Vivre dangereusement.

Violence and victims in security regimes
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A hundred years ago the specter that haunted Europe was the specter of communism. This specter endured for a while, only to eventually boil down to the shade of a specter. Nowadays, the new specter is called „human security”. Its capacity to haunt society originates in its capacity to diffuse and infiltrate into practically all political, economic and military strategies of national and international authorities. In the wake of the collapse of communist regimes, the end of the Cold War in the early 1990s and the emergence of new types of international conflicts, institutions and political personalities were urged to „catch up” with reality and proceed to theorize, draft documents and table proposals meant to overcome the rigid boundaries of sovereignty and define the opportunities for forms of direct, flexible and efficient intervention in the lives of individuals. One such form of interventions was human security
. 

After September 11, 2001, the doctrine of human security expanded its reach at a dramatic pace and with worrying implications. Some of these implications problematize not only the interventionist practices extracted from this doctrine, but also the original intent and the conceptual ensemble of this problematic doctrine itself.

This article does not aim to cover the entire diversity and perversity of interventions carried on behalf of human security. Rather, the objective is limited to providing a genealogical-critical exploration of some of its philosophical, legal and political components. My excursus follows two steps. First, I will dwell on the basic genealogy of the concept of „security” and its relations with three key concepts: „power”, „violence” and „human rights.” The second step of the argument consists of an investigation of contemporary aspects of the enforcement of security policies. The basic argument at this stage is that these policies make us participate as witnesses and as actors at the unfurling of two processes: the subtle and effective banishment of the political from society and the „self-immunization” (Derrida) of the philosophical and political bases of modern democracy.

The definitional spectrum for „human security” spans the official definition given by The Center for Human Security („the protection of individuals and communities against war and other forms of violence”) and a philosophically innovative one given by Frédéric Gros in his concluding remarks for Etats de violence („ a feeling of vulnerability of the life accompanied by the idea of an external cause”)
. Between these two ends of the spectrum lies an endless space for interrogations whose landmarks will be mapped out below. This mapping exercise may help us understand how today’s protection of individuals and communities against the increasing jeopardizing of life parallels the external causes of violence and thus annihilates the very safeguards of life, whether they be biological, social, moral, political and legal.

Liberté, égalité, sécurité: liberal power and security mechanisms
In Michel Foucault’s work, security is just another name for the biopolitics of the liberal economy of power. Security mechanisms are the opposite of libertarian mechanisms with which they form a transpolitical and prepolitical equilibria between the biologically-conditioned individual and a population enframed by its biological and public constitution. Between 1977 and 1979, Foucault teaches two Collège de France courses and writes several studies on modern liberal power in which he advances (following in-depth research on biopolitical mechanisms) the hypothesis of security mechanisms. This hypothesis is key for understanding the liberal power regime because one can not understand the sophistication seen by post 18th century Western legal and disciplinary mechanisms only by considering the most common definition of biopower: the appropriation of naked life by power. The occurrence of this shift was caused by economic, political, architectural and medical changes that took place as modernity unfurled. Such phenomena as the demographic boom, increases in trade flows and information or the transformation of cities demanded more flexibility and adaptability from power mechanisms.

Consequently, it would be erroneous to conceive of the new biopolitical-security mechanisms as replacing or terminating older disciplinary strategies or newer legal regimes of sovereignty. Never before the 18th century has the legislative inflation or the affirmation of sovereignty been more obvious. Yet, through a complex historical process whose consequences endure to this day, there emerged new mechanisms that worked directly on naked life. These mechanisms are better adapted to address the spatial, temporal, political and medical challenges of the then young liberal society. 

Some of these challenges lend themselves to Foucault’s insights. The French philosopher saw four major features of security mechanisms and he elaborated on the ways in which they traveled through history. Foucault showed that what was merely an aspiration and a wish to regulate during the 18th and 19th centuries is nowadays not only a legal reality but also common sense and intersubjectively-shared norms. The added value of an archeology of human society is to reveal the causes of a historical process that turned externally-imposed constraints into social norms and even into constitutive values of social identities.

