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3 Translations across disciplines and 
professions  

In our quest for understanding translations of security we start our ob-
servations from a number of sedimented structures of meaning (or social 
forms of organisation) developed over time. As argued in Chapter 1 we find 
the structures most pertinent for our purpose to be constituted by distinc-
tions based on function, segmentation, and stratification. Following this line 
of thought, in this chapter we attend to the functional differentiation be-
tween professions or disciplines, and how translations of security draw upon 
and challenge this logic of ordering. The following two chapters will move 
on to cultures as segmentational differentiation, and scales as stratification. 

Different threats have been parcelled out to distinct fields of expertise and 
management: commonly viewed as professions and disciplines. Insurance 
agencies, medical risk analysers, intelligence agencies, national security ad-
visers, and climate experts have all for long been talking about risks, threats, 
and security, but separately. Increasingly, threats interact: they are mea-
sured up against each other, and they often amplify each other. Politicians 
manoeuvre among the threats, estimating and ranking them, often with no 
explicit criteria – because no general measure exists. Measures exist, but they 
are particular, not general. Numerous experts offer rational valuations of 
particular threats, but these various forms of expertise are often in-
commensurable and disconnected: they simply cannot talk with each other. 
Many scientific disciplines project images of an unacceptable future – 
threats, disasters, dangers, and risks. But each does so in its own way, each 
with its own terminology and using distinct “formulae” or rules of en-
gagement. Politicians and other decision makers in turn use their own 
procedures to pass judgment across fields – because it is their job to do so – 
and the distinctiveness of knowledges therefore cannot imply separateness 
anymore. 

When we observe that a particular discipline “thinks” about risk in some 
specific manner, or a profession approaches danger in some format, it is not 
a matter of just “habit” or path-dependent “prejudice” – or a vehicle for 
broader societal struggles over the “construction” of threats. Professions 
and disciplines are organised around a body of knowledge that serves var-
ious purposes for society in regulating social resources, drawing boundaries, 
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and reproducing social structures both internally and in relation to out-
siders. If their impact is abstracted as purely ideational, one misses the 
dynamics stemming from their particular nature as professions and dis-
ciplines. One example, relevant for security studies, is the intelligence pro-
fession, which in many ways is defined by its place between a national 
security logic of exception and a bureaucratic logic of legal regulation. This 
place of the intelligence profession supports an identity of expertise based on 
secrecy on the one hand and parliamentary control on the other (Bar-Joseph 
2010: 14). As we see later in the chapter, this idea of intelligence expertise, 
this way of ordering society, has come under pressure in the current debates 
on intelligence, which stress public participation as essential to the success of 
counterterrorism. 

Overall, there are two main ways of studying disciplines and professions: 
one is to look at the role of state bureaucracies in defining expertise and 
socio-political power; another is to study how professional expertise is de-
fined by certain functionally differentiated logics that make them appear 
meaningful. First, the role of the state in relation to professions and dis-
ciplines has historically been very powerful, mainly because professions and 
disciplines often are dependent on getting institutional acceptance by a 
government, either institutionally by providing formal education, or by 
handing out certifications. Due to this connection, scholars have studied the 
close link between the state, professional identities, and their constitution of 
expertise (Taylor 1995). 

Disciplines and professions can, however, also be approached as fields of 
expertise structured by certain functional forms of professionalism (Saks 
2010). These fields of expertise condition the management and local prac-
tices of security, risk and dangers. A good example is the insurance un-
derwriter who after 9–11 had to translate national security issues into 
something that could be traded – to translate something highly un-
predictable, uncertain and interlinked with political action into an economic 
logic of risk (Huber 2002; Smetters 2004). 

New situations thus constantly arise, where issues appear on the agenda in 
ways that do not fit easily into existing professional fields, and where dif-
ferent professions and disciplines are drawn together over certain challenges 
or unwanted futures. In this chapter, we set up a framework for how to 
study the functional logics implied in the meanings of professions and dis-
ciplines and ask, what happens to unwanted futures when they are translated 
across versions of professional expertise? This is not to ignore the role of the 
state, authority and power, but to open up for investigations of how current 
and local practices of translations across these structures of professionalism 
construct new meanings of security expertise; meanings that might either 
reinforce or challenge established understandings. 

We start from the argument that in a zone defined by different forms of 
professionalisms, two main distinctions exist: One is the distinction between 
different professional identities and the other is between professionalism and 
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amateurism. Based on this, the chapter first discusses the translation zone 
across professional identities, what is translated and how this is supported 
by a number of means. The second part of the chapter then turns to the 
translations beyond professional identities involving forms of amateurism 
and how these have been supported by different concrete technological 
developments such as the rise of the internet. In the third part of the chapter, 
we analyse what concepts of security emerge in these processes, before the 
final part of the chapter zooms in on the political consequences and trends 
we observe. We discuss how historically sedimented structures of meaning 
are both challenged and upheld in today’s translations of security and we 
observe negotiations of meaning that attempt to redefine disciplinary and 
professional boundaries as well as relations between security professionals 
(defined by their belonging to the state apparatus) and amateurs (lay people 
or the “public”). On top of these changes, we observe a fundamental change 
in the role and authority of the state. Communication on national security 
practices increasingly takes the form of involvement of amateurs, and a 
trend of a general responsibilisation is visible. In this process, new profes-
sional identities are created, not belonging to the traditional ones. 

3.1 Negotiating professional identities and practices 

As argued in Chapter 1, we developed our concept of translation zones with 
inspiration from Peter Galison’s work on trading zones to understand the 
synchronic negotiations of meaning that happen in the everyday translation 
of unwanted futures. In a “translation zone” there might be exchanges, new 
constellations of concepts, practices or meetings may alternatively consist of 
unilateral extraction; of inconsequential encounters; of conflictual clashes. 
Translation zones, hence, are quite simply meetings between con-
ceptualisations of unwanted futures and programmes for their management. 
We argue that a translation takes place across structures of meaning; in this 
chapter referred to as “professions” and “disciplines,” or just “profession-
alisms.” But how are these fields structured and what kind of logic of or-
dering applies? Said differently: What is negotiated when talking about 
professions and disciplines? We zoom in on meetings, cooperation, and 
connections without the assumption that deep disagreements are ironed out; 
in fact, joint performance can be achieved despite continuous difference in 
their understanding of the issues and of what they are actually doing. In this 
“translation zone,” at the meeting point, languages and practices evolve that 
work for the task at hand. This points to the possibility that new meanings 
can emerge as a result of the new constellations, despite the continued dif-
ferences among the parties participating in its production. This is the joint 
frame for all three analytical chapters – and the next step is then to find out 
what characteristic patterns emerge when the translations take place across 
disciplines/professions, cultures, or scales, respectively. This chapter looks, 
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as mentioned earlier, at disciplines and professions as part of a general 
functional differentiation in society. 

Our investigation starts out by identifying the translation zone under 
scrutiny. What is the main form of organisation or logic of ordering? Which 
conceptual meanings are invoked and what kind of sedimented structures do 
they rely on? The chapter finds that two main distinctions are fundamental 
for understanding the translation zone of disciplines and professions. One is 
horizontal across different disciplines and professions. The other cuts 
through this mode of organization vertically and includes the distinction 
between the professional and the amateur. These two distinctions are ne-
gotiated with various means and mobilise a range of authority claims (sci-
entific language, utility, etc.). These distinctions, we claim, will help us to 
grasp analytically the different forms of professionalism, and the negotia-
tions of new meanings going on in the everyday translations of security, risk 
and danger. In its attempt to create new meanings, a translation will, it is 
argued, always entail a negotiation of these distinctions. Towards the end of 
the chapter we argue that the translations have fostered a number of new 
conceptual developments and untraditional forms of governance. 

3.1.1 What are professions and disciplines? 

This chapter studies disciplines and professions as part of the same domain 
or as different modalities for organising functionally specific knowledge. 
Following from this, we view both disciplines and professions as expressions 
of established functional identities. In this section, we draw out some of the 
elements that distinguish disciplines from professions and some, which are 
shared, all in order to reach a better understanding of the conditions for 
translations between and across these functional identities. For this purpose, 
it makes most sense to start with professions and then proceed to disciplines 
because disciplines have some of the key features of a profession and then 
one particular dynamic that professions do not have. 

In classical, as well as recent, works on professions, a profession is con-
sidered a special kind of occupation (or vocation) that one can fill only after 
special training that inculcates both a professional ethos and specific skills. 
The various professions, that achieved this status through history, have 
typically established an increasingly formalised system of certifications and 
associations that regulate the production of new members as well as their 
obligations (Abbott 1988; Dingwall & Lewis 2014; Gieskes 2006; Saks 2010, 
2012). In modern society, the mutual recognition between state and pro-
fessional association has been a central issue. Historically speaking, three 
professions were foundational: Medicine, Law and Divinity, yet in modern 
societies, classical professions have in many countries included pharmacy, 
medicine, law, police, military,1 dentistry, actuarial science, civil engineering, 
and accounting. Those professions are defined by a particular activity that 
one is only allowed to carry out if sanctioned by the profession to do so. 

Translations: disciplines and professions 53 



In many ways, a discipline shares features with a profession and is oc-
casionally analysed as if the same. To some extent, this might be seen as a 
particular evolution of a profession. However, as argued probably most 
precisely by Richard Whitley (2000) (see e.g. Abbott 2001, 1988), a discipline 
is like a profession, only you have to prove your membership over and over 
again. You are a dentist, if you have passed the exam and been recognised as 
such (and keep renewing maybe a specific membership or authorisation). To 
represent a discipline (be a scientist) you have to make contributions to 
science. And what that means is judged by the community of scientists at 
any given time (cf. Kuhn 1996; Merton 1973). This is what defines (scientific) 
disciplinary knowledge in contrast to professional, and thus the occupa-
tional challenge of being a scientist in contrast to a practicing professional. 

Traditional professions and academic disciplines, however, differ on one more 
dimension: “professions are exclusive occupational groups applying somewhat 
abstract knowledge to particular cases” (Abbott 1988: 8). The defining feature is 
the ability to apply the knowledge and emphasis is therefore on acquiring 
knowledge skills. Members of a scientific discipline, on the other hand, are those 
who are able to produce new knowledge within the given domain. 

Given these differences between professions and disciplines, different reg-
ulatory functions are in play. For a profession its social role is highly regulated 
by its power over the production or consecration of new members (often 
sanctioned and empowered by the state) (Abbott 1988; Bourdieu 1998); its 
ability to defend its sovereignty to make decisions on own practice; and the 
possibility of maintaining the outer boundaries of its domain vis-à-vis other 
professions. The most important means are certification and admission. The 
military profession and the definition of the officer is an obvious example of a 
highly regulated profession, where the uniform helps to visualise membership 
and where the practice of war2 defines the skills (see e.g. Huntington 1957). The 
boundary of this profession is often defined by referring to “civilian” profes-
sions, e.g. health care (see Box 3.1). Yet, what we see today is also how some 
civilian skills in e.g. economics, conflict resolution, and health care “threaten” 
this perception of the profession and push for new negotiated meanings of the 
military profession (cf. current and past debates on civil military relations). On 
exactly the theme of how the military profession is evolving, Katrine Nørgaard 
in her work shows how the military profession attempts to bridge the logic of 
war with bureaucratic needs for political responsiveness. In addressing these 
opposing management needs, a trust versus an accountant logic of governance, 
the profession is developing an entirely new identity, she argues (Nørgaard 
2010: 61) (See also Maja Zehfuss’s tale in Box 3.2 on the American Human 
Terrain System). 

For a discipline, in contrast, its relative social status vis-à-vis other dis-
ciplines,3 the degree of scientific-ness, has traditionally defined boundaries 
and domains. Recently also questions of usefulness, relevance, and impact 
regulate the social roles of disciplines. These external criteria matter for the 
allocation of resources. Internally, much is about the allocation of resources 
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Box 3.1 Securitization in medicine. Danger replacement 
and politically productive dreams of safety 

Klaus Hoeyer 
What are the attitudes to danger and the modes of securitization 
characterising medical practice? It seems quite impossible to answer 
this question in any meaningful manner and yet it is obvious that 
medicine is all about danger. Treatment always poses a risk to the body. 
Medical practice is therefore not about installing security where there 
used to be risk, but about replacing one form of danger, disease, with 
another, treatment. Even in cases of prevention there are no absolutely 
safe strategies: you might do more harm than good and often only 
realise in tragic hindsight. Medical practice is also about danger 
replacement in a more profound and discomforting sense: if one 
treatment works and saves your life (e.g. treatment of a heart attack), 
it basically means that you survive long enough to encounter another 
and perhaps more painful death (such as cancer). There is no enduring 
security in medicine; just continuous danger replacement. 

