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The article examines the various aspects of social security and methodology specifics of researching
social security in contemporary society. Specifically, the article refers that, there are almost no
comprehensive scholarly works on the theoretic and methodological and applied issues of social security.
The article describes theoretical elaborations on social security. The analysis highlight the necessary of
the «new» understanding of social security. The article concludes that the systemic integrative theory may
be used as a methodological starting point for studying the issues of social security in modern society. All
this actualizes the need not only to review the methodology for studying social security, but also to
establish an independent field of social science for studying security.
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Y cmammi po3ansadaembcs npobnema couiansbHOI 6e3nexku ma memodorsioaidyHi nioxodu 00 i O0CniOKeHHSs
y cy4acHoMy cycninbemei. 3a3zHayaembCsl, WO 3a2allbHOMpUlHSIMe po3yMiHHSI couiarnibHoi 6e3neku 0oci
He cghopmosaHO, meopemuyHa i eMrnipudyHa eugyeHicmb 0aHo20 ¢hbeHoMeHa € eKpali HedoCMamHbLO0.
HocnidHuku posansadaroms coyianbHy be3neKky sik momoxHy HauioHanbHOI 6esrneku, sika eknovae 0o cebe
maki cknadosi, Ik eKoOHOMiYHa be3neka, 0b60poHo30amHicmb KpaiHu, 3axucm 8i0 MmexHO2eHHUX ma
eKorloaiyHUX Kamacmpog, 8 momy yucsi i couianbHy 6e3neky. llpu uybomy Hal4dacmiwe couiarbHil
besneyi sik cknadoeoi YacmuHU HauioHanbHOI 6e3rneku 8idsodumbcsi OpyaopsiOHa posib. Memoro cmammi
€ aHaris coyianbHoi be3rneku cycrinbcmea sk couionozidyHoi kameaopii, y skocmi memodosnoaiyHoi 6a3u
8UBYEHHS nMpobriem couianbHOI 6e3rneku Moxe 8UKOPUCMOo8Yy8amuChb cCUCMeMHa iHmeapamugHa. meopisi
Hazonowyembcss Ha HeObXiOHOCMI 3cy8y OO0CiOHUUBKUX aKueHmie 8i0 HauioHarnbHoi 00 ocobucmicHoi
besneku, «besneku moduHu» (human security).

KnrouyoBi cnoBa: colianbHa 6esneka, cydacHe CycrninbCTBO, METOAOMOrNS BMBYEHHS coLiarnbHoi 6esnekw,
pU3NK.

B cmamebe paccmampusaemcs npobrniema coyuarnbHol bezonacHocmu U memodorsioaudyeckue nooxoobl K
ee uccredosaHurw 8 cospeMeHHoM obuiecmee. Ommedyaemcsi, 4MO ObBWENPUHAIMOE MOoHUMaHUe
coyuarnbHol 6e3onacHocmu 00 CUX op He CcOPMUPO8aHO, meopemudyeckas U SMrupudyeckas
usyyeHHocme OaHHO20 ¢hbeHoMeHa KpaliHe HedocmamoyHa. MWccnedogamernu paccmampusarom
coyuarnbHyto 6e30nacHOCMb Kak moxx9o0ecmeeHHY HayuoHabHol be3onacHocmu, Komopas ekodyaem 8
cebss makue cocmaesisruue, Kak 3KOHOMuYeckasi 6e3ornacHocmb, 0b60POHOCNOCOOHOCMb CMpaHsbl,
3aujuma om mexHO2eHHbIX U 3KOJI02UYECKUX Kamacmpog, 8 mom 4ucre u couuarnbHyto 6e30rnacHocme.
lMpu smom vawe 8ce2o coyuanbHolU 6e3onacHoCcmMuU Kak cocmasHolU Yacmu HauuoHarbHoOU
b6e3onacHocmu omeodumcsi emopocmeneHHas porsb. Llenbto cmambu siensemcs aHanus3 couuarnbHoU
b6e3onacHocmu obuiecmea Kak couuosioeu4eckoll Kameaopuu, 8 Kadecmee memodosioaudeckol basbl
usydeHus npobriem coyuarnbHoli 6e3ornacHocmu MoXXem UCofIb308ambCsi CUCMEeMHasi UHmeapamueHasi.
meopus. Ommeyaemcsi He0b6X00UMOCMb CMeWeHUsT uccriedo8ameribCKUX akUeHmo8 om HauuoHarbHoU
nuyHocmHoU 6esonacHocmu, K «besonacHocmu Yyernoseka» (human security).

