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This paper will focus on the connections between postcolonial capitalism and the global process of securitization. I have to specify that the term “securitization” will be used in this paper in a slightly arbitrary way
, to indicate together the privatization of security, the expansion of the private security industry, and the emergence of security as a hegemonic issue on a global scale. In particular I will examine how these aspects of securitization are embedded in the processes of accumulation under postcolonial conditions. In order to better frame these connections, I will combine different perspectives together – those of security studies, postcolonial studies and theories of global capitalism, respectively. As I am at a very early stage of my research, here I am presenting an overview of some relevant cases and conceptual hypothesis I am working on. 
Postcolonial capitalism and the centrality of accumulation

Here, I am following the direction, proposed by Ranabir Samaddar and Sandro Mezzadra (Samaddar 2009, Mezzadra 2011) among others, of globalizing the postcolonial predicament; that is, not to assume the postcolonial conditions of capitalism in a narrow, regional sense, but to apply them to the understanding of the contemporary modes of production on a global scale. This does not mean though that what constitutes precisely the postcolonial aspect of it can be easily “watered-down” in a generic global landscape. On the contrary, it is precisely the “relevance of diverse scales, places and histories within the contemporary structure of capitalism”
 that supports my analysis - that is, drawing the connections between postcolonial capitalism and securitization. A radical (and conflicting) heterogeneity of labour relations, sites and modalities of production has been indicated as the structural condition of postcolonial capitalism, with effects of violence and disorder encompassing it. Here, the dynamics of accumulation have a crucial role. In fact, the incessant repeating of the dynamics of accumulation – another distinctive feature of postcolonial capitalism  - continuously breaks the economic, social and political mediations between capital and labour, as well as the (relative) homogeneity in time and space they bring along. The gradual, progressive establishment of capitalistic regime, as well as the “universal” concepts and political mediations which flourished along with it during western modernity, are now both eradicated by the arbitrary reproduction of the original moment of capitalism: the separation of people from their means of living. Massive displacement, land grabbing, wars, but also financial debts and environmental damages are some infamous examples of this, which make a sad map of the globalized landscape. “Dispossession” (Harvey 2003, Harvey 2006) and, more recently, “expulsion” (Sassen 2013) are two of the categories which have been forged to describe this distinctive feature of postcolonial capitalism. In short terms, postcolonial capitalism, especially through the moments of accumulation, generates conditions of constant crisis, where guarantees in terms of economic subsistence, identities and rights are fractured and threatened. A condition of crisis is a condition of confusion and unrest; and confusion and unrest must be managed in order to turn them into profitable circumstance. Securitization is a modality of this management, a crucial one. Still, it is not my intention here to convey a one-directional, “big brother” view, with global capitalism as an overarching entity, making and unmaking the fate of the world. On the contrary, while mentioning the need for managing crisis and unrest through security, I assume that a large extent of it is due to the struggles – of the poors, the dispossessed, the migrants, and so on - that incessantly challenge the capitalist command on a global scale.
My argument here is that in the peculiar characters of postcolonial capitalism - of disruption, fragmentation and intense violence over life – as well as in their global extension, we find the material conditions for securitization and the expansion of the security industry. I will dwell on these terms thoroughly in the next paragraph. For now, let me propose schematically how the connections between postcolonial capitalism and securitization are observable at least at three levels, which I will examine more specifically throughout the paper.

First, as regards the use of violence that is often required in the practices of accumulation, when people are forcibly separated from their own or collective resources. I have already mentioned land grabbing and massive displacement that encompass, for example, the SEZ policies in India, among copious cases ranging from the Amazonia forests to the Niger Delta, while the Iraqi invasion is an extreme example of it. But we should also recall here instances of mass evictions and debt collection practices that create new mass poverty in the western heart of advanced capitalism.
A second level concerns the centrality of security in the strategies of governance of the effects of accumulation. It has been noted how the masses of dispossessed people, who remain not integrated in the new capitalistic production, far from representing a transitory condition within a development process, are instead a distinctive, structural feature of the repeating primitive accumulation in a postcolonial context (Sanyal 2007).  Hence, the governance of the dispossessed –urban poors, slum-dwellers, displaced peasants, low-skill migrants, and so on – becomes a crucial political task for the postcolonial state


