentiated citizenship and its negotiation in Jerusalem. In light of
the discussions on the neoliberal (re)assembly of the state (Sassen 2006, Ong
2006), scholarship attended widely to the entanglements of state security
actors with a wider ‘policing family’ (Crawford 2013), and to lesser degree to
the unequal implications of these entanglements on different citizens. In this
dissertation I go beyond the existing discussion on the transformed security
landscape and its implications to different citizens. I argue that the differential allocation of rights, resources and political decision-making is not merely
a by-product of security privatization and pluralization, but can actually be
its desired goal. I seek to capture these interactivities by attending to the (re)
production of substantive citizenship, a distinction marked not by formal
belonging to a state, but instead dependent upon the provision of rights,
resources and political decision-making as part of an incorporated political,
civil or social community (Holston 2008, Gordon and Stack 2007).
In this dissertation I employ an assemblage approach (Delanda 2006a, Ryan
2014), which highlights the relations – hierarchical, reciprocal and rhizomatic – emerging and dissolving between different actors and actants in an
ever-changing assemblage. I follow Li’s (2007) suggestion that assemblages
never emerge out of thin air, but instead someone, or something, is needed
to bring the diverse elements together and produce the relations between
them. My focus is thus on the act of assembly - on who assembles the diverse
security actors, materialities and technologies, and how they do so, to what
end, and with which implications. Through my findings I bring forth the
conceptualization of a modular security toolbox: of how state security actors
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enlist and instruct additional private and public actors, technologies and materialities outside the spectrum of the police, the military and the criminal justice
system, aiming to enhance their capacity to pursue controversial security policies that they would be unable, or unwilling, to pursue otherwise.
My intent in this dissertation is to advance knowledge on the parallel processes of security privatization and security pluralization, by analyzing the governance logic articulated in their emergence, and the implications they have on
different residents of the city. This dissertation pivots around Jerusalem: a holy
city, a site of worship and devotion, but also of violence and occupation; a city
that captivated a major part of humanity throughout millennia. Jerusalem,
where the Israeli security provision is torn between the application of brute
force and the nominal adherence to a democratic rule of law, provides a good
example of the interactivities at the core of this research. Considering this, I
discuss the historical and political developments in Jerusalem in Chapter 2,
‘Researching Jerusalem’. I then continue to explore the methodological tools
used in this research. Data for this research were collected through 11-months
of ethnographic fieldwork conducted in Jerusalem, which included extensive
participant observation at sites of encounter between different residents and Israeli security agents. Furthermore, I conducted 92 semi-structured interviews
with different residents of Jerusalem, with security agents, activists, legal advocates and policymakers. I conclude Chapter 2 by discussing the scope and
limitations of my methodology – and extending on the ethical dilemmas I
faced in the duration of this research.
In the four empirical chapters of this dissertation I approach the Israeli modular security toolbox from different angles. Each chapter makes its own contribution to the discussion on the assembling of a modular security toolbox,
its differential (re)production of substantive citizenship, and how it can be
negotiated by citizens. While every chapter delves into different cases in different spaces, together my findings suggest an answer to the questions I pose: the
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how and why of the security pluralization and privatization, and the outline of
the differential implications of these processes to different residents of the city.
Chapter 3, ‘‘Governance through Pluralization’, is where I foreground my theoretical intervention, in which I conceptualize modular security as a mode of
governance. The chapter takes stock of the emergence of a modular governance
logic in security provision, by exploring how urban security is increasingly diffused into differing modules - security actors, performances, technologies and
materialities. I focus on security pluralization in Jerusalem - where security
roles are delegated to administrative and regulatory state bodies. In the course
of this chapter I identify four features of urban modular security provisions:
the heterogeneity of its public and private components, the development of
reserved capacities, the differential multifacetedness of its performances and
practices towards residents and the ubiquity of informal knowledge and information transfers between different actors. This chapter’s findings highlight
how the modular assembling of security actors complements and replaces traditional policing institutions with other informal disciplinary, punitive, statecrafting and dispossessing powers, in a manner which unequally distributes
rights and resources to different residents of the city.
