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The corporate security professional: a hybrid agent between corporate 

and national security 

 

In the intelligence community we have witnessed a tendency to mark terrorism and other 

global threats as something that demands an active involvement of business and the 

general public. In this environment, private companies are increasingly called upon to 

manage issues of national security (e.g. terrorism, climate change, organized crimes). The 

overall political aim has been formulated as one of making “the entire society”
1
 more 

resilient and resistant to all kinds of threats, natural disasters and man-made catastrophes. 

US Secretary of Homeland Security Janet Napolitano stated it this way:  

 

“[T]he homeland security enterprise extends far beyond DHS and the federal 

government. As I said, it requires not just a ‘whole of government’, but a ‘whole of 

nation’ approach. In some respects, local law enforcement, community groups, 

citizens, and the private sector play as much of a role in homeland security as the 

federal government. That is why I like to say that ‘homeland security starts with 

hometown security’.” (Napolitano, 2011) 

David Garland and others have for some time used the term ’responsibilization’ to describe 

similar ways of governing crimes in the US and Britain. (Garland, 2001; 1996) Yet, despite 

the strong similarities to what we see today within national security, the political 

consequences are different. Not only does this governance strategy challenge the idea of 

the state as the main provider and guarantee of the right to equal protection of all citizens 

and businesses, as Garland also indicates, it is also an attempt to install national security as 

a main priority in all spheres of life. In many ways, the liberal worry of the 18
th

 century, 

that security becomes an overriding priority for any kind of social behavior, has become 

relevant once again. Since David Hume and Adam Smith wrote their seminal works on 
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trade and politics, the detachment of the concepts of ‘patriotic self-defense,’ ‘raison d’état’ 

and ‘balance of power’ from ‘trade’ and ‘economic growth’ became important to the aim 

of achieving peace and liberty. The separation of politics and market was regarded a liberal 

construction intended to serve the ‘good life’ and peace, and to avoid a repressive state 

where security could be considered the main and overriding priority in all social affairs. 

(Hont 2005) 

Although scholars and practitioners of national security generally recognize the tendency 

to responsibilize private citizens and companies in the course of achieving national 

resilience, we still lack a good understanding of how private business conceptualizes this 

role on national security and an understanding of the judgments involved in the private 

companies’ selection and classification of these dangers.   

 

This articles shows that the important struggles and the negotiations of contradictions 

between national and corporate security are taking place within the ‘private space’ of the 

company. The national security background of most private sector security managers 

makes the role of the corporate security professional inside the company a powerful hybrid 

agent between national and corporate security. The corporate security manager often finds 

himself (he is almost always male) in a corporate environment in which he must present 

‘security as a business case’; in an ambivalent situation in which he is neither representing 

the one nor the other. His attempt to professionalize security management instead 

represents an attempt at making sense of an otherwise-contested relationship between the 

‘political’ and the ‘corporate’. In order to understand the politics of corporate security, the 

article argues, we need to turn attention to the practice of the security manager profession 

and study their practice of defining and selecting different techniques and forms of 

corporate security governance. 

 

As will be argued in this article, especially two forms of security governance stem from the 

current professionalization of corporate security: a neoliberal and a neo-republican form of 

governance.
 2

  Where the neoliberal form attempts to tap into a traditional market logic and 

thereby make security a matter of calculation and profits; the neo-republican form of 

governance expresses an organic vision of a common moral ‘we’ that are able to embrace 

possible contradictions between national security and business.  
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The paper proceeds in three steps. First, it briefly outlines the main characteristics of the 

security profession and current attempts at professionalizing security management. It 

argues that the national security background of the security managers is important for 

understanding their professional identity. Second, the article observes who the security 

professional undertake two security governance strategies in the practice of corporate 

security; one expressing a neoliberal form of governance (cf. Foucault, 1991) and another 

emphasizing moral responsibilities and civic virtue. Both discourses stress the self-

governance of national security yet draw on very different techniques and ‘formulas of 

rule’ (Rose, 1993, p. 283). Thirdly, the conclusion raises questions regarding the political 

consequences of these different corporate security governance practices and hence their 

significance for the national security/business distinction. 