How do medical institutions organise to cope with this form of danger 
replacement? From a legal and organisational perspective, the pre-
ferred method has for years been to delegate maximum authority to a 
responsible medical professional with the ability to exert individual 
professional judgment in each singular case. The system has tradition-
ally been organised so that it would hold people responsible according 
to rank and familiarity with best available evidence. The law would never 
tell a doctor what to do, but doctors could lose their authorisation if 
acting in ways deemed unreasonable by other doctors. 

This approach was engrained in traditional medical training. In a 
classic study of medical training, Charles Bosk turned the proverb 
“forgive and forget” around and stated that the training of doctors 
centres on the ambition to “forgive and remember” ( Bosk 1979). Doctors 
learn to administer danger by performing risky procedures and learning 
from their mistakes. To learn to practice medicine is not only to learn to 
apply medical insight but also to administer danger replacement in an 
accountable manner. This is achieved by way of a set of sanctions 
holding doctors responsible to their seniors and peers. Bosk classifies 
the different forms of mistake and points out how mistakes stemming 
purely from lacking technical know-how are used for teaching purposes 
but encouraged and unproblematic. However, if junior doctors do things 
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unauthorised by senior doctors, it is heavily sanctioned and they 
potentially lose their position. 

The life and death decisions that doctors must make impose great 
psychological demands on them. There probably are some similarities 
between the combination of strict lines of authority and autonomy in 
medical training and what we find in military training. It is training 
designed to cope with the moral challenges faced by those having to 
make life and death decisions. Of course the training of doctors is 
different in the sense that they are mostly trained to save life, while 
military staff should learn to dispense with it. 

This traditional model of paradoxically mixing autonomy with systems 
of strict obedience has undergone significant changes. First from within 
the medical field, where a demand for systematic evidence gradually 
from the 1950s onwards complemented the experience-based ideal 
described above. Then, during the past decades a new set of 
transformations stems from strengthened pressures from patients 
wanting greater influence, and politicians and the public wanting to 
control priorities and govern the health services according to politically 
determined goals. Data-driven health service is the new mantra, leaving 
much less room for clinical judgement. It has also become a matter of 
public accountability to demonstrate proof of security, or to use a more 
common term in medicine, “safety.” As a consequence, the medical 
professions now have to document safety. Today, documentation 
demands have thoroughly changed medical practice. In effect Michael 
Power’s Audit Society has transformed the clinic ( Power 1997). 

The aim of safety holds a great legitimising potential. The potential 
makes it politically productive. It is used to install procedures which are 
now curtailing the medical autonomy which used to be so central to 
danger management at the clinical level. Of course, safety and danger 
are always just matters of degree: there is no absolutely safe procedure 
in medicine. Hence, safety is not an actual state that can be achieved; 
rather promises of safety serve as unreachable mirages projected into 
the future in order to restructure organisational actors in the present. 

Other challenges to the traditional mode of dealing with danger stem 
from an increasing politicisation of the demands imposed on the health 
services, including the patient rights movement, as well as increased 
awareness of the volatility of health and disease. New and sudden viral 
threats such as Bird’s Flue, Ebola, or, most pertinently, COVID-19, 
catastrophes such as Fukushima, and terrorism-induced risk scenarios 
such as anthrax dissemination, are all seen as potential dangers that the 
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health care system must be prepared to deal with. It is, however, a very 
different set of skills which are in demand here than what Bosk described. 
It is work performed at the desk, not the bedside, and it is about producing 
scenarios of the unknown, rather than deciding what to do with the 
concrete case right in front of you. It is about resources and organisational 
decisions, not about treatment or prevention in a medical sense. 

What I have been able to outline here is only a sketchy set of thoughts 
about what characterises the ways in which the medical profession 
deals with danger and strives for “security.” Furthermore, medicine is 
much more than doctoring – it involves a whole range of professions 
working. These caveats aside, it is still fair to say that training in 
medicine is also training in danger replacement, and the courage that 
health professionals exhibit on an everyday basis is essential to the trust 
and gratitude most patients express after visits to medical institutions.   

Notes and References 

Bosk, Charles L. 1979. Forgive and Remember: Managing Medical Failure. 
Chicago:University of Chicago Press. 

Power, Michael. 1997. ‘Expertise and the Construction of Relevance: 
Accountants and Environmental Audit’. Accounting, Organizations and 
Society 22: 123–146, 10.1016/s0361-3682(96)00037-2.   

Box 3.2 “It is difficult to look busy while thinking”: 
Translation Advice for Human Terrain Teams (HTTs) 

Maja Zehfussa 

The 2003 invasion of Iraq by the United States and its allies did not go 
quite as planned. “Shock and Awe” failed to deliver the desired quick 
resolution and the allies they found had created a situation that was 
undesirable all round. They were occupying the country and yet unable 
to ensure basic levels of security, either for themselves or for the 
population. They found themselves exactly where they did not want to 
be: involved in counterinsurgency warfare. 

In this type of warfare, as Marine Major General Mattis put it 
succinctly, the “people are the prize” ( Ricks 2006). Ways had to be 
found to win the people over. Making sure they would not be killed by 
insurgents or indeed by the occupiers would have been a good start, but 
this was easier said than done and it would not have been enough. 
“Hearts and minds” would have to be won. 
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Western militaries had long counted on their technological superiority, 
but you cannot bomb your way to people’s support. To generate support 
you have to understand the people. This is not what soldiers are 
typically best at. Anthropologist Montgomery McFate had argued for 
some time that her discipline had something to offer to the military, that it 
should remember its promising beginnings as a “warfighting discipline” 
and contribute to national security by working more closely with the 
military ( McFate 2005: 24). The military needed to understand the local 
culture and anthropologists had that expertise: a perfect match, as far 
as McFate was concerned. 

She and others were able to persuade military leaders and so by 
2005 the US Army was establishing the so-called Human Terrain 
System (HTS) in order to address its “cultural knowledge needs” 
(McFate &  Jackson 2005: 18-21). HTS would establish HTTs, which 
would deploy social scientists to combat zones in order to use their 
knowledge and skills to facilitate winning the war. They would do 
research to support commanders. 

The programme received some very favourable press coverage early 
on. Anthropologists were called a “crucial new weapon” ( Rohde 2007). 
It all seemed to make perfect sense. Yet HTS quickly ran into problems. 
Most disturbingly, a number of social scientists were killed on deploy-
ment. As she was trying to interview an Afghan, Paula Loyd was doused 
in petrol by him and set alight. She died a slow and painful death. One of 
her teammates killed the Afghan in retaliation. 

These casualties were only one aspect of the problem. HTS became the 
subject of much wider controversy. For one thing, the programme seems to 
have been mismanaged at the highest level (Lamb et al. 2013). For another, 
the anthropologists whose expertise was celebrated as a solution to the 
security problems in Iraq and Afghanistan objected to the programme. Many 
argued that participation would mean violating their professional ethics. 
Providing information to the military would put the local population, who 
would be the anthropologists’ research subjects, into harm’s way. They 
could be killed as a direct consequence of participating in the research. It is 
difficult to imagine a more flagrant violation of the principle that research 
subjects must not be harmed ( Zehfuss 2012: 175–190). So anthropologists 
were not as keen to save the day as McFate wanted them to be and the 
programme was not sufficiently well run to allow even those who were willing 
to do what the military thought was needed. 

This story has been told before, but somehow in telling this story of 
controversies, scandals and deaths, the story of how HTS actually 
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works or is, for that matter, meant to work, has been obscured (Lamb 
et al. 2013). The declassified Human Terrain Team Handbook, compiled 
in response to problems some HTTs experienced in providing useful 
support to commanders, tells us this story. It tells us what the teams are 
meant to do, how they are to conduct research and how they are to 
communicate with the military. The handbook tells a story of what social 
science research is and a story of what the military does. The moral of 
the story is translation advice: HTS only works if the two spheres can be 
made to speak to each other successfully. 

The handbook tells us that HTTs do academic research. This involves 
the following research design: Like all well-planned research, these 
designs will be based on research problems phrased in terms of a 
thesis. The problems themselves will refer to a particular social theory. 
These problems are tested through hypotheses which enable the 
researcher to test their explanatory force. The data that result are 
used to validate or refute hypotheses, and by doing so affirm the 
overarching social theory’s utility as a way of understanding the social 
world ( Finney 2008: 55). 

On the other hand, the handbook tells us how crucial it is that any 
insights are made accessible for and relevant to commanders. It is 
crucial to make “the gathered data operationally relevant”; for if the 
information is not “distributed and briefed in a relevant manner, it is 
worthless data.” The HTT leader must “couch” the information “in terms 
familiar to a military audience, making it not significantly time- 
consuming, and insure it is operationally-relevant to the unit’s opera-
tions and problem-set” ( Finney 2008: 4). 

What we are being told, therefore, is that, ironically, the challenge lies 
in translating between two cultures: not between the US culture and the 
culture of the local population, but between the culture of the social 
scientist and that of the military. The supposed experts in culture are 
being given advice on how to navigate the culture divide. This is 
beautifully captured in an assertion that reflects the values of military 
culture: “Critical thinking is perhaps the most underrated aspect of 
analysis. Because it is difficult to look busy while thinking, those that do 
engage in this activity are seen as lazy or spacey” ( Finney 2008: 19). 
This observation would make no sense in the context of an academic 
research culture. In attempting to resolve the lack of cultural under-
standing between local populations and occupying forces another 
culture gap that requires translation has been produced. 
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The military is looking to the social sciences to provide “valid and 
objective information” that will assist them in mission accomplishment, 
which is thought to deliver security. Social scientists might question that 
supposed causality and understand security differently. Yet what emerges 
as interesting is not so much any translation of the content or location of 
security, but the production of the encounter. This is a story of 
appropriating not just social science knowledge but social scientists 
themselves. Despite the gap between a culture that values analysis and 
one that values action social scientists were considered useful. 

It is not the distance between the two cultures that is uncomfortable, 
but the resonance between them. Research and reconnaissance are 
not as different as we might like to think; knowledge, as anthropologists 
of course are well aware, is useful. In the candid words of a commander 
explaining what he expects from his HTT: “I need to know if I give [the 
village elders I am meeting] a handshake or a hand grenade” ( Burke 
2010: 29). The problem that emerges from the story of HTS is only 
superficially one of the gap between military needs and scientific 
protocols or of their different understandings of security. More funda-
mentally, the problem is the reverse: that the gap is not as large as the 
social scientists would like. 

Notes and References    
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too (including research grants, hiring, etc.) but also about shaping the future 
architecture of its body of knowledge, which includes struggles over the 
control of the academic institutions proper, i.e. scholarly journals. Thus, 
struggles inside a discipline are over what constitutes its centre (explains and 
regulates the whole), what is a specialisation, and what should really not 
count at all. For two entirely different takes on security, see Vigh’s box 3.9 
where he explains the anthropological take on security and Hahnemann’s 
box 3.5 on Economics. 

Although, as we have noticed earlier, the relationship across disciplines 
and professions is a continuum there is, at least ideal typically, a difference 
as to how clashes should be expected to play out. With disciplines, im-
mediate incompatibilities when collaborating with others likely show up in 
the form of different conceptual universes and thus different intellectual 
structures. For a profession in contrast, emphasis will be at least as much on 
how things are done practically. 

In meetings with non-members, the professional will typically be keen to 
instigate procedures that symbolise the importance of their particular skills. In 
intelligence, the regulatory skill (defining its professional ethos) is secret 
knowledge; for the military officer, it is war; in journalism it is communication; 
in medicine, it is cure, and so forth. All these skills are different and distinct 
from the skills that define other professions. The focus on skills to carry out a 
task is present in Klaus Hoeyer’s tale (in Box 3.1) on the professional identity of 
medicine, which he characterises as based on the ability to “replace disease with 
treatment.” This process, he argues, involves difficult decisions on life and death 
and a psychological strength similar to the one found in the military profession; 
and documentation similar to the one found in auditing. 

Just as professions work alongside one another to be useful to society (the 
usefulness of engaging many skill to solve a particular problem), academic 
disciplines have increasingly accepted inter disciplinarity as a particular and 
necessary challenge (Gibbons et al. 1994; Messer-Davidow et al. 1993; 
Nowotny, Scott & Gibbons 2002). In these debates research frontiers are 
located at the site where collaborating teams address particular challenges 
deemed significant by society. The context of application and the usefulness 
of its concepts thereby becomes the privileged point for pursuing the re-
search that matters – also to basic science. As such, task-defined research 
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and the seduction of ethics. Security Dialogue 43: 175–190 10.1177/ 
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agendas have become a major focus of funding (cf. most clearly the funding 
practices of the EU; Friedrichs & Wæver 2009). This is highly relevant in the 
present context of translations among disciplines and professions. 