KnioueBble crnoBa: couuvanbHas Ge3onacHOCTb, COBPEMEHHOe OBLLETCBO, METOAONOMUs WU3y4eHUs
coumanbHon 6e30MacHOCTH, pPUCK.
Introduction
The contemporary society sees many radical changes, with the social, economic, and political life constantly
transforming. The period at the end of the 20™ and the beginning of the 21* centuries saw an increased interest in the
issue of security. Various aspects of security are being studied, and new concepts developed. These contemporary
approaches have a number of significant features: first, a high priority of human interests when considering security
issues; second, a qualitatively new level of developing quantitative assessment methods. The security issue is
actualized as part of «reflexive modernizationy», which has a notable effect on the research methodology used.
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According to J. Habermas, modern societies are characterized by intensified social change, which
exhausts all resources of everyday practices and the ethics of social life. What becomes increasingly important in
this period is a critical attitude toward traditions, egalitarian forms of solidarity, and the role of expert assessments
in lifestyle formation. The most important issue accompanying these changes is the provision of social security.
Sociologically speaking, the most characteristic feature of contemporary societies is the way rationalization of the
living environment interacts with functional differentiation of social system, and how this interaction facilitates
(or hampers) the provision of social security.

Flexible organization of labor, the popularity of temporary work teams, changes in rationality models,
globalization, individualization, IT penetration — all these processes visibly deform notions of security. It is
exactly in this period that the state enforcement becomes the most common mechanism for establishing social
security. The problem arises at the stage of decision-making and outlining new strategies supposedly based on the
new circumstances and the new understanding of social security. However, what actually underlies these new
strategies are outdated methodological principles.

Fluctuation and instability have become common everyday factors, prompting the creation of new
relationship types on the micro-level and a decrease in responsibility on macro-levels. This allows one to speak of
a risk society.

The transformation of various areas of vital activity leads Ulrich Beck and Christopher Lau to conclude
that a transition from the first modernity to the second has taken place [4, p. 525-557].

Ulrich Beck and Christopher Lau use the term «first modernity» to describe a modernity common for
states where the society and social relations are organized by territorial principle. A special socioculturally defined
lifestyle, full-time employment, and exploitation of local natural resources are all typical of the first modernity.

Today, there are globalization, individualization, glocalization, an actualization of gender issues, part-
time employment, and global risks. All these processes are typical of the second modernity. The contemporary
society has to simultaneously respond to all the above challenges, which in its turn actualizes the need to study
social security issues.

Theoretical elaborations on social security

Theoretical elaborations on social security issues are found in the works by V. la Blanche, H. Mackinder,
A. Mahan, K. Haushofer, Z. Brzezinski, H. Morgenthau, W. Perry, F. Fukuyama, and S. Huntington.