The following pages will mainly concentrate on the understanding of the corporate security 

profession in the US. The analysis draws on a number of interviews with the security 

managers of large US companies, material from some of the largest magazines on 

corporate security and educational material and roundtables published by the American 

Society for Industrial Security (ASIS).
3
 The article also presents results from a larger 

survey on the role of the corporate security officer/manager in US, UK, Danish and 

Swedish companies. This survey was conducted in 2011 and focused on how companies 

cooperate with governments on security matters and how they anticipate public security in 

their business strategy (see Survey 2011). A large sample (n = 210) of corporate directors 

from the biggest corporations in the world answered a 15-question questionnaire.
4
 In the 

US, 87 security directors representing Fortune 500 companies (the largest US companies in 

terms of turnover) responded
5
. 

The material will be analysed through a discourse analysis focusing on the identity 

constructions. In the analysis of both the interviews and survey, there are no implied 

assumptions about the possibility of gaining undisturbed access to the inner lives of the 

interview persons (Kvale, 1996, pp. 38‒58; Gubrium and Holstein, 2003). Instead of 

assuming the possibility of correspondence between either the material world or the inner 

thoughts of the interviewed persons and the academic results, the interview/survey is 

considered an ‘active text’ created in the interaction between interviewer and interviewed. 

The interviewer is expected to present their ‘preferred self’ (Gubrium and Holstein, 1995; 
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1997; Järvinen and Mik-Meyer, 2005): The object of scientific interest is the meaning 

created in the interaction between interviewed and interviewer.  

 

Security as a Profession 

Professionalization of corporate security 

There have been numerous attempts in corporate circles to professionalize the practice of 

‘security management’ – to create a community of practice or even to institutionalize the 

meaning of corporate security expertise. Security managers are increasingly seeing 

themselves as being bound by their expertise, their shared competences, their position in 

the companies, their shared language and their belonging to networks and associations 

(Johnson, 1995; Wenger, 1998).  

The security profession, however, is not a profession in the classical sociological sense. 

Where Weber and Parsons saw education as the seeds of a ‘profession’ – functionally 

linked to state bureaucratization and specialization – the educational backgrounds of 

security professionals are diverse and detached from the formal rules of the state (Weber, 

1968; Ritzer, 1975). Thus, security managers are not tied together by their formal 

educational background like nurses, schoolteachers and others. Nor do they enjoy the 

privilege of having state-controlled certifications like auditors. The coherence of the 

‘profession’ is rather based on an informal “community of practice” (Wenger, 1998).  

Yet the need for professionalization seems strong and the attempts to build up a 

professional identity many. The numerous educational programmes explicitly serve this 

purpose; they are attempts at institutionalizing a certain security expertise. On the ASIS 

homepage, the need for educational activities is also explicitly linked to the goal of 

becoming a “real profession”.6 Such reference to the necessity of a common educational 

background ‒ to the need of specialized and technical knowledge (also disseminated 

through professional journals) and certification programmes (Simonsen, 1996) ‒ 

contributes to professionalization. This trend appears to be particularly strong in the US, 

where a tradition of association membership (especially in ASIS) is especially strong.
7
 The 

educational programmes, Borodzicz and Gibson (2006, 187) argue, are also necessary in 
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order to maintain a close connection between security and corporate management; thus, to 

enhance the ‘management’ competences of the security staff. Hence, education is 

necessary both to gain professional recognition and, more instrumentally, to learn the 

corporate language of management. 

These many attempts at professionalizing the ‘security manager’ facilitate the drawing of a 

boundary around the occupation, thereby also enhancing the power of the security manager 

internally in the organization and externally in relation to the political system (cf. Saks, 

2010). As argued later in this article, the constitution of borders between ‘general corporate 

management’ and ‘corporate security management’ and between ‘national security’ and 

‘corporate management’ are essential to the identity of the profession. 

 

A new professional identity? 