To sum up, the identity of and the space between these professional 
identities can be described through the categories in Table 3.1. Where the 
first two columns describe the main distinctions and identity markers of 
professions and disciplines (practical utility and analytical ability), the two 
following columns – the intersecting zone of translation – describe the de-
fining “space across” these disciplines and professions and the means for 
translation typically employed in each. The space between disciplines is 
mainly defined by the possibility for interdisciplinarity and the means for 
translation is “analytical concepts.” Across professions, the space is pri-
marily defined as solutions to problems – a space negotiated and defined by 
the idea of “skills.” By zooming in on and understanding the negotiations 
going on in these spaces across disciplines and across professions – the 
analytical concepts and skills defined, redefined, or invented – we come to 
identify the new meanings of unwanted futures and the practices for 
handling them. These spaces are thus “zones of translations.” 

While these differences between professions and disciplines are important for 
understanding the translations currently happening in the fields of security, the 
divisions are of course, in reality, not always as clear. First, one could argue 
that some professions largely followed disciplines. For instance, the discipline of 
economics was assumed to be at the bottom of everything economists do in-
cluding e.g. how financial risks are managed; insurance mathematicians were 
seen as the key to insurance practices; and, for instance, climate science as 
central for what goes on in climate policies. Second, some professions are not 
professions in a  “state certified” fashion – like intelligence, corporate security 
management or disaster management. Third, some professions have an 

Table 3.1 Translation zone between functionally differentiated expertise – disciplines 
and professions        

Functional unit Distinction Basis of 
authority 

Means of 
translation 

Relation 
to state 

Relation to 
knowledge  

Discipline: 
distinct from 
other 
disciplines 

Domain of 
theore-
tical 
expertise 

Analytical 
ability 

Interdisciplinary 
collaboration; 
Disciplinary 
concepts; 
Degrees 

Transcen-
ds state 

Produces 
knowledge 

Profession: 
distinct from 
other 
professions 

Domain of 
practical 
expertise 

Practical 
utility 

Skills; 
Certificates; 
Practical 
problem- 
solving 

Authorized 
by state 

Applies 
knowledge 
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academic discipline closely accompanying it (e.g. medicine or law). Last, a 
particular practice field is often made up “from the start” so to say by a col-
laboration among disciplines, as for instance public administration in Denmark 
mixing lawyers, economists and political scientists (where in some other 
countries like France, they are trained as a profession with a specialised 
training). A very different example of this type is the field of climate change 
expertise, which is really a large interdisciplinary cooperation (as witnessed by 
the number of participants in IPCC) that operates as separate disciplines aca-
demically, but jointly as a body of expertise informing policy. Yet, and despite 
these overlaps between the functional logics of disciplines and professions, they 
each work to establish certain kinds of professionalism, which again work to 
make different authoritative claims on reality (cf. Table 3.1). 

3.1.2 Translations across professionalisms 

Often, the push for translation across professionalisms mostly comes from a 
“third party,” pointing to those who have then to translate amongst the 
professions in question. Decision makers ask for input on “how to regulate 
intellectual property internationally” (Porsdam’s tale, Box 4.4) that takes 
into account more dimensions than in the past (e.g. in the health system; See 
Klaus Hoeyer’s tale in Box 3.1). As a consequence, lawyers, humanists, and 
tech experts have to talk to each other; and medical doctors and lawyers 
have to adjust the system regulating the medical profession. In other in-
stances, a problem or issue is transferred from one professional domain to 
another – in effect being translated into being about an entirely different 
unwanted future: Jonna Nyman (Box 3.3) tells us how “energy security” 
during the Obama administration might have been about averting the un-
wanted future of climate change when discussed as part of an en-
vironmentalist agenda. When taken over by the Department of Energy, it, 
however, became about the unwanted future of energy supply problems, 

Box 3.3 Translating energy security in the United States: 
What happened to climate change? 

Jonna Nyman 
Energy security is in many ways a peculiar concept: the label travels 
internationally and across institutions and fields of practice, but its 
meaning changes. As a result, it is often considered notoriously “fuzzy” 
as a concept ( Valentine 2010), and it can be difficult to pin down. My 
tale of translation explores energy security in the United States during 
the Obama administration. It shows how the White House defined 
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energy security and set the agenda; and then how this notion of energy 
security was translated into practice in the Department of Energy and 
the State Department, and how the concept changed during this 
process. The tale is based on interviews with policy officials at different 
levels in these departments, undertaken in 2012. 

While the White House defined the broader agenda when it came to 
energy security, different institutions were then tasked with the policy 
implementation of this agenda: here the Department of Energy and the 
State Department played an important role. In some ways Obama took 
quite a traditional approach to energy security, emphasising the need for 
security and diversity in energy supply; this also included a focus on 
energy independence. He defined his approach to energy security as an 
“all out, all of the above” approach, to indicate that all sources of energy 
were acceptable. However, he had also been a vocal proponent of the 
need to move to cleaner energy sources. He explicitly labelled climate 
change an issue of “national security,” and repeatedly linked his energy 
security agenda with climate change, noting that “our continued depen-
dence on fossil fuels will jeopardise our national security” ( Obama 2010). 
However, as energy security travelled and was translated into different 
government departments, the climate focus largely disappeared. 

How was energy security translated? 
Once Obama had set out his policy agenda and his interpretation of 

energy security, different departments were tasked with achieving the 
various targets and goals. However, each department also has its own 
agenda(s), based on the individual personalities of the people involved, 
as well as the preconceived, and often institutionalised, ideas about 
what that department’s “role” was. The departments also tended to use 
very particular languages when they were talking about energy security. 

The Department of Energy had generally been a department doing 
research and development on energy rather than one setting policy. Its 
officials tended to use technocratic or scientific language, and they had 
a practical strategy that was focused on research and deployment of 
different technologies. The department’s mission had been seen as 
being one of “science and energy.” In a discussion about Obama’s 
approach to energy one interviewee said, “everything is on the table. 
Nuclear is on the table, clean coal is on the table, better uses of oil are 
on the table. You’ve got to do everything, you can't just rely on solar to 
solve the problem.” In many ways, this statement was quite closely 
aligned with Obama’s notion of energy security. 
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However, in the discourse of most officials interviewed, the renew-
ables, climate-focused part of Obama’s energy agenda largely disap-
peared. One interviewee noted that the climate agenda was something 
largely “done in other departments.” Another interviewee, when asked 
about the relationship between energy security and climate change, 
said that when you were dealing with energy security, because of the 
politics that were involved, “you’re not allowed to say climate change 
anymore’. In the everyday life of Department of Energy officials, climate 
change was off the energy security agenda and it was assumed that ‘it 
will…get dealt with along the way to new energy technologies.” 

When it came to the State Department, energy security had grown 
more institutionalised since 2011, with the creation of a new Bureau of 
Energy Resources inside the department, though energy security had 
long been a factor in the department’s operations. The language used 
by State Department officials was one of strategy and geopolitics. 
According to one interviewee, energy security was understood in 
traditional, geopolitical terms, as “the ability of a country to access the 
energy it needs to maintain national power.” 

There was a focus on ensuring the stability of energy suppliers 
(internationally), in terms of political stability and markets, and inter-
viewees noted that “using diplomacy to protect global [oil] supply” was a 
key part of energy security. Oil supply was seen as central, with some 
discussion of gas/coal, but again clean energy largely disappeared. 
When one interviewee was asked about the division between energy 
and climate change, they noted that “there were…some significant hard 
policy choices where those two were in tension…but those issues were 
not really resolved at a senior level.” The same interviewee then went 
onto say that there was also an institutional division within the 
department between people who were working on energy security and 
people working on climate change. 

What had changed and why? 
As energy security travelled and translated into different government 

departments, Obama’s climate focus largely disappeared. As it was 
translated, a much more traditional notion of energy security prevailed, 
and the climate agenda was largely lost. This did not necessarily mean 
that climate change was completely ignored: while it had disappeared in 
the everyday conversations in these institutions, it sometimes reap-
peared in external policy reports or discourse. However, it was clear that 
within these departments there was a discomfort with the link between 
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whereas the State Department worked to avert the unwanted future of de-
pending on potential enemies as energy suppliers. 

Seen from the inside of a given field, the motivation for engaging with 
another can be import or export oriented. It can be the functional de-
mand from one discipline, profession, or functional system for knowledge 
that is believed to reside in another. A clear case is in Maja Zehfuss’s box 
on HTTs (Box 3.2), where the military asks for help from anthro-
pologists. Also Jeppe Strandsbjerg’s analysis (Box 3.4) where carto-
graphers are put to work for lawyers and foreign offices is a good example 

energy security and climate change. Things were changing somewhat, 
but it was not a comfortable process. For example, when asking 
interviewees in both departments about energy security, climate change 
never came up spontaneously or without explicit prompting. 

A number of different reasons could explain this (mis)translation. 
Firstly, departments understood security, risk, and threat very differ-
ently: Whereas the State Department relied on a traditional notion of 
national security, the Department of Energy focused on safety and 
domestic supply. The two departments hence used very particular 
security languages, which also affected how they could talk about 
energy security. In comparison, climate change is a global threat that 
crosses national borders, which doesn’t fit easily within these under-
standings and vocabularies of energy security. Lastly, institutional 
culture likely played a role. Climate change was not traditionally dealt 
with in these departments, and that’s difficult to change overnight. 

To conclude, while the concept of energy security was translated, the 
meaning changed, but the actors involved rarely acknowledged this. 
These different meanings often worked (even unacknowledged) along-
side each other. They presented different unwanted futures, using 
different vocabularies, and these different notions of energy security 
opened up different political possibilities and policy choices.   
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Box 3.4 Translating nature, law, and sovereignty in the 
Arctic: a question of security? 

Jeppe Strandsbjerg 
The relationship between geography and law plays a significant – 
though not always appreciated – role for the conduct of international 
relations. International Law in general and Maritime Law in particular 
refers frequently to features of “nature”; that is, the material environ-
ment, when defining the conditions for the distribution of sovereignty. 
Though, while law refers to geography as if it is an unproblematic and 
static presence, the material world of rocks, continental shelves, and low 
tide elevations is always more ambiguous. Therefore, scientists and 
technicians – what I prefer to call cartographers – play an essential role 
in determining a spatial, or cartographic, reality within which sovereign 
claims are negotiated. In the following I will present a story about 
continental shelves, the Arctic Sea, states, scientists, and lawyers. In 
the described process three moments of translation (of security, of 
“nature,” and between disciplines) take place. While all three are 
important I will emphasise the process of translation that invariably 
takes place not only between different professions or “codes and 
particular social factions” (as described in the introduction chapter) but 
between science, law, and geography in the attempt to practice 
international politics proper. 

The first moment of translation occurs when a series of events and 
conditions are interpreted in a particular fashion. When the Russian 
Arktika expedition submerged a Russian flag on the seabed of the North 
Pole in 2007 it came to symbolise a fanciful end emerging popular 
interest in the Arctic. News media and commentators around the world 
did not hesitate to reinvigorate colonial imaginaries of the lone white 
explorer (now in the shape of a submarine) raising a European flag on a 
landscape marker to claim the said space for his native sovereign. In 
combination with realist geopolitical outlooks emphasising the presence 
of large oil and gas reserves, unsettled maritime boundaries, and 
increased accessibility due to diminishing ice cover, Arctic politics 
were widely described in terms of competition and potential security 
issues. That is, the future of Arctic politics was seen as at least 
potentially unwanted. This can be seen as a securitisation process 
driven by commentators and media. In reaction, we witnessed a 
desecuritising translation by the littoral states of the Arctic Ocean. In 
2008 they signed the Ilulissat Declaration where they confirmed that 
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they would follow international law and established diplomatic practice 
when dealing with issues of sovereignty and Arctic governance. As such 
they translated Arctic affairs as being “normal” rather than “exceptional.” 

A successful translation of the Arctic as being peaceful and non- 
exceptional rests however on a particular relationship between law and 
geography. It requires a legal-technical translation of the environment; 
what I call stabilising nature. The origins of the, then, frequently 
discussed sovereignty issues derive from the United Nations 
Convention of the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS) and the way it codifies 
states’ rights to the seabed. The continental shelf is described as having 
both a legal and a geological existence. All states can claim a 200 
nautical miles (NM) continental shelf. But where the “real” continental 
shelf extends beyond the 200 NM a state can claim rights over what is 
called the Outer Continental Shelf. The principle is simple but when you 
are in the field it is incredibly complicated. All the Arctic States spend 
vast amounts on scientific expeditions that survey the seabed in 
incredibly harsh conditions in order to determine the presence and 
contour of the continental shelf; as they are defined within geology but 
also as they are described in the legal text. In other words, the 
cartographers deployed on the continental shelf missions work to 
translate an ambiguous material environment into a stabilised geology 
that corresponds with scientific practice as well as law. 