(Chatterjee 2004, Sanyal 2007, Chatterjee 2008) ADDIN EN.CITE . But this is also a terrain where original partnerships about security provision between public institutions and private agencies (NGOs, civil associations, and private security companies) are displayed. 
In fact, the notion of security owns spacing and “behaviouring” capabilities that are essential for the processes of accumulation. Famously, Aihwa Ong has shown how the space is re-organized and shaped through specific “zoning technologies”, including normative, military and cultural tools, in order to establish high-intensity capitalist sites (Ong 2006). Also, following a wider approach, the hierarchization of circulation through the proliferation of borders – and their securitization – can be seen as a peculiar and meaningful phenomenon of global capitalism (Mezzadra and Neilson 2013).
At a third level, security stands at the core of the mainstream narrations and political options that legitimates capitalist operations worldwide. In this sense, I refer to security as a hegemonic
 concept: something that is, at the same time, deeply embedded in the common sense, the emotional feelings, the social habits, as well as a crucial issue for both local and global politics. The claim for security dominates simultaneously the most diverse circumstances, ranging, for instance, from logistic procedures to neighbourhoods administrations, from financial operations to women’s policies. In fact, while capturing so many different meanings, and turning them into an absolute priority, security is a kind of “magic word” through which capitalist orders are neutralized, naturalized and even celebrated.
Securitization 
The process of securitization and the expansion of private security, as both an industry and a normative option, are often conceived as two different layers – the cultural and the economic – connected by some kind of a mirror-logic. Instead, I suggest that securitization is a unitary and global process, concerning the increasing relevance on security as a cultural, normative and capitalistic phenomenon. Its political and economic effectiveness is such that here I dare defining it as hegemonic. Unitary and hegemonic do not mean homogeneous though. It is clear that the impact of securitization is nuanced by historical, economical, geographical factors, and cannot be considered the same in the residential suburbs of Cape Town as in the detention centres for refugees in Papua New Guinea. 
In this paragraph I will examine the intertwined dynamics – or better, the articulation - of the privatization of security and of its cultural hegemony, in order to track down the link with another global trend, that of postcolonial capitalism.
The privatization of security and the rise of private security industry
The increasing privatization of security and the impressive growth of the private security industry in recent years are two closely related, but not coincident phenomena. In fact, with the words “privatization of security” we can describe a substantial shift in the modalities of security provision, compared to the modern state-run pattern: today, security is no longer exclusively managed by the state, and its prime target is no longer the population of the state. More precisely, the privatization of security displays a twofold character.  On the one hand, the private security industry is increasingly involved in operations that used to be under the exclusive control of the State – such as border and city patrol. In Cape Town and Brooklyn, New York, for instance, the patrolling of the cities downtown and business districts has been contracted out to private security companies
 (Abrahamsen and Williams 2007). But on the other hand, although to a smaller extent, State police and military are being more often employed for the sake of enforcing and securing private business, instead that for public service (Ayling and Shearing 2008). Examples of this range from the lightest, like charging fees for policing corporate events, to the heaviest, such as the involvement of state police in the transferring lands forcibly from farmers to capitalists in India (Levien 2012, Dey 2013). 
Among the existing literature, the privatization of security is usually understood within the broader trend of neoliberal policies and privatization of the traditional public sectors (security/military, health, education etc.) shared by most governments (with very few exceptions) during the past two decades on a global scale. Studies focusing on domestic policing point out how a proactive, risk-based approach shapes contemporary security provision, and explore the development of public/private partnerships in the governance of cities and territories (Johnston 1999, Crawford 2006).  The typical concern among security studies addresses the role of the state and sovereignty in front of such transformations. In two of the more significant models, security management in the neoliberal context is described either in terms of security nodes and networks (Shearing and Johnston 2010, Martin 2013) or as assemblages of authority (Sassen 2006) (Abrahamsen 2011) between private and public actors. The privatization of security and the expansion of private security seem to produce new arrangements of power, where public and private security providers closely cooperate. It seems to me that what matters here, more than wondering about the weakening or the replacing of the state per se, is to focus on the join between state and capital in shaping public life that is clearly displayed through security provision. This is a point where the often-abused category of neoliberalism becomes meaningful. In fact, just as private security and public police compose assemblages of authority in policing a given territory, so the state and local governments create partnerships with investors in order to re-organize the space, the circulation, and whatever belongs to the domain of security. A capitalist machine is operating here, of which the business of private security is a main component.