According to an Ipsos/MORI poll from 2004, international terrorism has changed the 

understanding of corporate security.
8
 Whereas companies previously understood security 

as a rather narrow, technical function – primarily constituting an additional cost to 

businesses, the contemporary today leans towards seeing national security as an integrated 

part of the overall business strategy. The concept of corporate security has widened to 

include a wide range of risks and threats – ranging from protection against theft, IT 

breakdown and protection of reputation to protection against terrorism.  

As a result of the increased involvement in security, the largest US companies have 

obtained a new member of the C-suite (the executive branch) to attend to business security: 

the Chief Security Officer (CSO). The increasing power of this profession within 

companies appears directly linked to a new threat environment. As former director of 

corporate security for Teradyne, Stephen Morrill, said when speaking to the FBI:  

“Since 9/11, I believe the perception of a grey-haired former government 

bureaucrat sitting in a small office at the least desirable section of the 

corporate office [the security manager] has changed forever. Crisis 

Management is serious business. Preparation for worst case scenarios, 
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gathering intelligence and building secure sites remain a keen interest of 

every stakeholder.” (Security Magazine, 2011, p. 4)  

As Morrill indicates, security managers rarely have a background in corporate business – 

unlike other members of the executive branch. Looking at the background experience of 

the security managers in large companies, a striking pattern emerges. The vast majority of 

US, British, Danish and Swedish security managers have a background in the state security 

apparatus. One questionnaire completed by 87 security managers from the largest US 

companies reveals that 74 per cent of the security managers have a background in the 

armed forces, police or intelligence services. The percentage among British security 

managers is 84 and in Denmark and Sweden the share is, respectively, 62 and 60 per cent. 

This national security background seems to serve as a unifying force within the profession; 

keeping the profession together while simultaneously distancing it from other nearby 

professions in the corporate field.
9

 As the Chiquita security director argues, this 

professional background creates special ties between security professionals and generally 

works as an asset for the company (see also Petersen 2012 for more examples on this): 

 

“The networking among security people is very, very good. And you’re able to get 

things done and get information quickly; there’s a certain amount of understanding 

and trust among law enforcement people. People who generally do not open up to 

people in the private sector. I would call for example the FBI, they may not be 

giving me details on things, but maybe because of my background they’d say, ‘Ed, 

stay away from that’. And that’s enough for me, so it’s very important to have that. 

So yes, I think that’s a major benefit.” (Chiquita, 2010) 

 

Thus, the maintenance of a close network among security professionals is good for 

business as well as it works to distance this profession from other professions, e.g. 

corporate managers. The community of practice/expertise that builds on an exclusive 

access to secret information and it is their background in national security agencies (the 

identity as security professionals, public or private) which provides them with such access 

– defining the boundary to other corporate management functions. 
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In the next section, I will turn to the political effects of such professionalization for the ; 

the political effects it has when security managers come to ‘sit’ somewhere between a 

corporate and a national security identity. I argue that the national security background of 

most security managers makes them ‘hybrid agents’ (agents mediating between the two 

fields, corporate and national security, negotiating thee relation and in that sense binding 

the two together) and show that the interpretation of this relationship is very different and 

effects different forms of governance.  

 

The practice of ‘in-house’ security management: the corporate security manager as 

hybrid agent  

In the academic literature, public private partnerships (PPP) are often presented as an 

important institutional setting for negotiating the relationship between private and public 

interests and responsibilities in security politics. (O’Brien, 2009; Andersen ). Yet, as this 

analysis will show, the political negotiations on national security responsibilities are not 

only taking place in the institutional nexus of PPP – between rather well-defined sites of 

market and state, private and public interests. Instead, it important struggles and the 

negotiations of contradictions are taking place within the ‘private space’ of the company.  

 

The article now turns to the effects of the professionalization of corporate security 

management for the security practices within companies. The link between professional 

identity and governance practices on security is in no way natural: it is not possible to 

define one common corporate approach to security that fits the professional identity 

described above. As mentioned the corporate security officer is best understood as a hybrid 

agent – neither fully situated within the field of security nor in the field of business – but 

are constantly trying to negotiate the meaning of the best corporate security practice.  