The third moment of translation occurs when claims are to be submitted 
to the UN body – the Commission on the Limits of the Continental Shelf 
(CLCS) – that assesses the claims made by coastal states. Having 
completed data collection, a task force is established with cartographers, 
diplomats, and lawyers that have to translate the data, the law, and the 
political aspirations of states into a single claim. The different professions, 
or disciplines, engaged all talk about the same phenomenon but do it from 
very different perspectives. Cartographers refer to the geomorphological 
features and data, the lawyers refer to the legal text, and the diplomats to 
the interest of states and the desire to expand rights. There are, thus, 
disciplinary translations of the continental shelf which have to be 
interpreted into one. The cartographers are well aware that their discipline 
has been overtly politicised but the response varies from calls for better 
science to a realisation that the mandate is to interpret the data in a way 
that is as beneficial as possible for extended Continental Shelf claims 
while staying within what is scientifically credible. 

The processes surrounding continental shelf claims in the Arctic are 
illustrative, I believe, of security issues more generally. The first moment 
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of this. Both are discussed in more detail below. But the motivation can 
also stem from a wish to communicate meaning from one’s own system to 
another. A striking case here is climate science where the scientists in 
(classical) climate studies strive to both communicate to decision-makers 
and to enrol specialists in other fields. This is done not least in relation to 
the social sciences and humanities in order to strengthen both the total 
body of knowledge and not least the ability to link up to citizens and 
decision-  makers (see also the discussion below as well as Richardson, 
Carruthers & Hui 2011; Wæver & Rasmussen 2013). 

A different kind of dynamic involves the situation where a field that 
previously worked in its own niche is exposed to the pressure of having to 
compare itself to other fields, i.e. the pressure from prioritisation imposes a 
linking to other fields. A clear example of this also relates to climate change, 
where an attempt to level out the climate threat was sought through a 
comparison to other pertinent problems on economic grounds (How cheap 
is adjustment contra the development of climate friendly technologies?). 
These types of arguments can be found in Bjørn Lomborg’s publication The 
Skeptical Environmentalist: Measuring the Real State of the World (2001). 
Another example of this can be found in Hahnemann’s tale in Box 3.5, 

concerns whether a particular scenario is being cast as an unwanted 
future or a normal situation. While securitisation theory has traditionally 
emphasised political elites as securitising actors, we have seen a 
reverse situation where elites aimed to desecuritise the question of 
demarcating sovereign rights. This move, however, depends on two 
further moments of translation. First, a process where the material 
environment is translated by cartographers who, in effect, assemble a 
stabilised spatial reality that can serve as a basis for sovereign claims. 
Subsequently lawyers, diplomats, and cartographers pass through a 
moment where three different conceptions of the continental shelf have 
to be translated into one coherent document that satisfies both legal, 
technical, and political aspirations driving the continental shelf process. 
While the second moment of translation in this tale speaks directly to the 
rationale behind this book, we should be cautious not to downplay the 
significance of cartographers that continuously work through processes 
of translation which stabilise nature in a manner that makes it 
compatible with international law.   
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Box 3.5 Beyond control. The economic translation of 
security 

Niels Peter Hahnemann 
Economics is essentially about trying to plan social outcomes so that 
they become, as we would want them to be. Economics is very much 
about obtaining security. When events are according to plan they are as 
you want. That feels safe. However, you cannot have security without 
the fear of loosing it. So what economics wants to do is to think about 
prediction and forecasting. Does that mean control? 

You may say that economics is a guide to social decision-making. We 
want to get prices and quantities right using computation, numbers, and 
mathematics. Homo economicus is usually portrayed as egotistical. You 
should rather see it as decision-making opposed to coercion. The basis 
is enlightenment philosophy and the idea of self-determination and 
freedom, where the power of the sovereign needs to answer to the 
people. The people should decide by itself for itself. Economics is an 
instrument in democracy. 

But things can go wrong. So an important point in economics is 
expectation formation and the risk of error and how to hedge against 
this. Examples of hedges are financial market instruments and public 
policies. Flexible prices are in principle the best hedge you’ve got. The 
problem with enlightenment philosophy and politics is, however, that we 
need error to correct error in a sort of learning process. In enlightenment 
there was only one valid answer: control through the nation state and 
free markets. But what comes after attempts to control, when these 
projects falter: that’s the problem. 

The ambition of control such as expressed by economic policies is 
represented in science such as the science of economics, but the key 
point in science is that a statement may be wrong. Science is theory 
confronted with observation. The history of science is marked by a lot of 
wrong assumptions. Science must renounce on the ambition of control 
to be science; it strives for knowledge rather than power. 

Chart 1 illustrates the approach of conventional economics. A model in 
price and quantity (x,y) is projected in exogenous time z. The projection 
does not change the properties of the model. Thus, from an endpoint in 
time one can calculate the error and feed it back into the model as error 
correction. This captures the role of policy, technology, and so forth. 
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But the point of ecological economics is, I think: you cannot control! If 
you look at economics more deeply then I think it can be seen as being 
more about coping with diversity, giving something up for having 
something else. You can’t always get what you want. There is this 
dream of security, but then it turns out not to be the case. Economics 
reveals this. My idea about ecology is in social science terms: you must 
cope with diversity and hedge against risk. 

I see the world as a very risky place indeed. But according to standard 
economic theory, this is no problem really. If we are clever enough, we can 
turn the economy into an efficient and optimal environment by supple-
menting markets with public policies. But we can’t. The answer is not more 
control, but rather to cope with error, market failure, and conflict. 

The real model is much more like in Chart 2. Time is here part of the 
model; there is no endpoint from which we can assess error. 
Technology and policy become endogenous. This is what I call the 
economics of spacetime. 

z(time)

C y0 = x(x0 z0)

y(space)

x(space)

Chart 1
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I think the idea about ecology is appealing to the whole of the 
economy, not just a separate compartment of society. Ecology means 
diversity, risk sharing, and the use of markets in this respect. The idea of 
“free markets” is not useful because it is basically just a new govern-
ment idea. I’m not saying that you must not regulate. That’s the free 
market ideology. If you could, then fine, but you can’t. It doesn’t work. 
Government cannot do the job, I think, but what I am talking about is of 
course a new form of government that does certain things. 

Basically, economic theory is an outline of equilibrium, that is, it 
describes that there is an independent adjustment process going on that 
runs according to some laws. You can develop your understanding of 
these laws, and you can then use the laws to organise society. But if 
laws are laws, you must observe them and respect them and act 
accordingly. That means that laws may actually lead to outcomes that 
are not really desirable. 

Unwanted futures is a state of society that you cannot alter even 
though you may want to because it seems undesirable. The problem is 

z(time)

future

present

past

C y0 = x(x0 z0)

y = x(x,z)

x(space)

y(space)

Chart 2
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where economy is put forward as the “gold standard” on which all un-
wanted futures can be calculated. 

To go into more detail, the translations involving different forms of 
professionalism include the example put forward by Maja Zehfuss in 
Box 3.2. She argues that in the HTS of the US military the meeting between 
a powerful profession – the military – and the academic discipline of an-
thropology produced a number of telling dynamics. A struggle to make 
anthropological concepts useful for military practice hit the discipline of 
anthropology on a soft spot. When asked to assist the military in identifying 
and mapping the human terrain in Afghanistan and making that knowledge 
actionable in real-time (“operationally relevant”), a clash was inevitable. In 
gathering knowledge about a specific terrain, anthropologists talk to people 
and observe their ordinary sayings and doings. This normally takes time. 
But in the military, time is of the essence. And one military commander 
explained that what he needed to know was just whether to greet people with 
a “handshake” or a “hand grenade” (Box 3.2). But anthropology is about 
trust. The professional code of anthropologists states that a primary re-
sponsibility is to “do no harm” to research objects. How was the practice of 
identifying dangerous individuals compatible with this foundational pro-
fessional impulse? The discipline of anthropology ended up reinforcing its 
own boundary and a public debate ensued (Gusterson 2007, 2009, 2010). 

Another good example of translations involving professions and dis-
ciplines is Jeppe Strandsbjerg’s tale in Box 3.4. Strandsbjerg takes us to the 
Arctic, where a Russian expedition submerged a flag on the seabed of the 

then how to cope with this situation. Economics is a political instrument, 
yes, but it is more than that and it is here that the whole challenge rests. 
We tend to think about economics in political terms, but we should not 
do that. Uncertainty can be calculated. The future is determined. It 
comes with a probability. It cannot be decided at will. 

So we need a theory of what comes after control – after the failure of 
markets and government policies. And we do not, I’m afraid, have such a 
theory yet. But the globalised interconnected world is also as far as I see it 
a novelty. It is new that man has been capable of altering the natural, 
biological, environmental basis for its existence in a way that threatens 
man’s own existence from a more long-term sustainability perspective. 

The idea of sovereign power is dead, if you ask me, and it is only in 
economic theory that you really find, and only if you look hard enough, 
an understanding of this. But the death of sovereignty causes a security 
problem. What I call ecological economics is, I think, the appropriate 
reply to the security threats of the 21st century, but we do not know yet 
the basic principles of this theory.   
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North Pole in 2007, spurring international conflict dynamics. The melting 
ice cap had made the area more interesting for the exploration of oil and gas 
reserves in the area, and unsettled/disputed international boundaries made a 
scramble for the North Pole a potentially dangerous development. The trans-
lation of this situation was first clearly in securitization mode, but a diplomatic 
process overtook this and deemed the situation “non-exceptional.” This non- 
exceptionality, however, rested on a particular understanding of the relation 
between law and geography. The task seemed straightforward: determine the 
reach of the continental shelf and extend the boundary beyond the standard 
200 nautical miles following that. But nature turned out not to be a willing 
partner for such a schematic demand. The conditions for determining the 
contours of the continental shelf were harsh. And oftentimes, the precise limit 
of the shelf required judgment rather than precise measurement to determine. 
The end result, where cartographers passed their knowledge to lawyers and 
diplomats in an attempt to produce a document that both satisfied legal, 
technical, and political aspirations, is a clear-cut example of the translation 
processes involving professions and disciplines. 

If we look at the case of climate science, translations across professionalisms 
are key to understanding the processes that have been set up to deal with this 
issue. The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) was created in 
1988. It was set up by the World Meteorological Organisation (WMO) and the 
United Nations Environment Program (UNEP) to prepare, based on available 
scientific information, assessments on all aspects of climate change and its 
impacts, with a view to formulating realistic response strategies. The initial task 
for the IPCC was to prepare a comprehensive review and recommendations 
with respect to the state of knowledge of the science of climate change; the 
social and economic impact of climate change, and possible response strategies 
and elements for inclusion in a possible future international convention on 
climate (UN General Assembly Resolution 43/53 of 6 December 1988). So, the 
task was broad and spoke to many different forms of professionalism. In the 
process following the 1988 resolution, the UN Framework Convention on 
Climate Change (UNFCCC) was adopted and the IPCC science thereafter had 
to produce knowledge which could feed into this largely political process, 
making disciplinary translations mandatory. 

3.2 Translations beyond disciplines and professions: the role of 
amateurs 

Another zone of translation that professions and disciplines take part in is 
situated across these professionalisms and what we normally refer to as ama-
teurism. Although certifications, formal education, and academic titles help to 
create a hierarchy between experts and amateurs – demarking a line – what 
particular expertise counts in a specific context is often regulated by “largely 
tacit theories that underpin rule by experts” (Jasanoff 2012: 11). How to define 
experts thus varies from culture to culture and sometimes what one culture 
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deems amateurish is valued by another. But relatedly, a push for change comes 
from the more general process of a changing relationship across expert and lay, 
as most dramatically in the case of medicine: between the doctor and patient. 
We discuss both issues in the text below. 

3.2.1 Dynamics of the amateur 

Today, public policy is almost always linked to some kind of expertise. In 
the areas of security, risk, and danger, no less than in most other fields, the 
processes of problem analysis, articulation of responses as well as popular 
justification draw on actors claimed to be particularly knowledgeable about 
the subject at hand (Berling & Bueger 2015; Collins, Evans & Gorman 2007; 
Jasanoff 2012; Leander & Wæver 2018). Yet, it “is less clear, however, how 
states recognise who is an expert, mediate conflicts among experts, or per-
suade publics that they have enrolled the best available expertise into the 
tasks of governance” (Jasanoff 2012: 11). What matters to decision makers, 
publics, and other consumers of the output of some process is often the 
performance – that something fills the role of expertise, as long as it can be 
ascribed the relevant competences well enough that it is not doubted by 
society.4 

Another way to approach the question of expertise and its constitution of 
authority vis-à-vis the amateur is to study the way in which expertise is 
communicated. In the literature on risk communication, it is argued, that the 
popular use of experts can serve at least three public functions: one is to 
correct behaviour, another is to create debate for the sake of pluralist re-
presentation, and the third is to create resistance (Fischhoff 1995; Jasanoff 
1998; Leiss 2006). Where the first expresses a realist and instrumental vision 
of communication; it is about communicating the right information, in-
cluding the right stakeholders and avoiding misunderstandings; the two 
other rest on a more constructivist vision of expert knowledge and a clear 
political vision of the need for democratic inclusion of the public in this 
construction. 