An analysis of domestic and foreign scientific literature reveals a large number of publications on the topic of
the individual, the society, and the state. An analysis of social security issues based on a systemic-personality approach
can be found in works by G. M. Andreeva, V. M. Bekhterev, L. S. Vygotsky, I. S. Kon, A. N. Leontyev, G. V. Osipov,
S. L. Rubinstein, Z. T. Toshchenko, V. A. Yadov, and others. The interrelation between social security issues and
sustainable development is reviewed by A. D. Ursul, G. P. Shchedrovitsky, and others, while specific types of
security—such as economic, informational, regional, and company security, developmental security of a contemporary
society in a globalized environment, environmental, legal, social, cultural and educational, religious, and ideological
security—are considered by N. A. Blinov, I. N. Bogdanov, A. M. Vasilyev, Y. G. Volkov, K. S. Gadzhiev,
G. V. Goncharenko, M. Y. Grachev, V. V. Degoev, 1. P. Dobaev, S. S. Zhiltsov, D. N. Zamyatin, Y. Y. Zakharov,
B. F. Klyuchnikov, N. A. Komleva, Y Y. Mitrokhin, V. M. Miroshnichenko, S. A. Modestov, A. M. Ushakov, and
others, and the sociology of security by O. V. Buryanov, O. A. Guzhva, A. S. Kapto, V. N. Kovalev, V. N. Kuznetsov,
F. K. Mugulova, V.N. Nikolayevsky, V. V. Serebryannikov, G. G. Sillaste, E. N. Fetisov, A. T. Khlopyev,
L. G. Shanin, R. G. Yanovsky, and others [10, p. 167-164].

The interaction between the civil society and its features, such as trust, social capital and social security,
is analyzed in works by P. Bourdieu, J. Coleman, R. Putnam, R. Rose, and F. Fukuyama.

An important contribution to studying the issue of quantitative as well as qualitative sociological research
of social security has been made by S. A. Belanovksy, F. M. Borodkin, A. S. Gottlieb, I. F. Devyatko,
A. V. Zhavoronkov, E. F. Kisriyev, A. M. Korobeynikov, V. V. Lokosov, Y. I. Sayenko, V. V. Semenova,
N. V. Sergeyev, I. N. Taganov, O. I. Shkaratan, V. A. Yadov, and others. In studying social security and the
standard of living, one would do well to refer to the findings by Y. V. Balatsky, L. A. Belyaeva, M. Bokov,
I. N. Dementyeva, V. N. Minina, M. A. Nugayev, J.-P. Pages, I. G. Yasaveyev, and others. In analyzing social
security in the context of tension, social fears, and social interactions, we utilized the principles of social capital
and corporate culture change developed by P. Bourdieu, J. Jacobs, G. Kertman, J. Coleman, H. Lowry, R. Putnam,
L. Hanifan, F. Fukuyama, and the Russian scholars T. I. Zaslavskaya, P. M. Kozyreva, A. N. Krasilova,
N. N. Mogutnova, T. Y. Sidorina, V. V. Radayev, N. Y. Tikhonova, Z. T. Toshchenko, A. D. Khlopin,
P. N. Shikhirev, and others.

At the same time, there are almost no comprehensive scholarly works on the theoretic and methodological
and applied issues of social security.

The article aims to identify the main methodological features of studying social security at the current stage.
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Radical modernizations transforms social institutions in undesirable and unexpected ways, leading to a
functional differentiation of its segments, which results in the process’ of further development becoming
uncontrollable. This, in turn, leads to clear differences being established at the individual level between means of
activity and lifestyle. In this case, however, the rationalization of relationships does not result in an increase of
social security for individuals.

The logic of «first modernity» utilized the «either/or» principle: we vs. them, family vs. the lack thereof, work
vs. leisure, facts vs. values, risks vs. security. With the arrival of reflexive modernity, this has been replaced by the
principle of «both»: knowledge and ignorance, nature and urbanization, risks and security. The borders between these
categories have become vague, action strategies incomprehensible, and what used to be clear and obvious has become
doubtful and undefined. The phenomenon of social security itself has become «incomprehensibley.

The above trends make clear the need to review the methodological positions in studying social security.

The «new» understanding of security

The «new» understanding of security must take into account the arrival of many new demarcations.
Previously, the clear delineation of various forms of rationality, areas of activity, and categories enabled people to
model their behaviors in specific situations. Consequently, it was clear which behaviors should be considered safe
and which should not. The disappearance of such «borders» also actualizes the problem of social responsibility.
When the lines are vague or nonexistent, it is hard to figure out who is responsible for what, and who should
provide security.