To the question of how to unite the interest in business and profit with promoting national 

security, Herbert Fenster, director of the National Chamber Litigation Center in the US 

Chamber of Commerce and representative of major telecommunication carriers, says to 

The Washington Post: “There is a natural tension between good citizenship on the one 

hand and sound business judgment on the other” (Washington Post, 2007). This quotation 

points out a dilemma which, in these times of counterterrorism, seems increasingly 
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pressing: a dilemma between moral patriotic behaviour and the need to make a profit. This 

dilemma is often not spelled out, but has to do with the fact that security often is 

considered an additional cost to business. Security is, contrary to normal business risks, not 

something the company runs as a part of making profits, but about protection (guards, 

gates and guns) and emergency preparedness. In defining what risk is to a company, a 

reinsurance executive very precisely said: “Risk has always two dimensions. It is a threat, a 

peril, but it also contains the aspect of opportunity”.10 Thus, a private company runs risk by 

making investments and doing business, and therefore risks are positively related to 

making a return. Security on the other hand, has not historically been associate with this 

kind of economic prosperity, but rather with prevention and necessity. (Petersen 2008) 

Hence, corporate security is not – to the same extent as risks – easily reconciled with profit 

maximization and economic calculation. The dilemma between national security and 

business is however even bigger, as we are not only talking about the costs of protecting 

the company but also the costs of helping to protect the country. The question is however 

how the security managers deals with this dilemma of translating security into business. 

 

As this section will show, there are different ways of translating issues which traditionally 

have been associated with national security into corporate practice. Two 

governmentalities
11

 seem present as ways of overcoming this dilemma: a hybrid form of 

governance which emphasizes the need for developing new tools to risk analysis 

(neoliberal), and a hybrid form stressing common morality (neo-republican).
12

  

 

A wannabe hybrid: risk analysis as the solution 

The question of how to align security concerns with sound corporate management is often 

addressed as being about language. The security director at Caterpillar argues that: 

“many of us simply didn’t understand precisely how our organizations made money, 

and therefore how security could add to the bottom line. These situations arose from 

the same cause: Many security professionals, while top experts in their fields, had 

inadequate business skills. We simply couldn’t fluently speak the language spoken in 

the C-suite, and many of us, I’m afraid, didn’t make a strong effort to learn it.” 

(ASIS International, 2010, p. 3) 
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Here, the director reflects on the limits of past understandings of the profession; seeing the 

‘inadequate business skills’ of the security manager as the key to understanding the 

problems of ‘language’. The aim is now to “unite with ideas and groups that they had 

previously excluded” (Andersen, 2012, p. 1). This call for unity initializes a new form of 

governance: a hybrid form. The security professional comes to be described as that which 

Andersen refers to as ‘a wannabe hybrid’
13

; an professional identity which desires to 

become the ‘other’ but which is neither one nor the other. In this discourse, the identity of 

the security profession is one that desires to ‘speak’ the language of business and profits 

yet also finds its identity in being different from the ‘normal’ business executive. 

The practice of corporate security is marked by a strong tendency to make security a case 

for business by suggesting that it becomes a apart of the Enterprise Risk Management 

(ERM): to convert ERM into ESRM (Enterprise Security Risk Management) and thereby 

combine normal corporate risk management practices and security. As explained in an 

ASIS report from 2010: 

“Enterprise risk management (ERM) looks at the universe of risks – financial, 

strategic, accidental, and so on – that an organization faces. However, ERM does not 

always fully take into account the risks that are traditionally associated with security. 