The huge expansion of the private security industry in recent years is definitely a global phenomenon
. The numbers of the business are striking – only the U.S. is estimated to be a 350$ billion market 
- as well as its pervasiveness - from finance to prisons. The range of services offered by the private security companies goes indeed from intelligence to military training, from armed intervention to logistics. Both private customers – mostly multinational corporations – and governments employ them for tasks such as securing energy resources and infrastructures, personal protection, as well as border patrolling or the management of prisons. There are private security companies of all sizes, from the multinational corporations listed in the stock exchange, such as G4S and DynCorp, to a multitude of medium and small firms, which often operates in informal or semi-informal conditions. Not only the private security business has resisted the global crisis, but also its turnover has even increased over the past ten years. According to market analysts
, the yearly rate of growth is expected to exceed the 4,5%, with countries such as China, India, South Africa and Brazil forecast to record more than 10% over the next few years.
Definitely, we are describing one of the most economically prosperous and politically influent industries of the present time. 

Some authors consider private security and military industry as key-players in neoliberal imperialism, deeply involved in practices of capitalist accumulation and exploitation on a global scale (Chwastiak 2007, Banerjee 2008) (Godfrey 2014). As a matter of fact, the employment of private contractors in the Afghanistan and Iraqi wars is huge, accounting for more than 50% of total military force, for an amount of 160$ billion in the U.S. from 2010 on
. Importantly, these companies do not limit themselves to support, and often replace, the state military: they also take advantage of their frontline expertise in order to foster capitalist initiatives in the war, or post-war, context. Aegis, for example, a major U.S. government contractor, advertises its “pathfinding” services to help companies investing in “emerging markets”, such as post-Saddam Hussein Iraq, with its abundance of oil and gas resources
. James Ferguson also describes how the establishment and maintaining of the mining and oil extractive sites in the African continent, owned by multinational corporations, relies on private security forces (Ferguson 2005), the Niger Delta case being a main example of it, with some of the largest security companies (G4S, Control Risk, Erynis) permanently operating there. In the case of India, the private security industry has been growing incessantly for the past two decades - reaching the record of 15.000 companies and more than 5 million employees, which makes it the largest in the world (Nagaraj 2012, Kular 2013). This has happened in parallel to the intense processes of neoliberal reforms and accumulation – the establishment of Special Economic Zones, the privatization of many infrastructures, and the urban renewal of main cities such as Delhi and Mumbai - pursued by the Indian governments and private investors together. 

Also, the rise of private security has been related to the growth of “mass private property”, considered as a distinctive feature of the postmodern cities and organization of spaces (Newburn 2001). This regards the spread of private business districts and residential suburbs, gated communities, leisure and touristic enclosures over metropolitan areas. The city as a strategic site of capitalist accumulation and resources extraction has been widely studied over the past twenty years 


(Lefebvre 2003, Harvey 2008, Wacquant 2008) ADDIN EN.CITE : the making of the so-called “global” or “world-class cities”, 

as described by Saskia Sassen, is an outstanding display of it(Sassen 1991, Sassen 2000).  Together with the demolition of suburbs, displacement of the inhabitants, privatization of public spaces, and struggles between the people and the urban authorities, that often encompass the projects of urban development and “beautification”, the private security thrives. This has been observed, for instance, in the cases of South African cities of Johannesburg and Cape Town, where massive capital investments in the touristic and hi-tech sectors have boosted the employment of  private guards in the surveillance of public spaces (Abrahamsen and Williams 2007, Clarno and Murray 2013). Similarly, recent studies show how the development of finance and ICT districts, as well as of middle class suburbs, in the metropolitan areas of Kolkata, Delhi and Mumbai, has largely involved the local private security firms 