My exploration of the assembling of a modular security toolbox was further
extended in Chapter 4, ‘Crafting and Reinforcing the State through Security
Privatization’, by a detailed discussion on how and why state authorities pursue
security privatization. In this chapter I explore the emergence of a public-private security assemblage at Jewish-Israeli settlement compounds in East Jerusalem, where the provision of security has been outsourced to private security
companies. My findings illustrate how the privatization of security provision
can reinforce, rather than erode the state, by contributing to state actors’ capacity to pursue the territorialization of areas beyond the full grasp of the state. I
posit that state authority and responsibility can be diffused into multiple nodes
of private authority in the operation, performance, and supervision of security
and violence – while keeping the state monopoly over legitimate violence in-
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tact. I suggest that such relations can be in the interest of state security actors,
seeing as they are able to differentially distribute (in)security by outsourcing
security provision and evade accountability as well as deflect public and legal
challenges to controversial state-led projects.
Next, I proceed to delve into the differential implications of security pluralization and privatization, by analysing the Israeli material, affective and temporal
security interventions at checkpoints in and around Jerusalem, through the
lens of (un)certainty. My findings in Chapter 5, ‘Outsourced Security and
the Politics of Uncertainty’, suggest that (un)certainty can be employed as a
mode of governance. I propose that uncertainty can be strategically employed
and adjusted by means of irregular operation, managerial obfuscation, lack of
accountability as well as contradictory or oft-altered directives and regulatory
framework by public and private security actors. I explore each of these by
observing how Israeli security actors enlist a plurality of actors, technologies
and materialities to differentially produce (un)certainty at checkpoints, facilitating the mobility of some residents while impeding the movement of others.
I conclude this chapter by suggesting that the prospect of residents’ entrance
and exit from the city, as well as the reliability and predictability of their movement, create different patterns of (im)mobility, economic dependency, and
social and political fragmentation.
In Chapter 6, ‘Negotiating Citizenship and Countering Jerusalem’s Residency
Revocation Policy’, I examine the home as a site of citizenship (re)production,
while discussing the different manners in which residents negotiate security
pluralization and privatization. Israel is pursuing a policy of revoking Palestinian Jerusalemites’ residency permits through a plurality of public and private
modules, enlisted as part of the Israeli security toolbox. In response, Palestinian
residents assemble their own modular toolbox, intended to negotiate and resist
the Israeli attempts to exclude them from their own city. I posit that Palestinian Jerusalemites do so through a citizenship enactment (Isin and Nielsen
2013) in which they perform an eligible version of their Jerusalem home. I
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explore this performance through the distinct dimensions of socio-material
practices, the mobilization of social relations and the procurement of bureaucratic documentation. My findings highlight the highly political nature of domestic space, where citizenship can be performed in order to maintain limited
rights, resources and mobility in the face of urban exclusion and demographic
engineering.
Finally, Chapter 7 concludes this dissertation. In the conclusion I juxtapose
my findings from the empirical chapters and point out their significance for
concurrent debates on privatized and pluralized security provision, on citizenship, and on the political, spatial and social developments in Jerusalem.
Theoretically, I propose that the (re)configuration of the security landscape
through pluralization and privatization precipitates a differential allocation
of rights, resources and privileges according to a logic of protection (Huysmans 2006) in which populations are sorted on a spectrum between those
considered worthy of enhanced protection, and those designated as potential
threats. This differential (re)production of substantive citizenship is not only
a coincidental outcome of the emergence of a modular security toolbox, but
can actually be its desired goal: the assembling of security enables state actors
to pursue controversial policies while evading accountability and averting
legal and political pressure. I proceed to suggest possible further research
trajectories, which could extend the scope of this dissertation. Lastly, I highlight how the implications of this dissertation’s findings extend far beyond
Jerusalem, to other diverse cases where the emergence of new state-led security configurations contributes to the differential (re)production of substantive citizenship. I conclude that our understanding of the social, political and
economic ramifications of security provision would be incomplete without
adequate attention to the assembling of security, considering how (in)security grows to encompass an ever-growing domain, replacing the nominal
equality of urban and national citizenship with a differentiation based upon
the perception of risk and threat.