Enterprise security risk management (ESRM) exists to ensure that these risks are 

properly considered and treated.” (ASIS International, 2010, p. 6)  

These security-related risks are described as “terrorism, cyber-attacks, Internet viruses, 

theft, extortion”. Due to their complex nature, security risk “requires corporations to adopt 

a more comprehensive approach to protecting the enterprise” (ASIS, 2005, p. 2). As Mary 

Alice Davidson also argues, “[s]ecurity professionals who know how to facilitate ESRM 

and fit it within the broader ERM landscape will have a permanent seat at the C-suite 

table.” (Security Management, 2012) The strategy is thus to dissolve the distinction 

between security and business risk: to suspend the difference. A similar problem of 

translating security into risks is described in the security magazine CSO: 

“So the [elevator] pitch is: ‘Boss, we’re going to lower risks and spend our money 

better, and the first thing I need from you is the commission to gather a group to start 
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capturing a list of all our risks’. The CEO and CFO will innately understand the idea; 

they just might not yet know what the answer could be. So step one is, identify and 

then collectively prioritize the risks.” (Slater, 2008) 

 

This practice of translating security into risk involves two ‘moves’: first, expanding the 

understanding of what risk to business is - to include resilience to human viruses, 

terrorism, company integrity etc. into the concept of enterprise risk - and second to 

overtake the risk management methods of economic calculability. The second move is in 

many ways revolutionary, as it aims to define security as a business opportunity and 

thereby challenge the traditional view of security as merely a cost to business. The solution 

is however technical - formulated as a matter of just moving security into a scheme of 

calculation - and downplays the many difficulties and problems that arise from doing so. 

 

These two moves (expansion and calculation) actually appear to pull in opposite directions. 

Traditional risk management techniques have relied on the possibility of measuring, 

comparing and categorizing threats and risks to assess and define the level of acceptability 

(costs). As much of the academic literature on risk has pointed out, however, the 

incalculable nature of many security events (large crimes, natural or human made 

catastrophes, governmental policies, etc.) make it difficult to fit security into the scheme of 

risk management and the form of calculation needed for prioritization (Dean, 1999; Beck, 

2003; Power, 2007). We simply have insufficient knowledge about future catastrophes and 

must therefore often expect the worst (for example, the spread of viruses) – even if the 

probability seems very low. Therefore, as mentioned before, security has usually been 

considered a ‘cost’ to business – defined by necessity and prevention rather that new 

opportunities. 

Despite the built-in paradoxes of this solution of ‘moving’ security into the world of risk 

analysis, such suspension of the difference between security and risk management (the 

establishment of ESRM) is a powerful attempt at making security fit the scheme of 

business. In many ways, the ERSM represents an attempt “to feign control over the 

uncontrollable”, as Ulrik Beck has written (2002, p. 41); or that which Gunther Teubner 

has termed a ‘de-paradoxification’ (Teubner, 1991): the calculation of the in-calculable! 
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The overall aim is to fuse security and risk, thereby giving the security manager a more 

legitimate and thus stronger position in the company. Yet there is also in this discursive 

move and form of hybridity, a built-in danger, as its vision to disclose the ambivalence of 

“corporate security” also disrupts its own authority. In this discourse, the security 

profession is both different from other corporate functions, yet also what it ‘desires to 

become’. In the words of Bahabha (1994), this discourse never escapes the metonymy of 

presence – the difference between being English or Anglicized, being Western or 

Westernized: In this discourse, corporate security is corporatized, not corporate; it will 

never be as authentic as the C-suite, but always pretending and translating. 

 

In terms of the broader picture of security politics, this solution is in many ways in 

accordance with what Michel Foucault has termed neoliberalism, as it aims to remain 

within a capitalist logic and make use of the managerial techniques provided by the market 

economy (Foucault, 1991; Barry et al, 1996; Rose and Miller, 2008). The solution thus 

installs an economic rationality of measurement and calculation, costs and benefits, 

thereby making national security a matter of neoliberal self-governance. This development 

comes at a price, as it hides the political choices involved in the act of turning security 

(including national security matters) into numbers: It shifts direction away from the 

political judgment about the responsibilities of the market in the provision of public 

security and makes these highly political security decisions a matter of technical 

management and risk calculation. 

 

A real hybrid? Resilience as a suspension of difference 

Where neoliberal corporate security governance constructs security an object for economic 

calculation; embraces security as part of the market, and therefore also upholds a clear 

distinction between the market and politics in a classical liberal sense, a second kind of 

security governance suspends this classical distinction. 