(Anjaria 2009, Gooptu 2013, Schindler 2014) ADDIN EN.CITE . 
As Gooptu points out, a relevant aspect here is that private security is only in part dedicated to the protection of property or to repressive purpose; instead, it seems to respond mainly to an aesthetic purpose, that of keeping up with a corporate standard of order and efficiency. Further, the recruitment of security workers is pursued by the state among the low-skill labour pool formed by the masses people left outside (or better, on the border of) the capitalist “development”; thus, it appears to be a precise strategy of “governance of the dispossessed” that is distinctive of postcolonial capitalism.
At this stage, the articulation between securitization and accumulation under postcolonial condition begins to be visible. The relevant fact about the expansion of private security is its simultaneity with the intense global processes of accumulation and resources extraction at all levels – from wars to urban gentrification. In the traditional accounts about accumulation, from Marx, to Rosa Luxembourg, to David Harvey, the use of violence and extra-economic coercive means encompassing the original sin of capitalism is associated with the state, as understood in its modern version of territorial sovereignty and monopoly over force. In this sense, the moment of accumulation was one of the crucial junctions between state and capital. Today, evidence shows a radically changed scenery. Once again in history, force can be easily sold and purchased
 and the private security industry is involved at every stage of the processes of accumulation: creating the conditions, managing the effects, sharing the revenues and then starting again. Yet, far from being marginalized in this process, the state results instead as an essential vehicle of it. Accumulation is still a crucial junction of state and capital, although with different balances and modalities. By providing a compatible normative frame, by creating partnerships with capitalist actors, and especially by creating suitable social conditions, the state enables accumulation through securitization and within securitization. I will try to unfold and clarify this point in the next paragraph.
For now, let me just suggest a hypothesis for interpreting the elements presented so far: that securitization, including the linked phenomena of the privatization of security and growth of the security industry – is not to be seen only as a side-effect, or an instrument, of the dynamics of accumulation, but mostly as a field of accumulation itself. In this sense, the commodification of force and security may account for a broad range of dramatic cultural and social issues. To put it schematically: if capitalist accumulation originally consists of separating people from their means of living, and forcing them into capitalist relations of life and labour – that is, the market - how can we adapt the concept as regards security? In other terms, how do we frame the hypothesis that the conditions for a market of security –which means insecurity – are deliberately produced? Also, what if almost everything in the mainstream perception becomes a matter of security?
The hegemony of security
As I have shown so far, the privatization of security emerges as an outstanding phenomenon, both in quantitative and qualitative terms: not only because of the numbers that the private security business display, but also for its the political implications. Yet, it is to be placed within a broader cultural and social trend. In fact, security is a word that saturates the public discourses and the policies of today’s world. Every day, in the name of security, military operations are undertaken, borders are opened and closed, the agency and rights of groups and individuals are protected or contested, enormous amounts of money are gained or disappear in the stock exchanges. Ranging from finance to urban policing, from the war on “terror” to climate issues, the call on security mobilize people, drive flows of capital, organize the spaces. 
In recent years, different analysis have been formulated for this security boost. 