The novelties of security mechanisms bring about a new understanding of space: no longer a stake for sovereignty-bound authority, but a reality open to constant movement and to the infinite serialization of movables, of events and of accumulating units. If the disciplinary space (whether in its material, bodily or mental form) is an empty and artificial(-ized) space, the security space is full and „natural.” In other words, security policies factor in material structures, then attempt to maximize these structures’ negative components while minimizing the negative ones in order to ensure more mobility at any price for things, bodies and information. Moreover, by overcoming the logic of functional divisions specific to disciplinary action, security policies rely on the multifunctionality and multiple meanings of space as well as and on its capacity to generate events. The rigid architecture of old disciplines is followed by the emergence of disciplinary fields that are generous with the ephemeral and with the random, yet are well-equipped to control the long distance impact of a body on another body at any time. Far from it being an individualizing space (in the sense upheld bellow) for identifying human, economic and territorial units, the security space is a space of massification, of probabilities and of statistics.

From this first feature follows a second one: governmentality. Foucault understood governmentality to mean the ways in which events are managed or the means through which randomness and unpredictability are processed into fruitful outcomes. The interventions of the liberal society into the management of time were positive: security and freedom (understood merely as freedom to move) were made to merge into each other. While disciplines are centripetal mechanisms that establish limits for space via fragmentation and centralization efforts, security enlarges, expands and organizes not by attempting exhaustive regulation, but by inhibiting the detail, by revealing the reality and the inner nature of things. If the purpose of the law as a disciplining mechanism is to prohibit and maybe to prescribe in order to create an order that boils down to „what one is left with when all that is forbidden was prevented from occurring”,
 security relies on laissez-faire principles and spurs the kind of human initiative that recombines distinct objects in order to address real-life challenges. The problem is that this response to challenges is in fact just another form of destruction or stricter regulation of reality. Security’s  positive essence comes from its capacity to annihilate the imaginary (formerly covered by the law), to prohibit the production of an improved complement of reality (formerly the province of disciplines) and to become imbricated into a physical reality thus deprived of its naturalness and reorganized into clear-cut, discreet, efficient categories. This positive mark enables security to intervene at the roots of elemental life and at the level of metabolism.

The third and most important characteristic of security mechanisms is their relationship to norms and to the distinction between the normal and the pathological. We know from Foucault’s early work as well as from Discipline and Punish that disciplines are endowed with analytical power via their capacity to deconstruct individuals, places, time, or gestures, only to reclassify the resulting bits according to given objectives, to redistribute them according to optimal sequences and coordination templates in order to weld on/through them various procedures of progressive domestication and permanent control. Disciplinary voluntarism originates into a capacity to manufacture norms that subsequently colonize the realms of the normal and of the abnormal (or of the pathological), of the animate and of the inanimate. The kind of rationalism that accompanies this kind of mechanism is more normative than normalizing. Hence, norms come to be understood as the basis of a logical and endless recasting of bodies, gestures, and information into discrete categories arranges along the imaginary or artificial cleavages institutionalized by social norms. By contrast, in a society regulated by security mechanisms, norms are the outcome of a continuous and real game played with real distinctions and flexibly attuned to differential normalities. Consequently, in such a context, social norms become provisional outcomes of a continuous redefinition of the cleavage between the normal and the pathological. 
The medicine-inspired idea that diseases have an infinity of symptoms and manifestations and therefore are impossible to classify can also be found in the ideational governance of today’s heavily medicated society, where security and health are intertwined. The language of medicine is widely reproduced in the language of power. In both languages one finds four key operational concepts: „case”, „risk”, „danger” and „crisis”. Biopolitics, then, is the modern regime of a power that treats social problems as risk, danger, crisis. Naturally, each of these concepts has its individual functionality, yet upon closer inspection we can understand them as criss-crossed by other understandings of time, space and personhood. Within the security paradigm outlined by Foucault one can detect the punctual nature of „case”, the permanent nature of „risk”, the diffuse nature of „danger” and the inevitable nature of „crisis”. One also notes a bifurcation of time: into its elementary unit (as expansion of the second or as explosion within a second) and into its long-term units. What results from this is a double negation of time, its turning into a heterogeneous series of discrete units as well as into a discontinuity of intensities impossible to reduce to a single meaning. In the meantime, the individual is made a victim (of chance, of accident, of materialized danger, of crisis) or a helpless spectator (when risk lingers on, when danger hovers overhead, when crisis waits to happen). Every time this happens, the individual is conceived of as nothing but a „case,” the ideal target for interventions meant to reduce the risk (of transmittable disease, of terrorist attacks etc), to remove the danger (via confinement and quarantine) and therefore to avoid crisis (of a medical, political, or economic nature).