This discourse emphasizes the reputation and moral responsibility of the company, and 

does not centre around the individual ability of the corporate security manager to 

‘corporatize’: to think in like a business executive. The solution to the issue of translating 



 12 

national security into corporate practice is not to move security into a scheme of 

calculation but rather to find a common language that unites sound business and security.  

 

With a language borrowed from governments, security is not so much about direct costs 

but about business resistance, organizational readiness and national security obligations.  

 

This discourse draws on a neo-republican logic of decision in the sense that it stresses the 

moral and civic responsibilities towards the national security of citizens and companies (cf. 

Petersen and Tjalve, 2013), but taps into the language we traditionally associate with CSR. 

Since the self-regulative role of the company in society is of central concern in the debate 

The Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR), one would expect private counter-terrorism 

measures to also be a major topic. When Milton Friedman wrote that ‘[t]he social 

responsibility of business is to increase its profits’ in the New York Times Magazine in 

1970, he defined what is now considered to be one of the poles in the debate on CSR, the 

‘shareholder perspective’. He argued that private corporations are first and foremost 

economic actors. As such, they can and must only act responsibly in relation to the purpose 

of creating revenues. On the other side of the spectrum, however, CSR is understood as a 

manifestation of how the political logic of responsibility has expanded into the daily 

decision-making of private companies. This view is sometimes referred to as the 

‘stakeholder perspective’. It asserts that companies are not only responsible to 

shareholders, but also to employees, customers, society, and the environment.
14

 These 

approaches are united by the shared assumption that practicing social responsibility 

benefits both the company and society alike (Porter and Kramer, 2006). In the debate on 

counter-terrorism, the inevitable question therefore becomes whether corporate 

responsibility can be assumed to be within the arena of national security. Can 

responsibility for national security be considered a corporate benefit, and can it be 

encompassed into corporate thinking at all? Wolf, Dieter, Deitelhoff and Engert approach 

this question by asking, ‘[w]hy should private companies take an active role in providing 

security as a public good in the first place?’ (2007, 298). They consider the relationship 

between CSR and the provision of ‘public goods’ as possessing an inherent, structural 

connection. Yet, as this discourse on corporate security will show the manner in which 

companies think and act is not structurally given and cannot be studied independent of 
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discursive contexts. Rather, understanding corporate security responsibility is a matter of 

comprehending the politics implied in the actions and decisions of the company. The 

debate on responsibility should therefore rather be viewed as a debate reflecting the 

political choices and dilemmas confronting companies when approaching national security. 

In explaining the increasing popularity of CSR, for example, the conventional argument is 

that the political logic of responsibility has taken over the way in which companies think 

about corporate strategy. However, this development could also be interpreted as a change 

in the formal conception of market in which the politics is considered an independent 

system. 

A good example of this was when, in the winter of 2010, Walmart relayed a public 

announcement made by the Director of Department of Homeland Security in many of their 

stores. The announcement sounded: 

“Hi. I’m Janet Napolitano, Secretary of the Department of Homeland Security. 

Homeland security begins with hometown security. That’s why I’m pleased that 

Walmart is helping to make our communities more safe and secure. If you see 

something suspicious in the parking lot or in the store, say something immediately. 

Report suspicious activity to your local police or sheriff. If you need help ask a 

Walmart manager for assistance. Thank you for doing your part to help keep our 

hometowns safe.”
15

 

 

This announcement was part of the DHS’s ‘If You See Something, Say Something’ 

campaign,
16

 and a good example of what happens when national security policies enter the 

private room of business. The campaign ‘If You See Something, Say Something’ was set 

up in 2010 “to keep America safe and thwart terrorism and crime”.
17

 When I interviewed 

the Walmart security director about the campaign, he explained that the idea was to partner 

with Homeland Security in order to raise the awareness of the American population; to 

encourage individual preparedness and resilience. Resilience played an important role, as it 

could unite a political and corporate aim – tapping into the language of CSR and corporate 

citizenship. In this discourse, the Walmart security director constructs a concept of 

corporate citizenship that places the resilient society as the concept which can unite the 

needs of both national security and business. In this security environment, a morally 
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correct form of security self-governance becomes the key political concept and therefore 

also a ‘new’ political condition that a business actively relates to when defining its 

reputation. Yet, the director is not presenting this as an unproblematic alliance between 

national and corporate security, as the risk of creating unnecessary fear among customers 

was a strong concern and a reason for only showing the announcement for a short while – 

during the holiday season. It was a question of balancing good corporate citizenship on 

national security and customers satisfaction – a balance which clearly involves concerns 

for the production of fear among customers.  