In a constructivist perspective, the process of securitization is considered essentially as a “speech act “(Buzan 1998), a linguistic representation based on a specific rhetorical structure, through which things are staged in terms of threats and risks, so that all sorts of political options based on security become legitimate consequently. While this approach is illuminating as regards the dynamics of cultural emergence of security - the way it is presented and recognized as a mainstream issue, urgency and priority – the material aspects of it remain in the shade. Conversely, according to Mark Neocleous, security today is to be understood firstly as a commodity, as a component of capitalist dynamics. Drawing on Marx's concept of fetish, he describes the cultural relevance of security within a classical structure-superstructure scheme – i.e. as an outcome of its material basis, the development of a security industry. It is the purpose of selling security commodities that generates an ideology of security: and through the combined pressure of different factors - media,  politics, academics - security commodity is given a mystical value, an outstanding social role which compel people to purchase it (Neocleous 2008).  
Both the above-mentioned accounts illustrate crucial features the security issue, but they also show a reductionist tendency, towards either the cognitive or the economic side. From my point of view, what we need instead is a more comprehensive approach, which enables us to capture the complexity of security being, simultaneously, a business, an individual and collective feeling, and a political strategy.
My argument here is that securitization is something more than a linguistic process: it, is instead, an overarching process of reshaping of all the aspects of life through the lens of the couple risk/security. It is closely associated with neoliberal set of values and policies, but is also, in foucaultian terms, generated and reproduced from below, within the multiple common practices and representations of everyday life. In this perspective, securitization provides a suitable framework for understanding security as a field of accumulation. 
For a better framing of this concept, I will draw on the notions of hegemony and articulation. Famously, in the rich “tradition” that goes from Antonio Gramsci to the cultural, subaltern and postcolonial studies, the connections between modes of production, cultural forms and power have been explored in a non-reductionist and versatile way. An approach based on the notions of hegemony and articulation emphasizes the role of subjectivity, the performativity of cultural forms and the contingent relations between the latter and the modes of production. It enables three important analytical steps: first, to embrace the entanglement of material and immaterial components – the growth of a security industry as well as of a security culture. Second, to stress the performative character of security in terms of social effects – its capability to shape both individual and collective behaviours. Third, to conceive the emergence of a security claim as an inter-subjective dynamics, as well as the crucial role of security in the processes of production of subjectivity. Still, it is important to clarify that here I am using the concept of hegemony in a very broad sense, without restricting it to a specific class or modality of dominance, but assuming it as a general theory of the relations between culture, economics and political power. 

All this considered then, what makes security a hegemonic concept? 
Stuart Hall analysed the rise of tatcherism and neoliberal revolution over the past thirty years as an hegemonic formation, which succeeded in transforming the common sense and social habits on molecular basis (Hall 2011). Although he warned that the definition of neoliberalism was to be used in a provisional way, he provided an intense description of the cultural penetration of some neoliberal key points: those of individual risk, competition and supremacy of the market forces over all. In another famous interpretation of the development of neoliberalism, that by Michel Foucault, security is central: it is described as a technique – that is, a set of procedures and calculations aimed to manage the uncertainties and possibilities that might occur in a given space, in the near future time, among multiple bodies (Foucault 2007). Security is what is meant to ensure, and regulate at the same time, the freedom of circulation on which the liberal economy and society are based on. Security is, therefore, about movement and uncertainty. Its task is nor to establish rules, neither to reproduce a given order, but to adjust to mutable conditions and to keep them viable. It is a contingent assemblage of practices in response to a contingent context. But what kind of context, then? According to Ulrich Beck (Beck 1999, Beck 2013), contemporary world can be defined through the category of risk. The ultimate outcome of western modernization, with the triumph of industrialization and technique, results indeed in a general condition of uncertainty, catastrophic threatens and fear. The neoliberal project of society, and the neoliberal operations on society – reforms, policies, accumulation etc. -  are based on risk and insecurity. Risks and threatens - to life, health, wealth - are produced and the majority of people are exposed to risks every day, through several different mechanism – cuts on welfare, debt, unemployment, displacement processes and migrations etc.  As a consequence of that, the entire existence of individuals and groups is to be based on risk calculation and anticipation. In this perspective, security, intended as the opposite of risk, becomes the highest value in the ordinary perception of life. Security is, at the same time, a political claim, a precious but purchasable commodity, a measurable requirement. As the modern warfare, based on the Westphalian order, declined or is no longer viable, the emphasis of security is the marker of the pervasive, not nameable condition of tension, conflict and violence we experience. This can be related to the Foucaultian reversion of Clausewitzian formula – politics is the continuation of war - and to its view of a society in a permanent condition of conflict. For example, security is the main public discourse and principle of organization for both transnational and internal policies. In the global scene of the “war on terror”, states and people are hierarchized according to their level of security; and security is also the main theme of the urban policies all over the world.