Finally, the fourth characteristic of security mechanisms applies to population. Foucault spent much analysis on the question of the transformation of the people into population, that is of a political category into a quantifiable one. Hannah Arendt noted this transformation in her Human Condition when she noted that the modern birth of the social as a category that negates both the public and the private was a condition for gauging behavioral predictability in economic life. Foucault makes the same argument when he describes population as a series of variables (related to climate, law or morals) that make it invisible to sovereignty and neutral vis-à-vis submission and revolt. There is something natural about the population that comes before political artifice and which demands a kind of administrative-like intervention. This means that the population may not be forcibly subdued, only managed via the manipulation of those things, states and events that may, in turn, act upon the population. This „action on action”, this mediated, anticipatory, analytical action rests at the core of governmentality. 
Two factors are required for the projection of an administrative strategy: desires and interests. Undoubtedly, we could argue that there is nothing more individual and more incomprehensible than desires (or interests, conceived of as rationalized and generalized forms of desires). However, desires may become parts of a power game when they are presented as „general interest.” This feat can be achieved via their incorporation into subtle connections and strategies. Hence the need to keep desires under control or to stoke desires for the purpose of manipulating a public interest that is no longer an unpredictable combination of individual and chaotic desires, but a constant, a factor whose patterned behavior applies to „accidents” also. The same reasoning applies to fear, which is a complementary aspect of desire and can be managed or steered as long as its effects are known and its effects are controllable. 

Population is a concept that spans two dimensions: the biological dimension of the human species (hence the focus on biopolitical strategies) and its public dimension (in the less political form of opinions, prejudices, interests). On the other hand, biopolitics is a power strategy that allows and fosters the embedding of the public markers of the population (as defined above) on the firm, yet vulnerable basis of nude life. Each has her own life, a life irreducible to anyone else’s. Yet all lives become more predictable and more likely to be analyzed statistically, that is to say to be framed in defiance of each the diversity of human life.

Before I conclude this section, I think two further remarks are in order. The first concerns the relationship between the quotidian and the functional mentioned by Foucault in an interview.
 In order for them to be efficient, security practices must maintain the appearance of continuity and security of daily life while keeping the subjects on alert towards singular events that may at any time interrupt this sense of continuity and security. Security policies weave the texture of the quotidian from the long, single-color threads of routine and from the transversal and spectacularly colored threads of exception. These policies may not be legitimated in the absence of these two kinds of threads. This is because legal instruments accompany and protect routines while security interventions and the state of exception come to control legal statutes and routines on behalf of emergency and of immediate efficiency. Foucault argues that in this way, security interventions no longer appear as markers of arbitrariness or excesses of power, but, on the contrary, as markers of public demand. Brutal police interventions (consider the case of actions of sanitary police during the recent outburst of bird flu) into the private space of citizens are made to appear not as brutal police interventions, but as prevention activities, as an offer to protect against danger and crisis. The host must be attacked first in order for her to express gratitude for the help being offered...

The second remark that needs to be made is that by instituting an „art of government focused on the fundamental manipulation of interests”, 
 liberalism emerged as the manager of the twin mechanisms of security and of freedom. The price paid for liberal freedoms (e.g. freedom of speech or freedom of movement) by individuals comes in the form of an obligation to be taught about threats and dangers. For liberal freedom is meant as a freedom to navigate among risks, to avoid dangers. Against this background, liberalism acts as a trigger of both danger and of procedures of coercion and control. Hence the title of this article (vivre dangereusement), which is a slogan of liberalism: to live well, freely and richly is to live dangerously, to live under the constant threat of the event, of risk and of crisis. Living well no longer depends on a specific location. The new routines are attached to movement and not to space, while the new protection shields are set around movement, not around closure. What is safeguarded is flux, not stability. The world of liberalism is a world of deterritorialization and virtualization of security. In brief, security is cut off from space, social norms or community and is joint with intervention.  