In some literatures, this is discussed in terms of “lay expertise.” In similar 
terms, Gubrium and Holstein (2003) characterise “the interview society” as 
a society where the traditional distinction between interviewer (the expert) 
and the interviewed (amateur/layman) breaks down in postmodern inter-
viewing – or in a society where we commonly tend to agree and recognise 
that knowledge is co-produced. The conventional understanding of “ex-
pertise” is thus challenged, as it is no longer reserved for professions and 
disciplines; knowledge claims can have all kinds of sources from practical 
experience to local access. Collins and Evans (2002), for example, meticu-
lously seek to draw lines between a “core group” of experts and an audience, 
including in the group of experts what they call “experience-based expertise” 
(see also Evans 2015 for an application of this idea to the security domain). 
However, in the current analytical set-up it makes more sense to retain the 
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more conventional terminology of “experts” as those with generalisable, 
formal knowledge claims – the professionalisms – vis-à-vis lay actors as 
those that challenge the historically sedimented structures. 

3.2.2 Translations across disciplines/professions and amateurs 

The tale by Anna Leander, in Box 3.6, is a good example of an attempt by 
central NGOs and state officials to communicate the need for ethical se-
curity practices among private military and security companies (PMSCs) to 
important stakeholders (states, NGOs, and companies). Populated by dip-
lomats from signatory and non-signatory states, legal experts, NGO re-
presentatives, security company representatives, and academic experts such 
as Leander herself, the meeting in question was set up to celebrate the five- 
year anniversary of the Montreux document (2008). As Leander tells us, 
regulation of this area was traditionally done by mobilising legal experts and 
diplomats, but in the Montreux +5 meeting of Leander’s tale, this hierarchy 
is broken down as a host of different actors have been invited to take part in 
debates. Oblivious of hierarchies, the process folds and unfolds as different 
themes are taken to be central by different participants. The rooms echoes 
with contradictory translations of how and whom to regulate PMSCs. It 
echoes with security translations. Leander’s tale thus shows us how the 
concept of security, in this process of reviewing the Montreux +5 document, 
was negotiated, re-negotiated and resisted by the different parties, and how, 
as a consequence, the meeting worked to destabilise rather than settle the 
meaning of expertise, responsibility, and authority, in order to obtain the 
short-term gain of collecting all into one performed unity. The tale shows 

Box 3.6 Talking Curves at Montreux +5 

Anna Leander 
Montreux+5 
This tale is drawn from fieldwork I did at the Montreux+5 Conference in 
(yes!) Montreux, 11–13 December 2013. The conference was organised 
by those who initiated, sponsored, and promoted the Montreux 
Document on Pertinent International Legal Obligations and Good 
Practices for States related to Operations of Private Military and 
Security Companies during Armed Conflict (henceforth the MD) namely 
Democratic Control of the Armed Forces (DCAF), the Swiss 
Government and the International Committee of the Red Cross 
(ICRC). This document is “an intergovernmental document intended to 
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promote respect for international humanitarian law and human rights 
law whenever PMSCs are present in armed conflicts.” To this end the 
MD spells out “pertinent legal obligations” (on four pages and a small 
paragraph) but also “best practices” (on eleven full pages). The 
Montreux+5 Conference celebrated the document’s fifth anniversary. 
The party was held to review the MD but also to promote it. Invited were 
the signatory states, non-signatory states, as well as assorted compa-
nies, NGOs and academics (including myself) susceptible of having a 
view on the topic. I want to tell the political tale of how talking in curves 
around the MD at the Montreux+5 “translated” security in plural, non- 
hierarchized, proliferating, future-oriented ways folding the MD and 
security into each other but also triggering resistance against that 
folding. 

Security translations in plural 
Montreux+5 was not about security, but about the regulation of those 

involved in producing it. However, the nature of it is no minor matter. It 
sets the boundaries of the discussion. What exactly is it that the MD is, 
or should be, relevant for? Once upon (a no doubt idealised) time, this 
question would have been settled among diplomats and their legal 
experts who could have disagreed expertly in ways reflecting the 
powers authorising them to speak and constituting them as speakers; 
i.e. the legal system of their home states. This would make for an orderly 
discussion carried out in the language of international law. However, 
Montreux+5, and the many other flourishing “multi-stakeholder” fora 
developing the codes of conduct, standards, best practices, and 
benchmarks have more in common with the cacophony that meets 
Michel Serre’s updated account of the life of HC Andersen’s 
Thumbelina’s. Petite Poucette, as she is called in French, struggles to 
learn from the heterogeneous voices that speak to her on any given 
topic. Traditional learned authorities (perhaps even the teacher), but 
also entrepreneurs, grandma, classmates, YouTube, Wikipedia, and her 
own experience are all chipping in. There is not one interpretation of the 
security it of regulation but infinitely many. 

Weakening the hierarchies of translations 
In Petite Poucette’s classroom the teacher is still (at least sometimes) 

physically in front of the class, speaking to it, and organising its day. 
Similarly, at the MD celebration the room is arranged in hierarchical 
fashion: signatory states (in alphabetical order in front), followed by non- 
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signatory states, followed by international organisations, followed by 
everyone else. But the regimented hierarchy cannot even survive the 
room organisation. It fades towards the back of the room. NGOs, 
consultants, company organisations, academics, legal networks, and 
assorted individuals have been seated partly in alphabetical order but 
towards the back of the room free seating prevails. The participants 
move around, link up with each-other, and make constant cross 
references in the session, oblivious of hierarchies. No one seems overly 
worried. In spite of recurring recalls to order in the form of strict 
agendas, hierarchically organised questions (“does any signatory state 
wish to comment?” opens all discussions), breakout sessions for 
signatory states only, and micro-managed placement and dinners, the 
hierarchy is fragile. So is the hierarchy of its – of MDs – the order of the 
conference tries to impose. 

Proliferating of Contradictions 
The its seem to multiply, mix, and recur as the discussion proceeds. 

Some suggest that it is currently appropriate, others would like to see it 
extended to for example maritime and cyber, women, the employees in 
security companies, and specific subgroups such as those recruited 
from former developing countries. Others suggest that it is harmed by 
the MD in its current version. The MD has to be more closely tied to 
other agreements including the voluntary “International Code of 
Conduct” for companies, a binding UN instrument still to be developed, 
or arrangements to support the work of associations trying to bring 
cases and ensuring accountability. These diverse but also contradictory 
and incompatible understandings of it are all aired; not in neat 
hierarchically ordered fashion. Each it meanders around the meeting- 
room, the dinner tables, the coffee breaks as the participants take hold 
of it, provide a translation, bring it somewhere else, change their minds 
and free it. It recurs in its different guises repeatedly. Sometimes 
someone’s it is contested. But mostly it is stated and then left as the 
next speaker seizes it and continues to provide their own translation. At 
the end of three days the room is filled with echoes of contradictory its; 
security translations. 

Generating Potential 
The Montreux+5 meeting is not intended to settle on a single 

translation of it as the right one. It does not even seem to be interested 
in establishing a hierarchy among them or to signpost diffuse 
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boundaries around the permissible it translations. Instead the organi-
sers of the meeting seem to welcome—no, they encourage—as many it 
translations as possible. The more the merrier. In the concluding 
session, Philip Spoerri (from the ICRC) and Valentin Zellweger (from 
the Swiss department of Foreign Affairs) both congratulate themselves 
and the audience on the productive conference. But productive of what 
exactly? More its no doubt; a proliferation of “co-created” its. The its 
have been heard, understood, distorted, and ignored. They can be 
mobilised, used, and abused as need be. They have been set free. 
Even if this is a matter of uncertain becoming, of immanence, Montreux 
+5 has been a birthday celebration in a dual sense; it celebrates the five 
years of the MD but also the “heterogenesis” of its to be potentially 
realised in the future. This achievement could suffice to justify the way 
concluding speakers are lauding the achievements of the meeting. 
However, this is probably not what they have in mind. 

Triggering Resistance 
As the audience leaves the room, the echoes of three days’ worth of 

security translations die out; they live on as potential becomings. But 
this is not all that is left of Montreux+5! Even if the MD remains 
untouched, the Montreux+5 has already rewritten the its the MD 
pertains to. The meandering discussions have folded MD and security 
into each other, consolidating a topography, inhospitable to those trying 
to delink companies from armed conflicts generally or from voluntary 
best practices such as those of the MD specifically. This redrawing of 
topographies triggers resistance. This began already at Montreux+5. 
Invited guests argued for delinking and unfolding. South Africa (a non- 
signatory state with a strong national legislation banning PMSCs), 
Gabor Rona (of the UN working group) and Patricia Feeney (of Rights 
and Accountability in Development) all for different reasons suggested 
that focussing on the MD was a mistake. As the child who, when told the 
story of the big bad wolf and the three little piglets, asks if one might 
imagine something else than a brick house to deal with the wolf (other 
relations to the wolf or another wolf), they were asking for something 
else than the MD to deal with companies in armed conflict. Invited 
guests were resisting the politics of talking curves at Montreux+5. The 
echoes of this resistance will fade as they leave but also live on as 
potential becomings beyond the room.   
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the pull of establishing cross-cutting forms of expertise – even at the price of 
producing internal tensions. 

Table 3.2 describes this second zone of translation that we identify is 
important to understanding changing meanings of professions and dis-
ciplines, namely the one across the external divide between experts and 
amateurs. Whether the distinction is based on formal education, re-
presentation in society, or experience. 

3.3 Translations by what means? 

In the zone of translations across different professionalisms a number of 
means have been defining for the evolving translations. Generally speaking, 
technology and digitalisation have been major important means used to 
mobilize and support concepts of unwanted futures. Big data and data- 
mining are good examples of this. It focuses on the possibility of gaining 
more knowledge, not only to gain better effects or to explain more (utility 
and ability) but also, and maybe more importantly, to “bridge” different 
professional knowledge spheres. Technology is somehow that which makes 
dialogue possible across and beyond professionalisms. Climate change is 
again an excellent example, where geology, engineering, and social beha-
viour increasingly are seen as one analytical object because they can all be 
approached by only one means, namely data technology. Where we nor-
mally in science considered causality as important to any explanation (social 
or technical), this is no longer the only criteria for validity. Rather, causality 
has been substituted by what Louise Amoore (2015) calls “an ontology of 
association”: a search for patterns of associations rather than patterns of 
causality. This exactly makes it possible to bridge disciplines and spheres of 
professionalism, as it breaks with the idea of disciplinary independence and 
theoretically informed interdependence between the analytical concepts in 
different disciplines (Chandler 2014). Although the actual performance of 
new big data based practices like “predictive policing” often fail to live up to 
the hype and actually operate on “old style ontologies,” the image of their 

Table 3.2 Translation zone between expertise and non-expertise        

Unit Distinction Basis of 
authority 

Means of 
translation 

Relation to 
state 

Relation to 
knowledge  

Amateur: 
distinct 
from 
expert 

Formalization 
of expertise 

Formal 
education 
vs. 
Experience 

Instruction; 
Generalized 
knowledge vs. 
Representati-
on; 
Resistance; 
Particular 
knowledge 

Undermines 
state 
authority 

Undermines 
expert 
authority 
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novel nature anchored in big data ontology already now has authority ef-
fects both vis-à-vis other professions, citizens, and decision makers. 
Techniques are implemented as if they followed the new logic where data 
speaks on its own and (especially with the addition of Artificial Intelligence 
(AI)) self-improve in inscrutable ways. 

This trend seems to promise an easy diffusion or translation of results 
from one professional sphere to the other. However, as Vogel shows us in 
her tale, tacit knowledge – the unspoken, unwritten knowhow that goes into 
highly specialised science – may actually hinder this frictionless transport of 
results. It installs a topography of knowledge which speaks directly against 
the flattening effects of big data. We discuss this in more detail in section 3.4. 

Another important means for the translations across and beyond pro-
fessions involves new institutional platforms. These have become a physical 
place for translation; public private partnerships (PPPs) are probably the 
best example of institutional innovations that serve as a platform for 
translation across professions. As forcefully argued by Niels Åkerstøm 
Andersen these partnerships are increasingly seen as an alternative to law 
and the contract (which is another site of translation; see also Chapter 5), 
and that designates a possible “unity of interest.” In terms of professions, 
the PPPs have become a new hybrid actor, the place where new skills and 
actions are developed (Andersen 2004; Petersen 2014). The call for cyber 
security partnerships is a good example of how governments, in setting up 
new PPPs, seek to create a sense of community across national security 
services (the police and intelligence services) and the corporate sphere (tech 
giants and other companies) (Christensen and Petersen 2017). The nature of 
the threat simply forces the hitherto closed police and intelligence profession 
to rely on technical expertise from the outside. Another example is critical 
infrastructure protection, where we also see attempts to bring together se-
curity intelligence and corporate professionals. As large parts of critical 
infrastructure are privately owned, the security-corporation link almost in-
evitable. 