Whether we accept or not such general categories, as neoliberalism or risk society, by naming “security as a hegemonic concept”, I mean that security is a crucial component of the contemporary forms of capitalist domination; at the very core of which stand the production of risk and insecurity factors, at both material and immaterial levels. As a general tendency, the claim for security is deeply rooted in the common sense and is present as a key-word in global politics. 

Concepts of security supporting this interpretation can be found among security studies as well. For example, according to Jef Huysmans, security is a powerful term of identification, through which a political community can recognize itself and define its own practices (Huysmans 1998).  Again, in the words of Neocleous, “the “aura” of security is almost limitless, embracing both the tangible and the less than tangible”
; and the production of this cultural obsession allows both the state and the capital to enforce their domination over society. In fact, against most of the interpretations of this topic, Neocleous maintains that, through the privatization of security, the state and the capital do not fight, but strengthen and support each other. Leaving his determinism aside, Neocleous describes a convergence on security of capitalist processes, cultural forms and political power that seems to indicate a hegemonic quality. In fact, this recalls another famous account of hegemony, that by Ernesto Laclau and Chantal Mouffe. The limitless character of security and its power of identification are exactly two main features of what they define the “logic of hegemony”, through which collective agencies are produced and power struggles are fought (Laclau and Mouffe 2001, Laclau 2005).

However, my aim here is not to provide a general theory of hegemony, but to collect elements regarding the hegemonic character of security. Through its sedimentation in the common sense, security directs political choices, collective behaviours and social practices to the greatest extent. The call for security has the capability to remove objects and decisions from the political debate – from a matter of rights and democracy – and to neutralize/naturalize them by translating them in emotional feelings. When represented in terms of security, everything becomes a priority – that of feeling safe from fear and risks - and thus cannot be debated any further. Through this mechanism, the most crucial elements of the globalized world are managed and organized in the name of security: logistics and mobility (airports, above all), migration and borders, health and social care.
I suggest that assuming the hegemonic character of security is a viable research option for explaining the link between securitization and accumulation – or better, why capitalist accumulation works both by and within securitization. While an overarching view of the world based on risk and threatens is shaped – and, I insist, this is a two-way process, made of vertical politics as well as common sense “from below” – security becomes the most important resource to draw on: and the solid industry of private security is there, ready for delivery. 
Significantly, also, the concept of securitization seems to bring together the two “levels” of accumulation, which have been described as the “high”- referring to the virtual, financial or hi-tech ways of accumulation - and the “primitive” - concerning land grab, material enclosures, displacement, war, slave labour and other brutal aspects, in quite an ironic sense. In fact securitization is first of all a financial term, which means “the process of taking an illiquid asset, or group of assets, and through financial engineering, transforming them into a security” that is, “a fungible, negotiable financial instrument that represents some type of financial value”
. In rough words, financial securitization is the mechanism through which an illiquid asset - for example, a number of mortgages – is turned by dedicated agencies, such as the (in)famous Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac,  into a new financial product (a security) which can be sold to small investors, thus creating new liquidity. This kind of securitization is precisely one of those practices which have been inculpated for the 2008 subprime crisis, with its devastating effects on the american and global economies forcing millions people to give up their own houses. An event which has been described recently by Saskia Sassen (Sassen 2013), among others
, in terms of accumulation by dispossession, or better, expulsion. Given this, I am certainly not able in this paper to examine in depth the relations between the virtual and the primitive ways of accumulation, or to comment upon the logic link between the two.  But let me just stress how the versatile semantic of  “security” and “securitization” enlightens both the cultural relevance of these concepts – so (paradoxically) powerful that they brought millions of people to burn their savings in most hazardous financial operations - and its structural complicity with the practices of accumulation, at every level. 
Conclusions
Since this paper is based on a very early stage of my research, my conclusions should be taken more as hypothesis and open questions than as proper statements. A further collection of empirical data will probably support or clarify the conceptual issues presented here.  
So far, I have tried to illustrate why that between the two global processes of securitization and postcolonial capitalism is a crucial connection – or better, articulation - of our time. To sum it up, the joint between the neoliberal political framework and the postcolonial capitalism as a mode of production generates a condition of incessant risk and crisis. Securitization and the security market are spurred accordingly. But what is also important is that, instead of extinguishing or reducing risks, the security market expands itself in parallel with the multiplication of risks. This can be interpreted as in the heart of global advanced capitalism, we are back to a hobbesian condition where no peace is guarantee at any time. But where the state, instead of securing people, becomes itself a producer of risk. Thus, security and risk seem to compose a non-dialectic, self-reproducing contradiction, which is nor resolved, neither mediated by the state. Conversely, the parallel provision of risk and security occurs through complex assemblages of power including state, private security agencies and advisors, corporations and civil associations. The organization of these assemblages does not respond to a homogeneous, predictable pattern, but seem to adjust and recombine itself in response to changing conditions. It is a contingent way to manage risk and security factors in unstable contexts. But still, the aporetic relationships between risk and security, in which they nourish and reproduce each other, means, in material terms, the expansion of the security market. This is how securitization becomes not only a tool of the practices of accumulation, but a field of accumulation itself, based on the incessant production of fear, poverty and social unrest.