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Nederlandse samenvatting
In deze dissertatie onderzoek ik allereest hoe, en met welk doel, actoren in
staatsveiligheid diversificatie en privatisering najagen, en vervolgens wat de
implicaties zijn van deze processen voor het (opnieuw) voortbrengen van
gedifferentieerd burgerschap en hoe men daarmee omgaat in Jeruzalem. In
navolging van de verhandelingen over de neoliberale ‘(her)assemblage’ van
de staat (Sassen 2006, Ong 2006), hebben onderzoekers aandacht gegeven
aan de verwevenheid van actoren in staatsveiligheid en de bredere ‘policing
familie’ (Crawford 2013), en in mindere mate aan de implicaties die deze
verwevenheid heeft voor verschillende burgers. In deze dissertatie kijk ik
verder dan de bestaande discussie over het veranderde veiligheidslandschap
en de implicaties ervan voor verschillende burgers en stel ik dat de gedifferentieerde toewijzing van rechten, middelen en politieke besluitvorming
niet louter een nevenproduct is van veiligheidsprivatisering en diversificatie, maar ook als beoogd doel kan fungeren. Ik poog deze interacties
inzichtelijk te maken door me te richten op het (opnieuw) voortbrengen
van inhoudelijk burgerschap, een onderscheid dat niet gekenmerkt wordt
door het officieel behoren tot een staat, maar in plaats daarvan afhangt
van de voorziening van rechten, middelen en politieke besluitvorming, die
onderdeel is van een geïntegreerde politieke, civiele of sociale gemeenschap
(Holston 2008, Gordon en Stack 2007).
In deze dissertatie pas ik de assemblage benadering toe (Delanda 2006a,
Ryan 2014), die de nadruk legt op hiërarchische, wederkerige, en rizomatische relaties die opkomen en ontbonden worden tussen actoren en actanten in een assemblage die voortdurend aan verandering onderhevig is.
Ik volg Li (2007) in haar voorstel dat een assemblage niet uit het niets
voortkomt, maar dat iets of iemand nodig is om de verschillende elementen bijeen te brengen en de relaties tussen die elementen tot stand te brengen. Ik focus dus op de handeling van assemblage, op degenen die deze
handeling uitvoeren met de verscheidene veiligheidsactoren, materialiteit-
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en en technologieën, hoe ze dit doen, waarom ze dit doen, en welke implicaties het heeft. Op basis van mijn bevindingen construeer ik het beeld van
een veiligheidsgereedschapskist: hoe actoren in staatsveiligheid aanvullende private en publieke actoren, technologieën en materialiteiten buiten het
spectrum van politie, leger en strafrecht werven en inzetten, met het doel
hun capaciteit te verhogen om omstreden veiligheidsbeleid na te streven
dat ze anderszins niet zouden kunnen of willen nastreven.
Het is mijn intentie om met deze dissertatie de kennis van de evenwijdige processen van veiligheidsprivatisering en veiligheidsdiversificatie naar
een hoger niveau te tillen door het analyseren van bestuurslogica zoals die
geformuleerd wordt tijdens het opkomen van deze processen en de implicaties die ze hebben voor verschillende inwoners van de stad. De spil van
deze dissertatie is Jeruzalem: een heilige stad, een plaats van aanbidding en
toewijding, maar ook een plaats van geweld en bezetting. De stad die al
millennialang een bijzondere aantrekkingskracht heeft op een groot deel
van de mensheid. Jeruzalem, waar de Israëlische veiligheidsvoorziening aan
de ene kant bruut geweld toepast en aan de andere kant zogenaamd trouw
blijft aan de democratische rechtsstaat, vormt een goed voorbeeld van de
interacties die het onderwerp zijn van dit onderzoek. In dit licht bespreek
ik in hoofdstuk 2, ‘Researching Jerusalem’ de historische en politieke
ontwikkelingen in Jeruzalem. Vervolgens behandel ik de methoden die
in dit onderzoek gebruikt zijn. De gegevens voor dit onderzoek zijn verzameld door middel van etnografisch veldwerk in Jeruzalem dat elf maanden in beslag nam. Dit omvatte uitgebreide observatie van participanten
op locaties waar verschillende inwoners en Israëlisch veiligheidspersoneel
elkaar troffen. Verder heb ik 92 semigestructureerde interviews gehouden
met verschillende inwoners van Jeruzalem: veiligheidspersoneel, activisten,
juridische advocaten en beleidsmakers. Ik sluit hoofdstuk 2 af met een
bespreking van het bereik en de beperkingen van mijn methodologie en
met een uitweiding over de ethische dilemma’s waarmee ik geconfronteerd
werd gedurende dit onderzoek.