Where PPPs are often thought of as formalised, we also see this kind of 
hybrid activities in less formalised settings. Anna Leander’s tale, in Box 3.6, 
is an excellent example of this: of how states initiate the Montreux +5 
meeting with a clear agenda to bridge professional interests. Yet, she shows 
us how these rather clearly expressed intentions get more and more blurred 
when translated into the context of the Montreux +5 meeting and thus when 
other actors engage in the formation of the meaning of security. Jeppe 
Strandsbjerg (Box 3.4) does not have the same focus on one meeting or 
document but shows us how many different actors, with more or less settled 
agendas, struggle to make their understanding of nature and security in the 
Artic useful for decision-makers. At one level this illustrates a more “har-
monious” interdisciplinary division of labour because different disciplines 
primarily come in at different stages. It initially generates a sequential 
translation process where the products of one discipline have to be made 
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sense of within another discipline. However, at the final stage, carto-
graphers, lawyers, and diplomats have to act jointly to produce a common 
understanding. 

In terms of the rise of the amateur, the development of the internet has 
worked as probably the most important factor to empower lay people. This 
has confronted the meaning of the expert, e.g. in medicine,5 where the pa-
tient consults the internet and meets the doctor with (uncertified) knowl-
edge, which the doctor then has to compete with. 

Also in conflict situations, lay people are obtaining a voice through the 
internet. Rune Saugmann Andersen (2016), for example, explains how di-
gital media bestows upon citizens “a right to look,” and Leander (2014) 
shows how a cacophony of voices were deemed relevant expert voices in the 
determination of who was responsible for the sarin gas attacks in Syria in 
2013. One notable example was that for a time, a nun was held as the expert 
on these attacks, based on her analysis of YouTube clips. However, later she 
lost her expert status as a tech-expert intervened and spoke about the timing 
of YouTube vis-à-vis real-time. 

The examples show an important new phenomenon which empowers lay 
people and challenges traditional expert status. In many of the traditional 
security professions (military and intelligence), secrecy remains a prevailing 
paradigm that seeks to hinder this kind of empowerment. Here, as a direct 
contradiction to the abovementioned processes, ordinary peoples’ use of the 
internet and social media is used by intelligence services to gather new data. 
Tourist photos shared on, e.g. Facebook are used to determine rising water 
levels in rivers to pre-empt flooding, and people claiming to not have been in 
a conflict region are contradicted by having been tagged in their friends’ 
photos online. 

3.4 What concepts of security emerge this way? 

This chapter has looked at the dynamics of translations of security across 
and beyond professionalisms: What triggers them and through what 
means do they take place? We have also established how professionalism 
is defined by their formal and functional characteristics as well as by an 
establishment of hierarchy across the expert and the amateur. Yet, we 
still need to ask how these modes of thinking about professionalism 
shape, confront, or dismantle our practices and concepts of unwanted 
futures themselves. We have argued from the start that the present ap-
proach brings new light on the evolution in security in the broad sense of 
concepts for unwanted futures, variably termed risks, danger, threats, 
and so forth. Situations of translation lead to change sometimes among 
these different concepts – security and risk, for instance – and sometimes 
under the same rubric, say “security.” 

This section teases out three examples of how such new conceptual 
meanings have emerged. We first discuss the discipline of economics as an 
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example of a situation in which a threat is met by reactions of denial, re- 
definition, and surrender. Secondly, we survey a situation in which different 
professionalisms – in this case: intelligence, science, and health – meet, 
leading to a redefinition of central established concepts of security and 
professionalism. Thirdly, we discuss a situation in which a threat confronts 
the idea of professionalism by challenging its limit, and in the process 
produces a new form of hybrid concept and practice of expertise, not 
amenable to one, exclusive profession or discipline; here we use the field of 
cyber security as an example. 

3.4.1 Translations of uncertainty: new categories of risk 

Our first example is – appropriately – one where a discipline has a dis-
tinct, strict and almost discipline-constitutive conception of how to go 
about unwanted futures. In Box 3.5 by Niels Peter Hahnemann, we meet 
the discipline of economics where the mainstream conception has clearly 
defined concepts of risk and uncertainty and systematically excluded a 
securitization-like concept of security. Risk is a foundational concept 
with operational status. Uncertainty was originally introduced as its 
opposite: the everyday unpredictable, incalculable in contrast to what 
was in principle calculable and meaningfully approximated in predictions 
(Keynes) and at first mostly as a horizon of impossibility. However, 
uncertainty also grew into an operational category during the 1960s (Best 
2009; Knight 1921) because variation in the information basis for deci-
sions could be modelled and had explanatory power. It became possible 
to move uncertainty into the category of risk and in that move make 
uncertainties manageable. Securitization, in turn, was outside the per-
spective because the whole world of economics is – economistic. That 
means: it is all about agents calculating and optimising, balancing various 
payoffs gradually against each other, whereas securitization is about 
existential threats that have to be prevented and therefore overrule the 
normal balancing of one gain against another. As Niels Peter 
Hahnemann shows in Box 3.5, both risk and uncertainty are still lodged 
in a rationality of control. Catastrophic scenarios like terrorism, climate 
change, and to some extent even a “discipline internal” issue like systemic 
crisis, confront the discipline with an external limit. That is intellectually 
unsatisfactory but scientifically manageable. 

When economists move out of their university department to work con-
cretely on a specific issue like climate change, the dominant approach will at 
first be one where the external is translated into the internal, the extreme events 
modelled and calculated in terms of probability and impact. Economists end in 
big debates amongst themselves over the discount rate (Nordhaus 2007; Stern 
et al., 2006), which in practice ironically determines the conclusion, given that 
it is ultimately outside the researchable and a decision of a deeply political 
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nature. The next phase, however, has been that economists of the environment 
have tried to enlarge the concept of economics in an ecological direction, which 
in turn implies a shifting concept of risk often re-organised around the concept 
of sustainability (Martinez Alier et al., 2010). This constitutes a fundamental 
change in the conceptual landscape of unwanted futures, because the calcul-
able and optimising unit-focused/micro concept of risk gives way to a limit 
concept at the macro level. Also, the time-horizon changes from a forward 
looking one of optimisation towards one that “counts backwards” from a 
guard rail around advisable futures. 

Another place where economic thinking has de facto innovated its con-
ception of risk and uncertainty is in the business world, where decision- 
makers wearing an economic hat – i.e. basically Chief Executive Officers and 
Chief Financial Officers – have to interact with Corporate Security Officers 
and other security or risk oriented leaders. This entails constant negotiation 
of how to translate “security” into the economic bottom line of profitability. 
At first, this happens mostly within the classical economic language in terms 
of optimising security investments in a probability-times-damage calculus. 
However, gradually the interaction produces more complex considerations 
about the value added of security, including brand and resilience in a crisis 
(Petersen 2014). The resulting concept of unwanted futures and their role in 
business decisions has evolved. 

3.4.2 Different professionalisms 

Our second example is brought out in Box 3.7 by Kathleen Vogel. Artificial 
virus produces novel challenges to the world of science, the intelligence 
systems and health professionals. Science is – ironically – under-supplied as 
to any concept of risk or danger in relation to its own work. It is deeply 
entrenched in the institutions and ethos of science that it is in some sense a 
self-optimising system: if we allow the free competition of the best scholarly 
efforts, truth will prevail and it is good. Openness is a central part of the 
institutional machinery of science (Merton 1973), so basically you are doing 
your job for the best of mankind if you push forward with your research and 
make it publicly available. The dominance of this conception explains how 
tortured were the personal reactions and reflections of the scientists involved 
in the Manhattan project – being responsible for the bomb led the different 
individuals (Bohr, Oppenheimer, Teller et al.) in very different directions. 
However, their reaction was still predominantly to ask for even more 
openness, to make insights shared and monitored (Bohr 1950). The crisis 
over artificial virus took a novel path, where journals stopped publication of 
otherwise publishable research because it would potentially be dangerous. 
The strategy applied by the journals, Science and Nature especially, in these 
cases was reluctant. It included a mix of accepting the social reality that an 
intelligence and national security perspective took a different view, and it 
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was better for science to exert an element of self-regulation before it was 
regulated from the outside, and on the other hand, attempts to formulate an 
own rationale for what is scientifically sound practices. This is a case of a 
see-no-risk conception starting to incorporate concepts of risk and danger. 
On the side of the intelligence community, the challenge was – as Kathleen 
Vogel chronicles in the box – that the intelligence community had to work 
with new kinds of experts. In this regard, Vogel points especially to the 
organisational and procedural problems raised and specifically the issue of 
the replication of tacit knowledge. Informed by experts from science and 
technology studies, the pivotal question for the intelligence community be-
came: How easy would it be for an individual with malevolent intentions to 
imitate the unwritten elements of the laboratory procedures? This went to the 
very heart of scientific practice and clashed with intelligence-gathering 
protocol. Would an intelligence officer have to spend hours on end obser-
ving how the production of the virus in the laboratory was carried out for 
the intelligence service to have full information of the potential threat? And 
would the officer even be able to understand what he or she was observing? 
This challenged the time-sensitive workings of the intelligence community 
and at the same time forced scientists to “open the black box” of how sci-
ence is done. Both are integral parts of the functional logics of the different 
professionalisms. On top of that, the concepts of threat and risk were 
challenged. In the world of intelligence, most attention is usually directed at 
those with malign intentions and possibly excessive capabilities. In the case 
of virus research, the main danger actually comes from “good guys” who do 
their job, are not really reckless about the security and safety of their own 
operations, but spread dangerous knowledge intentionally and as part of 
their job. Here the challenge to concepts of risk and insecurity is partly – as 
in the above case of the economists – between different basic concepts. But it 
runs deeper as well. Agency and intentionality were involved as were the 
different functional logics of science and security professionals. 

Box 3.7 Interventions into Intelligence: Some Early 
Observations 

Kathleen M. Vogel 
Since the end of the Cold War, U.S. intelligence analysts have been 
struggling to anticipate and assess a diverse array of threats involving 
state and non-state actors. With the noted intelligence failures con-
tributing to September 11th attacks and the 2003 Iraq War, the U.S. 
intelligence community has recognised the need to acquire new outside 
expertise to mitigate future intelligence failures. In 2008, the U.S. 
Intelligence Community Directive 205, “Analytic Outreach” was released 
which charges intelligence analysts with leveraging “outside expertise 
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as part of their work” in order to “explore ideas and alternative 
perspectives, gain new insights, generate new knowledge, or obtain 
new information.” ( U.S.I.C. 2008) In this context, I have started 
exploring ways to interject and translate analytic perspectives from the 
social science field of science and technology studies (S&TS) into the 
U.S. intelligence community in order to generate new understandings of 
threats involving weapons of mass destruction and then to study how 
intelligence analysts absorb these S&TS perspectives to make sense of 
these threats ( Vogel & Dennis 2018). Therefore, my current efforts are 
as follows: (1) descriptive, with the aim of creating new knowledge and 
understanding about how intelligence analysts acquire, process, and 
respond to ideas from the science and technology studies field; and (2) 
interventionist, with the aim of improving and changing the way 
intelligence analysis is conducted in order to improve U.S. national 
security policymaking. This tale describes one “translation experiment” 
in which I was a participant observer in meetings with intelligence 
analysts assessing a contemporary bioweapons threat: the 2011-2012 
H5N1 avian influenza experimental controversy.a 

In September 2011, scientists from the Netherlands and Japan 
announced publically that they had created mutations of the H5N1 
avian influenza virus that made the virus more transmissible through 
the air.b These results raised public and government concerns about 
the various future dangers that this new artificial virus posed_for 
public health and security. There were calls to restrict publication of 
the experiment so that someone with ill intentions would not be able 
to replicate the virus and cause havoc. In this particular case, the key 
issues for translation revolved around the intelligence question: How 
easy would it be for terrorists to replicate this experiment for harm? 
Answering this question would involve translating academic S&TS 
research about tacit knowledge for application by intelligence ana-
lysts to assess the possibility of terrorist replication of this ex-
periment. 

One benefit of this translation experiment was that all information 
discussed was open source information. There was no classified 
information that would pose barriers for discussion with these intelli-
gence analysts because the H5N1 experiments were all unclassified 
experiments conducted in academic laboratories. At the initial meeting 
that I had with these intelligence analysts there were four bioweapons 
intelligence analysts (one senior level analyst and three junior level 
analysts), and one intelligence official. After this initial meeting I 
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subsequently followed up with them by email, as well as individual 
meetings. 