Bibliography
Abrahamsen, R. and M. C. Williams (2007). "Securing the city: Private security companies and non-state authority in global governance." International Relations 21(2): 237-253.

Abrahamsen, R. a. W., M. (2011). Security Beyond The State: Private Security in International Politics. Cambridge, Cambridge University Press.

Anjaria, J. S. (2009). "Guardians of the Bourgeois City: Citizenship, public space, and middle-class activism in Mumbai." City and Community 8(4): 391-406.

Avant, D. (2005). "Private Security Companies." New Political Economy 10(1): 121-131.

Ayling, J. and C. Shearing (2008). "Taking care of business: Public police as commercial security vendors." Criminology and Criminal Justice 8(1): 27-50.

Banerjee, S. B. (2008). "Necrocapitalism." Organization Studies 29(12): 1541-1563.

Beck, U. (1999). World risk society. Cambridge, U.K. : Malden, Mass., Cambridge, U.K. : Polity Press ; Malden, Mass. : Blackwell.

Beck, U. (2013). World at Risk. Hoboken, Wiley.

Buzan, B., Ole Wæver, and Jaap de Wilde (1998). Security: A New Framework for Analysis. . Boulder, CO, Lynne Rienner.

Chatterjee, P. (2004). Politics of the Governed : Reflections on Popular Politics in Most of the World. New York, NY, USA, Columbia University Press.

Chatterjee, P. (2008). "Democracy and economic transformation in India." Economic and Political Weekly 43(16): 53-62.

Chwastiak, M. (2007). War, Incorporated: private, Unaccountable, and Profitable. Critical Management Studies Conference. Manchester, UK.

Crawford, A. (2006). "Networked governance and the post-regulatory state: Steering, rowing and anchoring the provision of policing and security." Theoretical Criminology 10(4): 449-479.

Dey, I., Samaddar, Ranabir and Suhit, K. Sen (2013). Beyond Kolkata: Rajarhat and the Dystopia of Urban Imagination, Routledge India.

Ferguson, J. (2005). "Seeing Like an Oil Company: Space, Security, and Global Capital in Neoliberal Africa." American Anthropologist 107(3): 377-382.

Foucault, M. (2007). Security, Territory, Population, Palgrave.

Fumagalli, A. and S. Mezzadra (2009). Crisi dell'economia globale: mercati finanziari, lotte sociali e nuovi scenari politici, Ombre Corte.

Godfrey, R. B., J.; Grady, J.; Grocott, C. (2014). "The private military industry and neoliberal imperialism: Mapping the Terrain." Organization 21(1): 106-125.

Gooptu, N. (2013). "Servile sentinels of the city: Private security guards, organized informality, and labour in interactive services in Globalized India." International Review of Social History 58(1): 9-38.