 

It is however an attempt to present security as something that can be united with other 

business strategies, although it also seems evident that there is a limit to how much 

national security responsibility the company can take on before it starts cutting into profits.  

This discourse is however not trying to commercialize security, as was the case in the 

neoliberal one. Instead the aim is a full integration of national political security aims and 

business. The liberal distinction and the potential conflict between political and economic 

concerns is downplayed, as the logic of societal resilience comes to redefine the ‘normal’ 

bottom-line rationality of business.
18

  

 

This rather consensual position seems however particular American. This becomes 

apparent in the survey on the US, British, Swedish and Danish corporate attitudes to 

national security issues such as terrorism. Only 14,8% of the US companies agree to the 

statement that “Counterterrorism is a government task. Private companies should only be 

involved insofar as there is a threat affecting their business” (85% disagree with that 

statement). A similar pattern can be observed in the UK where 27% agree and 67% 

disagree. This is in sharp contrast to Danish and Swedish companies where respectively 

48% and 57% of the companies agrees that terrorism is a government task. From these 

numbers, it can also be concluded that the manifestation of a decentralized structure of 

security – build on the self-governance of national security - seems much stronger in the 

US and the UK, while the state is presumed to play a stronger role in the provision of 

security in Sweden and Denmark.  

One explanation for this difference is possibly found in the variations in political culture. 

The liberal republican understanding of duty and morality has been highly influential in 
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US politics and provides some explanation for this consent and acceptance of 

responsibilization. Conversely, Danish political culture is much more fragmented, resisting 

any kind of moralistic state domination (Hansen and Wæver, 2001). 

In stressing consent with the government line, Walmart is positioning itself as an all-

embracing hybrid. It suspends the difference between national security and profit-making 

by defining a uniting aim of resilience. Resilience through increased awareness is 

presented as the locus where national security, private security (against theft, vandalism 

etc.) and private business can meet, morally and economically. This corporate discourse 

takes upon itself the appeal to responsibility, patriotism and the active engagement also 

present in the national security discourse on counterterrorism. But it also reveals how the 

line between morally correct support for national security initiatives such as ‘If You See 

Something, Say Something’ and sound business is fine.  
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Conclusion 

In principle, many threats could be considered ‘corporate security’ issues – also those 

previously considered national security concerns to be dealt with at the state level – and 

corporate managers must constantly select which to act upon, which to take responsibility 

for, and thus which security threats that can be defended as ‘corporate’. As François Ewald 

(1991, p. 199) has very famously stated: “Nothing is a risk in itself; there is no risk in 

reality. But on the other hand, anything can be a risk; it all depends on how one analyses 

dangers; considers the event.” The political question posed in this article is, therefore, how 

the limit to what corporate security is set up in the practice of corporate security 

management.  

In the broader context, this article serves to remind us about the political stakes involved in 

the current attempts to define and redefine the relationship between national security and 

private business.
19

 It will examine the many attempts at making sense of many of the 

dilemmas arising from translating national security issues into corporate speech. 

The present article studied the different attempts to professionalize corporate security 

shape and facilitate particular understandings of the relationship between security and 

business. It thus zoomed in on the security profession and showed how the construction of 

a professional identity came to define the management of national security.  

This article has argued that the security manager functions as a hybrid agent or mediator 

between national and corporate security. Via their training within the government security 

sector and their representation of the corporate world, they are powerful mediators of the 

relationship between security and corporate knowledge. The hybrid governance is located 

inside the company, where the security manager constantly acts to translate security into 

corporate speech. 