When danger can no longer be identified, risk becomes a major variable of any calculation and in the new international context of the preemptive strikes launched by US forces in Afghanistan and Iraq, the border between security and insecurity becomes hard to locate. Moreover, if manipulated with political and communicational skill, the current obsession with security becomes the main source of insecurity, a state of irrationality, a disposition hard to share as well as a de-socialization agent. Nowadays, one may consider that the steering of politics towards the realm of security turns politics into a self-legitimating enterprise for risk, while politicians morph into mere managers of ecotechnical mechanisms invested with the capacity to produce comprehensive effects in the population. Drawing on the classic theories of politics, Michael Foessel argues
 that if security may be understood as a prerequisite for political action, then the assumed origin of any political action, the expansion of security over political action and even its transformation into an unsurpassable frontier are likely to impact social relations in a very direct way. The message is that if they are motivated (or obsessed) with the advantages offered by better security in a vulnerable and precarious world, people may become willing to give up some of their rights if told this would be the price for the continuation of their existence. In the view of the same author, this argument can be strengthened by two further observations. First, security is the only right that is also a fact and belongs to an internally contradictory category of concepts that are seemingly coherent and violent in their manifestations and which function equally well in „culture” as in „nature”. There is something natural about security as long as we admit that biological existence can not be taken for granted and may easily destruct itself. Security is tied to the most elementary needs, to the tuning of desires and passions. The trusting the protection of human life to Leviathan-like forms of agency is a part of the elementary political game of representation and legitimacy played by any form of power. On the other hand, if fear is indeed socially constructed, it can also pass for „spontaneous” reaction to threats coming from outside. A purely biological constitution can be the prerequisite for the infiltration of the realm of nature in any cultural and political construction. However, legally speaking, security is also a right, maybe the most important right. The individual or collective guaranteeing of other rights is impossible in the absence of a minimum of security. The exercise of freedom passes through ensuring peaceful coexistence and right to private property exists as long as there is a legal structure around it and as long as the trespassing of private property is punishable by law. At an infra-political level, even equality can be imagined as a confrontation with death, or, more aptly put, as a universal recognition of the fear of death. But the colonization of the political realm with security concerns also means turning security into a permanent imperative, a ground zero we are forced to revisit whenever all other imperatives withered or were blown away. What lends strength to the security imperative is its unmediated, palpable, unequivocal nature. To be or not to be alive is the basic condition of any subsequent action.

A second idea that bolsters the argument about the perversity of the security-insecurity trade-off comes from human rights law theory. By arguing that security is the first and the last right, security policies grant or seem to grant fundamental rights additional substance and concreteness. What follows from this is that freedom of speech and equality are meaningless in Third World countries hit by food or health crises that cause millions to die of starvation, AIDS or malaria. It also follows that the only legitimate form of expression for the people of those regions is the desperation will to survive, and that the only form of equality comes in the form of a universal exposure to starvation and disease. Hence the need of life-saving interventions that can only be urgent and unhindered by time-consuming political dialogue. In the „civilized world”, dangers are also permanent and the new dynamic of threats is said to affect people in the most intimate details of their lives.