To date, the existing policy discussions about the H5N1 experiments 
had focused on the scientific manuscripts and the explicit, written 
knowledge present in those manuscripts. According to literature in the 
S&TS field, it is not possible to evaluate tacit knowledge merely by 
reading the manuscript or only talking to the principal investigators, 
which seemed to be the common approach that most analysts and 
officials were using at the time to assess the threat from the mutated 
virus. In talking with the intelligence analysts, we discussed that to truly 
investigate tacit knowledge one needs to go beyond the published 
manuscript and conduct an in-depth analysis of “what went on in the lab” 
in the H5N1 experiments. This would require talking to the graduate 
students and postdocs who actually did the hands-on work. We 
explained to the analysts that to analyse “what went on in the lab” 
would require using ethnographic research methods for in-depth, 
descriptive, systematic study of the laboratory work. 

Once we shared these insights with the intelligence practitioners, we 
asked them: How feasible would it be for intelligence analysts to do this 
kind of analysis? Their response was insightful. They mentioned that 
there are three issues that pose challenges. First, they described how 
there are different types of workers and responsibilities involved in 
collecting and analysing intelligence information. The intelligence 
analyst would provide questions to the intelligence “collector.” The 
collector, who often does not have subject matter expertise, does the 
actual collecting of information in the field (or, in this case, the 
laboratory). But, this analyst noted that this can lead to problems 
because the collector often does not have the expertise to evaluate 
the information they are gathering or to evaluate on-site what the results 
mean. Also, the collectors often don’t know how to ask follow on 
questions. Second, the analysts stated that it would also be difficult for 
them to contract out this work to academics. Tasking academics to do 
this type work would be seen as “collection” and could create the 
impression that academics would be conducting espionage. Also, they 
mentioned that they would be hard pressed to find an academic subject 
matter expert who could assist them because the existing academic 
science advisors all have institutional and personal agendas that bias 
their advice. Finally, the analysts noted that intelligence analysts 
wouldn’t do this kind of ethnographic research and analysis because, 
“they have too many other things to do.” It was puzzling to hear that 
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analysts do not have time to conduct primary research on an 
active case. 

The preliminary conclusions from this translation experiment were 
revealing. They revealed that there is a need for more fundamental 
development and understanding of tacit knowledge as a concept for 
analysis in intelligence. This signals a need for the use of more social 
science expertise and methodologies within intelligence. Also, intelli-
gence practitioners themselves indicated that they would be interested 
in looking at more detailed case studies (historical and contemporary) to 
better understand tacit knowledge. The comments by intelligence 
practitioners also revealed that they encounter problems with identi-
fying, acquiring, and using available expert knowledge. This signals that 
there is a need for more financial and managerial commitment in 
intelligence to outreach. This could involve the creation of new institu-
tional structures and practices within intelligence analytic units for 
evaluating and using expert knowledge 

This translation tale reveals the practical, working-level, and institu-
tional constraints in academic-intelligence engagements and transla-
tions. It also reveals insights about intelligence culture and practices that 
need to be taken into consideration for successful translations to occur. 
Finally, concepts like tacit knowledge were found to be a bit “academic” 
for some of the practitioners. This indicates a need to translate S&TS 
ideas to practitioners in a very basic idiom. This “experiment” in 
translation reveals that there is a critical need for more substantive 
and extended discussions between academic scholars and intelligence 
practitioners. This could be done with more targeted outreach efforts to 
individual intelligence practitioners, as well as through more formal 
means via intelligence universities and training schools. 

Notes and References    
aParts of this tale is based on Vogel’s work on Bioterrorism published in 2013/ 
2014. For more details on this case, see: Kathleen M. Vogel, (2013/14).   
bFor an overview of the H5N1 controversy, see: Kwik-Gronvall, Gigi (2013).  

Kwik-Gronvall, Gigi. 2013. 'H5N1: 'A Case Study for Dual-Use Research', 
Working Paper (Washington, DC: Council on Foreign Relations, 
July 2013). http://www.upmchealthsecurity.org/our-work/pubs_archive/ 
pubs-pdfs/2013/2013-07-15-h5n1_dual-use_research.pdf. 

U.S. Intelligence Community (U.S.IC). 2008. The U.S. Intelligence 
CommunityDirective 205, Accessed at https://www.dni.gov/!les/ 
documents/ICD/ICD_205.pdf. June 7th 2021. 
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3.4.3 A Hybrid professional: the example of cyber security 

Our third and final example of a process of translations that has led to iden-
tifiable and observable innovations in the functionally sedimented concepts of 
security and other unwanted futures can be found in the domain of cyber se-
curity, where corporate, governmental, and civil actors increasingly interact. In 
this case, the traditional logic of national security, closely tied to the function of 
the state apparatus’ ability to protect its citizens, is confronted with its own 
impossibility. The cyber domain is simultaneously considered an individualised 
matter of privacy (“the internet of things”), an economic matter of profit (“tech 
giants”), a national matter of civil protection and wealth, and an international 
matter of peace. It is, in other words, a field that can hardly be fitted into one or 
two categories of professions. 

While scholars do discuss how these many actors, working in this domain 
of cyber security, should be allowed to define national and international 
security and the actions taken by states in the name of cybercrimes and wars 
(cf. Carr 2016; Dunn Cavelty & Suter 2009), it is commonly acknowledged 
that today’s concept of national security is up for negotiation in the (shared) 
practices of cyber security (Christensen 2018). In the work of the intelligence 
services and the police private tech companies are constantly asked to 
contribute to national security by providing information, defining needs, 
and ensuring their own safety and risk practices. 

One can go as far as arguing that the concept of cyber security has pro-
vided for new hybrid forms of organisations, of networks and partnerships, 
and even a new kind of professional. All produced and defined by these 
different actors, having to take each other’s concepts, practices, and interests 
into account. Such hybrid forms may not be introducing an entirely new 
concept of security but is constantly exposing and confronting the estab-
lished norms and practices of security, risk, and safety. 

3.5 Stakes and consequences: new complexities, new security 
professionals, new concepts of security? 

As argued in the introduction, the field of security politics is shifting. 
Western politicians and intelligence agencies increasingly appeal to civil 

Vogel, Kathleen M. and Michael A. Dennis. (February 2018). ‘Tacit Knowledge, 
Secrecy, and Intelligence Assessments: STS Interventions by Two 
Participant-Observers’ Science, Technology, and Human Values 45(5): 
834–63. 

Vogel, Kathleen M. 2013/14. Expert Knowledge in Intelligence Assessments: 
Bird Flu and Bioterrorism. International Security 38: 39–71 10.1162/ 
isec_a_00150.   
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society institutions and actors to manage security, and there is a strong 
public appeal for scientists to collaborate to solve some of the world’s 
burning issues (climate change, cybercrimes, counterterrorism, nuclear 
proliferation, humanitarian catastrophes, etc.). In the wake of this devel-
opment, scholars also observe a “diffusion” of security knowledge – a dif-
fusion, which has called for new academic collaborations 
(interdisciplinarity) and cooperation across professions. In this broader 
field, we are, as argued earlier, witnessing a variety of struggles over the 
meaning of the most defining disciplinary concepts of unwanted futures: 
security, uncertainty, risk, and safety. In this environment, security is 
translated on a daily basis with an effect that must not be underestimated. 
As social workers now have to consider radicalisation as a key concern in 
their daily practice, the meaning of social welfare changes. As cyber security 
is now to be handled by a wide range of corporate actors, e.g. Google and 
Microsoft, new concepts of corporate risk and enterprise risk management 
occur and engage in a zone of translating security. Similar in the area of 
climate change we witness a current appeal for interdisciplinary collabora-
tion to help mitigate the effect of human disaster or, as we see in the Arctic 
(Box 3.4 by Strandsbjerg) to solve more problems of authority and re-
sponsibility (the issue of sovereignty). 

These societal practices are formative for the intellectual and social 
structure of disciplines. The production of risk or vulnerability assessments 
no longer takes place in isolation within separate spheres; they occur as 
meetings in which different academic and practical rationalities of security 
intermingle. Consequently, deep ontologies in different disciplines and 
professions both condition and are challenged by changing organisational 
patterns in security practices. An example of this is described in the tale by 
Strandsbjerg, where he shows how the meaning of “nature” itself is con-
tested in the work of lawyers and cartographers when they are confronted 
with international security issues concerning sovereignty and territory as 
discussed earlier in this chapter. Another example is how fundamental as-
sumptions in modern economics come under pressure when forced to deal 
with novel issues such as climate change and terrorism. Further, the re-
placement of the secrecy-beats-secrecy-to-get-at-the-truth rationality that 
used to regulate intelligence agencies with probabilities and risk thinking 
constitutes an example of this. 

What we see, however, is not only the emergence of new concepts and 
meetings across disciplines and professions. Two developments or stakes 
are worth mentioning here: one is upcoming of new forms of profes-
sionals, not sanctioned by the state, in communities of practice that in 
many ways have made practical experience the benchmark of pro-
fessionalism. Another stake is how a changing understanding of the 

90 Translations: disciplines and professions 



university in society has reconfigured the idea of security research and 
thus the meaning of security. 

3.5.1 Communities of practice: the professional practitioner 

The whole idea of professionalism within the field of security, which 
before rested upon professional state security agencies to certify or ac-
knowledge, is today up for grabs as more and more issues are handled by 
actors which before were considered “amateurs” in this field. As shown in 
an analysis of the management practices considered in the field of cor-
porate security, a security manager whose task is to unite corporate and 
national security aims have become central to corporate management 
(Petersen 2014). Amy Zegart describes this phenomenon as “a quiet in-
telligence revolution inside America’s leading companies,” observing how 
“hotel chains, cruise lines, airlines, theme parks, banks, chemical com-
panies, consumer product manufacturers, pharmaceutical companies, 
and even tech giants have been developing in-house intelligence units” 
(Zegard 2012). Thus, today we are not only witnessing how former 
amateurs on security are constituted as (semi)professionals. With these 
new transnational professional identities, new visions of knowledge have 
also emerged: knowledge as something embedded in established con-
textual practices, more than in truths established through research. The 
authority of the profession thus lies in its worth for practice rather than 
in its relation to the state. Etienne Wenger, for example, observes how the 
state in some instances has lost its defining authority, as new and in-
formal “communities of practice” emerge. Where Weber and Parsons saw 
education as the seeds of a “profession” – functionally linked to state 
bureaucratisation and specialisation (Ritzer 1975; Weber 1968) – Wenger 
argues that the coherence of the “profession” is increasingly relying on an 
informal “community of practice” (Wenger 1998). In similar terms, and 
directly linked to globalisation, Seabrooke talks about new professional 
ecologies based on “epistemic arbitrage”; on self-identified professional 
relationships that draw on a common pool of knowledge. These net-
works, he argues, are based on new transnational relations across pro-
fessionals and are distinct from the domestic professions that rely on 
state-acceptance and possible penalty. These, more loosely defined net-
works, are held together by “shared understandings of how issues should 
be governed, tasks allocated, and who knows well enough to do the 
work” (Seabrooke 2014: 50). The general learning is that the existence of 
a “community of practice” often is part of a process of professionalisa-
tion: a process or attempt to transform amateurism into professionalism. 
This development has created a new kind of authority, a new kind of 
professionalism, that does not get its legitimacy from being approved 
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(formally or informally) by the state or citizens of states but from re-
ferences to socio-political and economic practices. 

3.5.2 Science in society: science as innovation? 

Another and related stake in the developments of professionalism can be 
observed in development of a “mode 2“ kind of thinking about the role of 
science in society: A kind of thinking that stresses the need for disciplines 
to engage in complex processes of application-driven knowledge also to 
develop itself as a discipline. The production of knowledge is increas-
ingly, since the mid-90s, considered a shared endeavour and not some-
thing residing in the academic sphere alone. This shift has larger 
implications as societal change today is increasingly seen as something 
happening in the economic and political sphere outside universities – as 
economic and technical innovations. Accordingly, we are witnessing an 
erosion of the classical Humboltian understanding of science as some-
thing that naturally creates value (Floud 2003; Floud 2013; Horst & Irwin 
2018; Slaughter & Leslie 1997). Scholars instead talk about a shift to-
wards the Entrepreneurial University (Edquist 2001), which sees itself as 
“problem solver,” with an aim “to create new value for the stakeholders 
of university” (Cai 2017: 603). Others again talks about a shift from 
“science and society” to “science in society” (Floud 2003: 3). As the 
conceptual historian Benoit Godin writes in his historical analysis of the 
concept of innovation, inventions, which historically were closely linked 
to thinking at universities (cf. Francis Bacon), are increasingly considered 
as something that should be “commercialised,” and thereby as something 
that should “support” the actions taking place in the economic and po-
litical realm of social life (Godin 2015). 