Hall, S. (2011). "The Neo-liberal Revolution." Cultural Studies 25(6): 705-728.

Harvey, D. (2003). The new imperialism. Oxford, Oxford : Oxford University Press.

Harvey, D. (2006). Spaces of global capitalism. London ; New York, NY, London ; New York, NY : Verso.

Harvey, D. (2008). "The Right To The City." New Left Review 53.

Johnston, L. (1999). "Private Policing in Context." European Journal on Criminal Policy and Research 7: 175-196.

Kinsey, C. (2006). Corporate Soldiers and International Security: The Rise of Private Military Companies. London, Routledge.

Kular, R., Singh, G., Sharma, A., Rampal, K. (Pinkerton) - Gupta, S., Rahman, O., Rashmi, S. (FCCI) (2013). India Risk Survey, FCCI, Pinkerton.

Laclau, E. (2005). On Populist Reason, Verso.

Laclau, E. and C. Mouffe (2001). Hegemony and Socialist Strategy: Towards a Radical Democratic Politics, Verso.

Lefebvre, H. (2003). The Urban Revolution. Minneapolis.

Levien, M. (2012). "The land question: special economic zones and the political economy of dispossession in India." The Journal of Peasant Studies 39(3-4): 933-969.

Marazzi, C., et al. (2011). The Violence of Financial Capitalism, Semiotext(e).

Martin, J. (2013). " Informal security nodes and force capital." Policing and Society: An International Journal of Research and Policy 23(2): 145-163.

Mezzadra, S. (2011). "How many histories of labour? Towards a theory of postcolonial capitalism." Postcolonial Studies 14(2): 151-170.

Mezzadra, S. and B. Neilson (2013). Border as Method, Or, the Multiplication of Labor, Duke University Press.

Nagaraj, V. K. (2012). "Mapping the political economy of India's private security industry." Economic and Political Weekly 47(33): 10-14.

Neocleous, M. (2008). Critique of Security. Edinburgh, Edinburgh University Press.

Newburn, T. (2001). "The commodification of policing: Security networks in the late modern city." Urban Studies 38(5-6): 829-848.

Ong, A. (2006). Neoliberalism as exception : mutations in citizenship and sovereignty. Durham [N.C.], Durham N.C. : Duke University Press.

Policante, A. (2012). I nuovi mercenari: mercato mondiale e privatizzazione della guerra, Ombre corte.

Samaddar, R. (2009). "Primitive Accumulation and Some Aspects of Work and Life in India."

Sanyal, K. (2007). Rethinking Capitalist Development: Primitive Accumulation, Governmentality and Post-Colonial Capitalism. New Delhi, Routledge.

Sassen, S. (1991). The global city : New York, London, Tokyo. Princeton, N.J, Princeton, N.J : Princeton University Press.

Sassen, S. (2000). Cities in a world economy. Thousand Oaks, Calif., Thousand Oaks, Calif. : Pine Forge Press.

Sassen, S. (2006). Territory, authority, rights : from medieval to global assemblages. Princeton, N.J., Princeton, N.J. : Princeton University Press.

Schindler, S. (2014). "The making of "world-class" Delhi: Relations between street hawkers and the new middle class." Antipode 46(2): 557-573.

Shearing, C. and L. Johnston (2010). "Nodal wars and network fallacies: A genealogical analysis of global insecurities." Theoretical Criminology 14(4): 495-514.

Singer, P. (2004). Corporate Warriors: The Rise of the Privatized Military Industry. Ithaca, NY, Cornell University Press.

Wacquant, L. (2008). "Relocating Gentrification: The Working Class, Science and the State in Recent Urban Research." International Journal of Urban and Regional Research 32(1): 198-205.
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� Although I am obviously drawing upon Gramsci’s concept of hegemony, I am aware I am not making a philological use of it. In fact, I am deliberately missing many of the correspondences – with the state, the class, the party - the concept was bound to. Still, I believe that applying hegemony in a “laical” way here allows me to frame the issues of security and securitization in the most adequate and meaningful way. The next paragraph will be dedicated to a further justification of this choice.
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