In our so called „civilized” world, danger is a constant and the new distribution of threat afflicts primarily ordinary people going through the most quotidian experiences. On behalf of survival one is told that efficient measures for keeping risk factors under control are urgently needed. This logic that legitimates intervention by appealing to the preservation of life radically challenges human rights and their current hierarchies. Consider the argument put forth by Mireille Delmas-Marty, a top contemporary legal theorist. After reviewing the paradoxes and the recurring conflicts within the human rights domain and after analyzing documents recently drafted by international organizations, she classifies human rights into four categories. The top category derives from the right to life and includes protections against torture, slavery, and against inhuman or degrading treatments. These rights are inalienable, they derive from „human essence” and their protection is absolute, allowing for no exceptions or cultural objections. The second category of legal protections enjoys quasi-absolute safeguards (i.e. can be temporarily suspended under exceptional circumstances such as war or other violent conflict, although „exceptional circumstances” are loosely defined and often invoked). Non-discrimination, the presumption of innocence, or due process safeguards are parts of this second category. Rights with relative safeguards make up the third category, while weakly protected rights make up the fourth and last category
. By acknowledging frequent violations of human rights in various political, medical or military circumstances and by admitting the difficulty to make their observance fully effective, legal theorists like Delmas-Marty suggest that the rights situated at the top of the classification must have priority to public order issues. In other words, no appeal to the respect of public order, of peace and of „normality” may justify violent and often illegal interventions.


The fact that the right to human dignity is listed before the right to freedom, equality, due process or equality testifies that the humanization of individual and society is hollow, that the default position of human rights protection is recourse to naked life, i.e. to a biological factor invested with attributes of universality. And the very anticipation of default suggests that human rights may only be operationalized in order to grant individuals and communities little more than survivor or victim status. I will return to the story of the transformation of the individual into a victim. For now, I will just say that the transformation is possible and real due to a morphing of the state of war into what Frédéric Gros calls „state of violence”. 


From  the state of war to the state of violence

Drawing on Foucault, Frederic Gros makes the argument that during the past few years the world passed from a state of war to a state of violence and that this transition can be noticed across four realms. In the strategic realm, while the state of war was structured by hierarchies and categories of commands issued by public and well-organized structures, the state of violence is anarchical, privatized and characterized by the principle of strategic fragmentation. This kind of dispersion of command and obedience makes centers of decision invisible and lends anonymity to those who carry out the orders. Second, strategic fragmentation is compounded by spatial fragmentation: conflicts no longer take place within certain territorial confines and the theaters of combat are not neatly separated from areas of non-combat. In other words, there are no lines of separation between danger zones and safe zones and in terms of timing, danger and safety can be simultaneous. Furthermore, if the state of war used to be marked by certain neatly-defined stages (declaration of war, mobilization, combat, cease fire etc) which separated the state of war from the state of peace, the state of violence is characterized by the intermediary, the indefinite and the probability of renewed outbreak (of violence). A third distinction finally occurs between the actors in the process and the forms their actions take: while wars were orchestrated with the participation of soldiers according to previously more or less defined codes, contemporary violence basically engages civilians: they provoke acts of violence and they also appears as victims of these acts. Military hierarchy, with its highly determined ranks and functions at work in the management of the conflict of war, lends room to a completely anonymous phase with actors who are neither civilians nor members of the military, an extraterritorial, virtualized and virtualizable process unfolding under the stern light of media-presence. These actors leave their anonymity (very different from that of unknown soldiers) behind not owing to a certain sacrifice, or, in any case, the kind of sacrifice wars generally imply, but through suicide, a splendid occasion for becoming a star, and reach for absolute visibility to replace the former state of absolute facelessness. The short circuit created between the political and military dimensions covers the concept Gros designates as the „criminalization”, „barbarization”, „privatization” and „deregulation” of conflicts, while a number of ways to describe various phenomena of violence against civilians (and especially against the most vulnerable groups: children, women, elderly persons) emerge or are instrumented from areas outside national state sovereignty and from outside national and international legal norms, in the name of certain absolute values that bring life and the sacred alarmingly but undeniably close. 