 

Professionalism in corporate security is still being negotiated and can develop in more than 

one direction, expressing different rationalities of governance and thereby different 

understandings of what makes up security expertise. Essentially, two paradigms of hybrid 

governance can be identified in the identity description of the security professional: the 



 17 

‘wannabe’ hybrid and the ‘real’ hybrid. Each form influences how we understand the 

relationship between public and private security governance. 

 

The wannabe hybrid form of governance is fundamentally neoliberal as it aims to reduce 

security to a question of being able to technically measure costs and benefits – an attempt 

to move the uncontrollable into the universe of the known risk analysis. Security politics is 

thus reduced to technicalities and managers individual ability to think in corporate risk 

terms. The larger issues of national security responsibility become reduced to bottom-line 

measures and translated into money.  

 

The other form of hybridity, the real hybrid, is much more complex, politically. It stresses 

moral conformity and responsibility and in some sense links the reputation of the company 

to the governance of national security. This might initially seem to be good news to the 

political system and counterterrorism. Yet such a close linkage between national security 

and corporate governance risk is a ‘risky’ endeavour, as it challenges the modern 

understanding of a free economic market clearly separated from war and national security 

concerns; it embraces this distinction and thereby makes all corporate and political choices 

defined by the same standards (character and morality). In this discourse, security (and 

thereby also fear) enters the scene of ‘normal politics’ and private management. 

The sustainability of this approach may be questioned. Yet if the national security 

approach of responsibilization and resilience keeps becoming more popular, the only 

sustainable strategy of the security manager may be one of resilience – the only all-

embracing hybrid strategy.  
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1
 As the Department of Homeland Security (2002, ii) has put it, ‘the entire society to overcome a new and 

very complex challenge’. 
2 For a discussion on the difference between neoliberal and neo-republican security governance, see Petersen 

and Tjalve, 2013. Where a neo-republican mode of governance are reliant on organicist means of social 
construction (appeals to communal duty; facilitation of self-regulation), a neoliberal draws on 
economic or individualist instruments of social control (appeals to economic self-interest). 
3 ASIS is the world’s largest association for security managers. In the US alone, ASIS has approximately 

24,000 members (asisonline.org). 
4 The selection of companies for the survey was based on size rather than type of business. This also 
means that none of the participating companies are providing security services themselves (are 
Private Security Companies). 
5 In total, 87 American CEOs have participated in the survey.  

6 http://www.asisonline.org/certification/cpp/about/history.xml (accessed 10 July 2012). 
7
 ASIS has 2800 members in Europe and 27,169 members in the US (www.asisonline.com). 

8
 According to the Business Security Survey 2004, 63% of the British companies (n = 100) agreed that 9/11 

has “strongly influenced” their approach to security. 
9
 Rigakos (2002) observes a similar trend in the private security sector (among the companies selling security 

services to ‘normal’ companies), where conduct is regulated by their belonging to an ‘old boys’ network. 
10 Cited in Ericson and Doyle 2004a: 148. 
11

 The term ‘governmentality’ refers to that which Rose (1993, 283) has termed the ‘formulas of rule’; that is, 

the rationalities governing the particular security procedures, techniques and mechanisms. See Johnson 

(1995) for an attempt to define analytically the link between governmentalities and profession (as 

institutionalization of expertise). 
12

 For a definition of neo-republicanism and the difference to neo-liberalism, see Petersen and Tjalve (2013). 
13

 This understanding of hybridity is very similar to that which Bhabha (1994, 121) has termed ‘mimicry’ in 

colonial discourses.  
14 See, for example, Freeman 1984 
15 

Source: http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Czoww2l1xdw 
16 

http://www.dhs.gov/files/reportincidents/see-something-say-something.shtm 
17 

http://www.dhs.gov/ynews/releases/20111118-%20see-say-partners-with-mls.shtm 
18

 Similarly, Ridley (2011) argues how the concept of resilience is taking up a central role in the description 

of the corporate social responsibility of critical infrastructure companies, using the cases of British railways 

and Microsoft.  
19 For a historical account on how the relation between market and security politics has been 
articulated, see Hont 1995. 

http://www.asisonline.org/certification/cpp/about/history.xml