How does this impact the way we think about security? One can argue 
that this demand for economic or political actionability has put security 
research under pressure and thereby also worked to alter the meaning of 
security altogether. Before, the provision of national security was con-
sidered a common good that was hard to measure in terms of societal 
needs, as the problem needed to be solved would be unknown to society 
or the general public. Today, security research (like all kinds of research) 
increasingly has to be sellable and be commercialised to satisfy a clearly 
stated societal need for protection (Friedrichs & Wæver 2009). While this 
development forces research to rethink their own position in society, in 
the case of security the fact that research has to be useful for someone, 
risks losing sight of not only long-term perspectives and needs, but also 
the idea of the common good. 
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Box 3.8 I see dead people 

Nisha Shaha 

War without corpses? 
At a recent visit to the Canadian War Museum, a curator concluded the 
tour with the following factoid: of the 13 000 works of art (primarily 
paintings) in the museum’s collection, only 64 display dead bodies. This 
absence of dead bodies in a war museum is puzzling. War is a “bloody 
affair” and war museums often commemorate the dead. On this 
particular day I was confounded because we had just come from the 
Le Breton Gallery, displaying “the way human ingenuity has been 
applied to the science of war, creating weapons and other devices to 
attack, protect, and kill.” The irony here between the way that the 
depiction of death is considered illicit in visual imagery portraying war 
and the way that war’s weaponry can elicit them, being explicitly 
designed with destructive objectives, is obvious. It results in a dilemma 
whereby despite looking down the barrels of guns, you can leave the 
museum with a sense that war does not produce corpses – or, at least 
not very many of them. 

Productive deaths? 
As an indelible part of war, dead bodies is an “unwanted  future”: they 

are fated and foreseeable. Death is something to be minimised. But, as 
the story goes, it is unavoidable. What responsibility then do war 
museums have to display death? The immediate response might be 
that museums have a duty to demonstrate war’s violent consequences 
without indulging a voyeurism that glorifies its gory details. Indeed, the 
emphasis on ruined landscapes in war art, as stated in one of the 
museum’s exhibits, is intended to be a “gentler means of conveying … 
the enormous human costs of war.” But given this human cost it also 
seems that war museums have an ethical responsibility to show that 
dead bodies in war are often normal – even intended. Killing in war is not 
always an unfortunate side effect, and neither is it necessarily an 
egregious crime against humanity; in certain circumstances it is 
sanctioned by international law and within the moral parameters of 
just war theory. 

This tale describes my journey to dig up the dead at the Canadian 
War Museum – and returning to the weapons gallery seemed to be an 
obvious place to start. Weapons are often explicitly designed to 
translate directly into death. But how does the encounter with death 
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translate when weapons shift from the theatre of war – where they are 
objects of destruction – to the museum’s exhibition space – where they 
become objects on display? 

Becoming a weapon 
The Le Breton Gallery is an impressive space showcasing guns, 

tanks, and bombs. Following the practice of other kinds of museums, the 
visitor’s experience is organised through the use of neatly arranged 
labels that order weapons in a kind of taxonomy of destruction. They are 
classified as objects designed for “Land,” “Sea,” or “Air” warfare, and 
categorised according to their use as “field artillery,” “armoured fighting 
vehicles,” “cannons and mortars,” and so forth. 

At first sight, dead bodies appear to be missing due to the sanitising 
effect of technological language. The emphasis on technical descrip-
tions seemingly evades the brutality of war: for example, we are told that 
the Vulcan Cannon, a “revolutionary advance in aerial firepower” 
furnishes the “ability to fire 6000 rounds per minute.” And, “Did you 
know?” (as a special descriptive section is titled) that because the 
Vulcan cannon “permits a much higher rate of fire than a gun with a 
single barrel,” the “wear on gun barrels” or “problems caused by gun 
barrels heating up when they are fired” are significantly reduced. 
Conducting a detailed survey of the exhibited armaments, you can 
learn a great deal how various weapons work. But little appears to be 
said about what these tools of combat have done and can do in terms of 
the human cost of war. The effect seems to be that moving weapons 
from the battlefield to the museum space seemingly defuses them: there 
is a taxonomy of destruction without a consideration of its conse-
quences. 

Yet when you face a three meter high and 60 tonne Leopard C2 tank 
or touch a field-gun or mortar, the ramifications of these (often very 
large) pieces of machinery for human life and death are hard to ignore. 
Indeed, a different story comes to the fore when reading the nitty-gritty 
details of the neatly arranged labels in search of the casualties of war. 
The Vulcan Cannon, we are told, has been used to “attack enemy 
targets on the ground,” specifically in “strafing attacks against vehicles 
and personnel.” Considering the capacities enabled by various military 
technologies, dead bodies suddenly appear through the means that 
make them disappear. Far from absent in the museum space, dead 
bodies are actively produced within it. 
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But there is something troubling about the simplicity of literally 
reducing weapons’ technical capacities to dead bodies. Despite argu-
ments that death in war, even with its legal and moral authorisations, 
should be seen as an act of atrocity, the museum’s weapons’ display 
reveals a history of violent objects that over time have become part of 
the mainstay of modern military arsenals – as the class of conventional 
weapons, they are tools of combat that states are sanctioned to use. 
Some weapons might be outdated or updated, but their descriptions 
provide a narrative of tools of combat whose form, function, and at times 
lethal consequences are expected and accepted. 

Desirable destruction 
Of course, international warfare does not involve the unbridled use of 

force. Over time, some weapons have been deemed inappropriate 
(such as chemical, biological, and nuclear weapons). But the visit to the 
weapons gallery suggests that there is an equally long history of the 
development of weapons that are considered appropriate to use. 

After leaving the museum in search of death, I am left pondering how 
the museum’s display of weapons sheds light on how and why certain 
forms of destruction have been deemed desirable, even when they can 
have deadly effects. 

Notes and References   
aFor an expanded and elaborated version of this tale, see: Shah, 
Nisha. 2017.  

Shah, Nisha. 2017. Death in the details: Finding dead bodies at the 
Canadian War Museum. Organization 24: 549–569.  

Box 3.9 Security and the anthropology of potentiality 

Henrik Vigh 
The anthropological approach to “security” starts with the inverted 
commas  (Paraphrasing Bachelard’s view of science (Lianos, 
2007:1.2)). The very point of departure is a questioning of what security 
is ethnographically and politically. We focus on what security looks like 
from below, anchored in life-worlds and experience, and how security 
concerns connect and conflict across social environments and scale. 
The anthropological focus on “security” has, as such, been on what 
Bubandt has termed “vernacular security” ( 2005). Whether researching 
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high-ranking politicians or local residents, we approach the concept in 
terms of how it is understood by the people who think, feel, and practice 
it. Yet the inverted commas equally entail not taking the concept for 
given and looking at “security” in a critical perspective. Tracing the 
concept in its multiple actualizations – from the social to the political and 
back – thereby destabilizes and unsettles it. It illuminates the situated-
ness and negotiated character of  “security” and clarifies the power and 
resistance at play in securitizing practices and positions. 

Potentiality and politics 
At its most basic, issues of security and insecurity can be seen as part 

of “the anthropology of potentiality” ( Gammeltoft 2013;  Vigh 2011;  Vigh 
2018). Potentiality is, in this respect, simply conceptualized, in 
Batesonian terms, as the possible actualisation of a hidden capacity 
( Bateson 2000 [1972]: 401). In a political anthropological perspective 
this entails that figures and forces are seen as containing hidden state 
(s) that are dormant or immaterialized, but which may actualize their 
alter states in dangerous manners. Potentiality comes to inhabit the 
situation as a detrimental yet “absent presence” ( Agamben 1999: 178). 

The above may seem overly theoretical, yet the fact that social and 
political worlds can be seen to have a perilous depth and dimensionality 
that encompasses more than its manifest representation is neither novel 
nor surprising. Life is experienced as “embedded in an intricate network 
of visible and invisible forces” ( Hecht & Simone 1994: 77), merely 
because the complexity and simultaneity of relations and associations 
are simply too dense for full overviews to be gained and clarity 
achieved, making uncertainty and opacity a foundational aspect of the 
social condition ( Vigh 2011: 94). The point is that looking at security 
through the lens of potentiality allows us to see how the present may be 
experienced as a state that is pregnant with negative figures and forces, 
and hence to make sense of the way that people anticipate and seek to 
counteract the impact of these ( Vigh & Turner 2007). It allows us to 
grasp issues of suspicion and preemption as social phenomena rather 
than merely policy concerns. 

Spectral and spectacular 
Anthropologically, security issues may, thus, be seen as specific 

political figurations of potentiality. When the stakes are high, uncertainty 
creates an engagement with the world, which is radically attentive to 
ulterior movements and motives. A “hyper-hermeneutics,” as an 
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“anticipatory practice” attuned to insecure circumstance ( Spyer 2002: 
35). Our political bearing becomes vigilant, causing people to read 
danger into a broad range of social processes and positions. What 
constitutes security is, thus, culturally specific and socially diverse 
(Holbraad et al.). Yet, looking ethnographically at security, equally 
allows us to clarify connections and highlight, for example, how global 
figures are played out in local contexts and how the local concerns play 
into global figures or fear. Anthropologies of security are commonly, as 
Goldstein phrases it, simultaneously “ethnographically sensitive and 
attuned to contemporary global interconnections” ( 2010: 487). A 
particularly salient instance of this may be elucidated by focusing on 
the way that a critical event can instate itself as a critical continuity ( Vigh 
2008), which moves from the local to the global and from the minor to 
the massive. Unsurprisingly, the 9/11 bombings of the World Trade 
Centre in 2001 provide an interesting case. The bombing of the World 
Trade Centre stands as a “security moment” (Ibid.), a critical event, 
which triggered and changed a political imaginary that was to have 
drastic effects on practice and policies. In terms of potentiality, we may 
say that the event instated an understanding of a negative force in our 
midst, a “spectral presence” that revealed itself in a “spectacular 
manner.” It unsettled us as a revelation of the fact that global fault lines 
and conflicts are present amongst us in what is seen to be a 
camouflaged form. In social terms, contemporary multicultural societies 
developed in this way in an almost paranoid schizoid manner ( Cash 
2009). They became fearful societies, in which the minority parts are 
perceived, by the dominant majority, as malevolent and harmful to the 
whole. The consequence has been, that the particular instance of 
insecurity expanded across scales in attempts to engage it and the 
potential enemy within. 

Pre-emption 
Attempts to neutralise threats and stabilise order through security 

measures may add to the instability that is sought counteracted. In the 
almost two decades since the 9/11 bombings the US and EU have 
witnessed relatively few deaths from Islamist terror in comparison to the 
amount of deaths instigated by the response. In terms of proportionality, 
the war on terror that followed 9/11 is an example of how a critical event 
has installed itself as a critical continuity that transgresses scale and 
space. Besides the enormous expenditure, it has spawned the deaths of 
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hundreds of thousands in the global South and laid whole countries 
barren in terms of the safety and security it aims to provide elsewhere. 

The exceptional response is a primary example of the power of 
potentiality in social and political life. Negative potentiality is commonly 
reacted upon pre-emptively as the imagined future unfolding of a 
detrimental condition or process is sought neutralised before it materi-
alises. It is, as such, not the amounts of 9/11 deaths or the spectacular 
event that causes the intensity of the reaction, but the fact that it instated 
an imaginary of a spectral presence and future attacks. An underlying 
threat that the West has struggled to fathom and react to with pre- 
emptive extremes ever since. 

The problem is exacerbated by the fact that  our reactions create 
more of the problem that they seek to avoid or control. The lawlessness 
of the war on terror has been prolonged into the tactics of drone attacks, 
signature strikes, and homeland security. These practices of pre- 
emption work through a predefined idea of possible culprits and 
perpetrators, expanding accountability to whole populations, religious 
groups, and regions. From drones in the Levant to “visitation zones” in 
Northern European cities, the pre-emptive practices in question carry 
the risk of causing the marginalization, lack of protection, and Othering 
that may very well be part of the reasons that people turn toward radical 
political movements, including Islamism, in the first place. Our aporic 
acts add to the threat we are seeking to protect ourselves against.   
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Notes 
1 Even if war is an age-old social activity, professionalization of the military pro-

fession only happened in the 19th century (Huntington 1957: 19).  
2 Harold Laswell described the skill as “the management of violence” and 

Huntington (1957: 11) calls it “successful armed combat.”  
3 Think about the Status Angst of political scientists wanting to be like economists 

wanting to be like natural scientists.  
4 According to Jasanoff (2012) some national cultures are more dependent on 

standpoint-independent scientific evidence (e.g. the U.S.); some focus on institu-
tional and political representation in the construction of expertise (e.g. Germany); 
and some again focus on individual experience and competent judgement as a 
main feature in the constitution of the expert (e.g. the UK). Similarly, these ex-
pressions of expertise may vary along lines other than the national, i.a., organi-
sational culture (cf. Douglas & Wildavsky, 1982). We pursue the question of 
translations across and beyond these kinds or cultures in Chapter 4.  

5 The role of the internet in undermining fixed hierarchies of scale is discussed in 
Chapter 5. 
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