This type of evolution transforms the very logic of our approach to death, the moral dimension of the relationship between life and death. On one hand we experience an implosion of death and of its cultic and cultural aura: it takes place (more precisely: it can take place, with this possibility completely turning into a must) in public spaces, taking the form of accidents, attempts, catastrophe, transforming the quotidian into the most exposed area of human existence. And, while it unfolds publicly, the event does not pass for an exchange (my death for others’ life) but for an act of thanatic surmount: through my own death and through the death of others, those who have no reason to die, caught at random somewhere on the path of their routines or tied by chance to that place, are heading toward an “absurd” death, that justifies nothing and has no justification (at least from the point of view of those dying.) On the other hand, though, a technical rationalization compensates for this absurdity of death, in the form of Frédéric Gros’ “professional risk.”
 Starting from remote-controlled mass destruction weapon to mercenaries or soldiers of fortune employed in conflicts bearing tightly calculated rational and financial risks, post-war situations emphasize an exile of death into the space of exquisite technical expertise, from which it can only erupt in the guise of television images purged of even the lightest touch of reality. This familiarization with remote forms of death, daily broadcasted in prime time on all TV channels makes it the more absurd and unbearable at instances whet it occurs as such, in our immediate vicinity, in the family space.  An absurd death, a series of absurd deaths cannot provide a meaning for life. On the contrary, they deprive it, not so much of a certain meaning, because neither individual nor collective existence carries a given meaning, but of the chance of its autonomous vision and of its common and everyday construction.
The depolitization produced by these new states of violence comes as an effect of a progressive annihilation of the difference between war and peace, between all the ideas at the core of classical political theories; theoreticians today are perplexed by certain practices that spring in the name of the major values of modern politics while they take their means and instruments from the sphere of post-modern, trans-national, para-national or simply extra-national powers. The nation-state, (questionable) safeguard of citizens’ rights and freedoms in the face of internal and external aggression, is reduced to the position of a secondary actor, even to that of a walker-on in the re-dimensioning of power. It acts at most as a screen for preventive or restorative interventions, trying to reduce the negative effects and collateral damages of international games of interests. Amidst these global games, the state can still pretend to function as a provider f security and assistance in extreme situations, but even whet it does so, its margin of action is limited while the state itself depends on powers that are way beyond its reach. Only naïve or strictly interested persons can still believe in the possibility for the export of democracy through delegating soldiers to occupied territories; yet on the other hand the abuses and acts of violence effected in the name of the state and/or of democracy require a redefinition with the use of instruments other than those of an increasingly helpless political tradition, of the ideas of state and democracy, citizenship or human rights. Nevertheless this requirement seems to have neither an evident nor a direct solution: the exit from the logic of a fragmented temporality and the entrance into the realm of emergency and intervention make the launch of a reflection preceding or simultaneous to the intervention seem embarrassing, if not useless or non-lucrative. Nevertheless the reflections that follow, no matter how critical in nature, cannot but moralize or justify it. 

Because, as a matter of fact, intervention has become the key term for intra-state inter-states and international affairs: the United States actually “intervene” in Iraq and Afghanistan, but they have problems to acquire the juridical recognition, following the international law of declaring war, while their action is not one of defense either, in the classical meaning of the term. Romania is not at war with Iraq, it simply “intervenes” in military action carried out on its territory. The action is carried out not in the name of the Romanian state as against the Iraqi state, but as the action of experts, professionals, called to mend a dysfunctional mechanism, in a competent and efficient way. Another type of intervention is, on an internal level, that of the police: the forces of public order are frequently invited to intervene for restoring calm and the social peace; they are a force of rapid reaction against “disturbing elements,” against the few but “dangerous” ones whose conduct threatens public security. Another intervention is that of the physician, when he reestablishes an equilibrium disturbed by an agent of pathology: he cuts living flesh, operates and treats to restore a state of normality; while beyond this level we finally have the humanitarian intervention, at the dramatic cross between a lack of basic food products and the bad state of health, in the background of events that lead to consequences impossible to control. Large groups of refugees, natural calamities, populations threatened by epidemics usually need these types of interventions.  Nevertheless all these interventions, beyond their particularities (technical means employed, material resources, objectives) share, if we observe Frédéric Gros’s argument, a principle of activity (of spontaneity, perhaps, of reduction or annulment of deliberation), one of order (to be reestablished) and one of continuities (as opposed to war that used to lead to disruptions, interruptions and irreversible movements). The logic of intervention is one of sequentiality, impact and performance, closer to an economic that to a political or military vision of society. The values of order and continuity consolidate that of security. Insecurity rests under the sign of interruptions; more precisely its recurring image takes the shape of disruptions, while we all no there is no coincidence between security and continuity. We need to examine this welter-smelter of terms around security and insecurity and, especially, he subtle transfer, always fuelled by interest, of certain definitions from one side to the other. A painstaking deconstruction of this fascicle of idea would help us understand why do we, in an increasingly uniform and flat world, associate the values of continuity and order (sources for the void of content of the post-modern subject) with those of security. Why are events, the aleatory and the hazard – obsessions of the same subject in hopeless search for itself – after all, sources for insecurity and fear? Why are routines increasingly difficult to articulate, while the reason lurks behind neither threats, nor dangers nor permanent risks but exactly behind those numberless interventions (preventive, reparatory or other) around us, between us and inside us, interventions meant to save and protect us and to insure our security.