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In de vier empirische hoofdstukken van deze dissertatie bekijk ik de Israëlische modulaire veiligheidsgereedschapskist vanuit verschillende hoeken. Elk hoofdstuk draagt zijn deel bij aan de algehele bespreking van de
samenstelling van de modulaire veiligheidsgereedschapskist, hoe deze gedifferentieerde inhoudelijk burgerschap (opnieuw) voortbrengt, en hoe
burgers ermee omgaan. Hoewel elk hoofdstuk verschillende casussen in
verschillende ruimtes uitdiept, suggereren mijn bevindingen gezamenlijk
een antwoord op de vraag die ik stel: het hoe en wat van de veiligheidsdiversificatie en privatisering en de hoofdlijnen van de gedifferentieerde
implicaties van deze processen voor de verschillende inwoners van de stad.
In hoofdstuk 3, ‘Governance through Pluralization’, zet ik mijn theoretische bijdrage op de voorgrond en zet ik modulaire veiligheid neer
als een wijze van bestuur. Dit hoofdstuk maakt de balans op van de opkomst van een modulaire bestuurslogica in veiligheidsvoorziening door te
verkennen hoe stedelijke veiligheid in toenemende mate verspreid raakt
over verschillende modules: veiligheidsactoren, uitvoering, technologieën
en materialiteiten. Ik richt mij voornamelijk op veiligheidsdiversificatie
in Jeruzalem, waar veiligheidsrollen aan administratieve en regelgevende
instanties gedelegeerd worden. In het verloop van het hoofdstuk identificeer ik vier kenmerken van stedelijke modulaire veiligheidsvoorzieningen:
de heterogeniteit van publieke en private componenten, de opbouw van
gereserveerde capaciteiten, de gedifferentieerde veelzijdigheid van hun uitvoering en handelen richting inwoners en de alomtegenwoordigheid van
de uitwisseling van informele kennis en informatie tussen verschillende
actoren. De bevindingen van dit hoofdstuk vestigen de aandacht op hoe de
modulaire samenstelling van veiligheidsactoren traditionele toezichthoudende instituties aanvult en vervangt met andere informele correctieve,
straffende, staatsvormende en onteigenende machten op een wijze waarbij
rechten en middelen ongelijk verdeeld worden onder verschillende inwoners van de stad.
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Mijn verkenning van de samenstelling van de modulaire veiligheidsgereedschapskist wordt verder uitgewerkt in hoofdstuk 4, ‘Crafting and Reinforcing the State through Security Privatization’, met een gedetailleerde
bespreking van hoe en waarom staatsautoriteiten veiligheidsprivatisering
nastreven. In dit hoofdstuk verken ik de opkomst van een publiek private veiligheidsassemblage bij Joods Israëlische nederzettingsterreinen in
Oost-Jeruzalem, waar de voorziening van veiligheid uitbesteed is aan private veiligheidsbedrijven. Mijn bevindingen illustreren hoe de privatisering
van veiligheidsvoorzieningen de staat niet perse aantast maar kan versterken, omdat die bijdraagt aan de capaciteit van staatsactoren in hun streven
naar territorialisering van de gebieden die buiten de volledige controle van
de staat vallen. Ik stel dat staatsautoriteit en verantwoordelijkheid verspreid kunnen zijn over meerdere geledingen van private autoriteit in de handeling en uitvoering van en het toezichthouden op veiligheid en geweld,
terwijl het staatsmonopolie op legitiem geweld intact gehouden wordt. Ik
stel dat dergelijke relaties in het voordeel van veiligheidsactoren van de staat kunnen zijn, aangezien de uitbesteding van veiligheidsvoorziening hen
in staat stelt (on)veiligheid gedifferentieerd te verdelen, aansprakelijkheid
te vermijden en publieke en rechtelijke protesten tegen controversiële door
de staat geleide projecten af te wenden.
Vervolgens verdiep ik mij in de gedifferentieerde implicaties van veiligheidsdiversificatie en privatisering door het analyseren van het Israëlische
materiële, tijdelijke en affectieve veiligheidsingrepen rond controleposten
in en nabij Jeruzalem, door de lens van (on)zekerheid. Mijn bevindingen in hoofdstuk 5, ‘Outsourced Security and the Politics of Uncertainty’,
suggereren dat (on)zekerheid aangewend kan worden als wijze van bestuur.
Ik stel dat onzekerheid strategisch ingezet en aangepast kan worden door
publieke en private veiligheidsactoren zowel door middel van onregelmatige handelingen, non-transparant leidinggeven en gebrek aan aansprakelijkheid alsmede door het uitbrengen van conflicterende of regelmatig
veranderende instructies en regelgeving. Ik verken elk van deze aspecten
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door te observeren hoe Israëlische veiligheidsactoren een diversiteit aan
actoren en technologieën en materialiteiten inzetten om gedifferentieerd
(on)zekerheid te creëren bij controleposten, door de mobiliteit van sommige inwoners te vergemakkelijken en die van anderen te hinderen. Ik
sluit dit hoofdstuk af met de stelling dat het vooruitzicht van het binnengaan en verlaten van de stad door inwoners, alsmede de betrouwbaarheid
en voorspelbaarheid van hun mobiliteit, verschillende patronen van (im)
mobiliteit, economische afhankelijkheid en sociale en politieke fragmentatie creëren.
In hoofdstuk 6, ‘Negotiating Citizenship and Countering Jerusalem’s Residency Revocation Policy’, onderzoek ik het ‘thuis’ als plek waar burgerschap (opnieuw) voortgebracht wordt, terwijl ik de verscheidene manieren
bespreek waarop inwoners omgaan met veiligheidsdiversificatie en privatisering. Israël streeft een beleid na dat de verblijfsvergunningen van Palestijnse bewoners van Jeruzalem intrekt door middel van een diversiteit
aan publieke en private modules die worden ingezet als onderdeel van de
Israëlische veiligheidsgereedschapskist. Als reactie hierop stellen Palestijnse
inwoners hun eigen modulaire gereedschapskist samen, bedoeld om het
hoofd te bieden aan en zich te verzetten tegen de Israëlische pogingen hen
buiten te sluiten uit hun eigen stad. Ik stel dat Palestijnse bewoners van
Jeruzalem dit doen door bevestiging van burgerschap (Isin and Nielsen
2013), doordat ze een gepaste versie van hun thuis in Jeruzalem opvoeren.
Ik verken deze opvoering door de verschillende dimensies van socio materiële handelingen, mobilisatie van sociale relaties en het verkrijgen van
bureaucratische documenten. Mijn bevindingen benadrukken de zeer politieke natuur van het huiselijke domein, waar burgerschap uitgevoerd kan
worden om beperkte rechten, middelen en mobiliteit te behouden onder
aanwezigheid van stedelijke uitsluiting en demografische manipulatie.
Hoofdstuk 7 sluit deze dissertatie af. In de conclusie zet ik mijn bevindingen uit de empirische hoofdstukken naast elkaar en duid ik hun betekenis
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voor gelijksoortige besprekingen van geprivatiseerde en gediversifieerde
veiligheidsvoorzieningen, van burgerschap, en van politieke, ruimtelijke
en sociale ontwikkelingen in Jeruzalem. Wat betreft theorie stel ik dat de
(her)indeling van het veiligheidslandschap door diversificatie en privatisering een differentiële toewijzing van rechten, middelen en privileges
ten gevolge heeft, overeenstemmend met protectionistische logica (Huysmans 2006) volgens welke bevolkingsgroepen ingedeeld worden op een
schaal met aan de ene zijde degenen die waardig geacht worden om in
aanmerking te komen voor betere bescherming, en aan de andere zijde
degenen die aangemerkt worden als potentiële bedreiging. Dit differentiële (opnieuw) voortbrengen van inhoudelijk burgerschap is niet enkel
een toevallige bijkomstigheid van de opkomst van een modulaire veiligheidsgereedschapskist, maar kan het beoogde doel zijn: het samenstellen van veiligheid stelt staatactoren in staat om een omstreden beleid na
te streven en tegelijkertijd aansprakelijkheid te ontwijken en rechtelijke
en politieke druk af te wenden. Ik opper vervolgens mogelijke richtingen
voor toekomstig onderzoek die de reikwijdte van deze dissertatie zouden
vergroten. Tenslotte benadruk ik hoe de implicaties van de bevindingen in
deze dissertatie veel verder dan Jeruzalem reiken, tot verschillende gevallen
waarbij de opkomst van nieuwe, door de staat geleide veiligheidsindelingen bijdragen aan het differentiële (opnieuw) voortbrengen van inhoudelijk burgerschap. Ik concludeer dat ons begrip van de sociale, politieke en
economische effecten van veiligheidsvoorziening onvolledig zouden zijn
wanneer het samenstellen van veiligheid onvoldoende in acht genomen
wordt, in aanmerking genomen hoe (on)zekerheid toeneemt en een steeds
groter wordend terrein inneemt en de zogenaamde gelijkheid in stedelijk
en nationaal burgerschap vervangt door een differentiatie gebaseerd op een
perceptie van risico en bedreiging.
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