Let us borrow another notion from Frédéric Gros, concerning the distinction to be made between the concepts of danger and risk. While Foucault never distinguished the two but placed them on equal positions among the definitions for normalization within regimes based on security, Gros opposes them, in order to mark the emergency, precision and mobilization in case of danger as different from the permanent and irreducible character of risk. Nevertheless the two are not opposites as two exclusive paradigms of heterogeneous worlds: the element of risk needs to coagulate into actual danger just as danger sometimes retreats into the indeterminacy of risk in order to maintain the sense of a threat. Danger requires mobilization while risks require vigilance. Mobilization (the complete, unconditional engagement of the powers of a person or of a community) without vigilance (understood as a state of vigil, cool calculation and distant approach on the part of reason) becomes a chaotic and blind lump of energy. Vigilance without mobilization leads to the consummation and exhaustion of a tension that can only feed on the imminence of danger. This is the explanation behind the recurrent announcements concerning imminent terrorist attacks in various countries or cities, announcements that, beyond their manipulative function, are also meant to preserve the “ethos of precaution”, the reproduction of fear and of a sort of obscure, permanent intangible terror not only between individuals but even in the deepest layers of our subjective experiences, in spheres of human personality that are closed to social communication.

In conclusion we need to say that the setup of power regimes based on security, as  Foucault designates them, or states of violence in Gros’s terms, lead to at least two major events worthy of deep consideration: that beyond the related discourses, justifications and arsenals, security policies remain the chief source for insecurity of the present world. This helps us understand, if not justify, the hypothesis of global biopolitics, as long as at the stake of the security-insecurity game – which is the second major event of our times – is not the subject of right, not even the subject, be it under any conceivable form, but the live individual, whose life revolves around nothing but this individual life. The articulation of the two events, their ever new and ever intense reproduction is based on the increasingly precarious quality of human existence, both individual and collective, on a loss of any form of sovereign experience, owing to an interiorization of violence “as a feeling of vulnerability of the life accompanied by the idea of an external cause.”
 Consequently if we accept this precarious state as implying more than mere poverty and mere fragility, that despite the multitude of commercial and tourist offers sovereignty is determined by international agreements under constant revision, and finally, if we also accept that the meaning of violence is not a brutal contact of bodies, not a (non)relation with the exterior, but a sheer sentiment paired by an idea, namely auto-violence, then, and only then we might just succeed to open, in a patient and critical manner, the paradoxical workshop of human security.
� Without any claim to completeness, we can mention here the existence of a Commission on Human Security beside UN, (� HYPERLINK "http://www.humansecurity-chs.org" ��www.humansecurity-chs.org�), of a Human Security Centre (� HYPERLINK "http://www.humansecuritycentre.org" ��www.humansecuritycentre.org�), a Human Security Network (� HYPERLINK "http://www.humansecuritynetwork.org" ��www.humansecuritynetwork.org�), Canada’s Human Security (� HYPERLINK "http://www.humansecurity.gc.ca" ��www.humansecurity.gc.ca�), Institute for Human Security (� HYPERLINK "http://www.fletcher.tufts.edu/humansecurity" ��fletcher.tufts.edu/humansecurity�) etc. etc…
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