Furthermore, the phenomenon of security itself becomes «vague» and «incomprehensible». Whereas
previously anything beyond the normative model of security was ignored and unacknowledged, today many
alternative lifestyles, alternative social practices and types of social activity have become socially approved,
resulting in a large number of institutional problems.

These tendencies emphasize the need for methodological reflection, for seeking new criteria of social
security change in order to solve practical problems.

«Modernity» is manifested in that individual social actors (individuals, social groups, and social
institutions) have an infinitely wider choice in pursuing their private goals and interests, being to a significant
extent free of traditions.

In this context, rationality ceases to be a determining factor in choosing an action strategy or a lifestyle.
Consequently, security is also no more viewed as a rational factor. Rationality has lost its universality and
abstractness, and turned out to be dependent upon the sociocultural context. The attempts by J. Coleman to
explain the theory of rational choice, norms, and social security as a component of the society’s organizational
structure has revealed rather the shortcomings of this theory than its applicable aspects, as was the author’s
intention. The author believes the rational person takes no part in social communication, in constructing the social
sense and alternative behavioral strategies, but follows established customs and behavioral norms and strategies.

Here, «norm» refers to the complex of sanctions regulating social behavior. In this context, security is
also a norm. But J. Coleman’s interpretation fails to explain the situation where a rule cannot be justified solely by
the fact that it is customarily observed. Each time an individual encounters a rule, he or she evaluates and
interprets it. The individual’s urge for cooperation competes with their urge for freedom, and in this case the
choice is frequently not rational. The pattern becomes even more complex when viewed at the macrosocial level
of the individual’s interaction with macrosocial phenomena. In this interpretation, social security becomes a
quality that is extremely difficult to operationalize [1, p. 93-103].

The Thomas theorem is potentially an interesting tool for explaining the choice of strategies for safe or
unsafe behavior. We may state the fact that what underlies all deviations from the theory of rational action is the
following: any action decision includes a specific «definition» of the situation by the actor, which first acts to
structure preferences and expectations, and only then does a choice of a behavioral model occur based thereupon.
This is why actors’ actions are perceived as totally specific, and not necessarily objective-rational, with their
subjective aspect often overshadowing any rational consequences of such interactions. Actors’ subjective notions
serve as quite significant factors in determining the choice of action, regardless whether these are correct from the
rational standpoint. This fact is exactly what poses the biggest problem: the same objective situation may be very
differently perceived and «determined» by different actors. Thus, the specific «determination» of the situation by
the actor becomes crucial in choosing a «mode of action». Ignoring the discrepancies between the subjective and
objective viewpoints may lead to serious errors in interpreting safe interaction in any area of social life.
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The Thomas theorem states that what matters at the moment of action are only the subjectively real, albeit
frequently wrong and «irrational,» perceptions of actors, and that an action has «real» and objective consequences,
even if the subjective viewpoint contradicts objective reality”.

The subjective view of the situation and the urge to obtain capital is determined by social institutions to a much
larger degree than it may seem at first glance. For example, the possession of some cultural capital that results in
feelings of social wellbeing and acceptance may lose its value or even become an antivalue when the situation is
considered institutionally. So one should after all be guided by specific «social definitions» in making a choice. One
may even speak of a certain «correct» subjective determination of the situation. Only when very little is at stake does
the discrepancy between the subjective and the social determination of a situation become irrelevant.

It should also be noted that the actor’s «emotional attitude» based on a specific understanding of the
security and risk situation will be very different when the situation is limited, thus forcing the actor to choose
promptly, and when he or she is able to «interpret» and reflect upon the situation [9, pp.177-183]

Discussion

Risk becomes a sociogenic factor of human existence. The risk society «does not contradict the modern
but is an expression of its consistent development beyond the industrial society» [2, 3]. As noted by
I A. Malkovskaya, risk has revealed its new social guise as the price of comfort, consumption, and technological
progress [see 11, p. 159].

Kuznetsov identifies the following types of risk: household risk; environmental risk; economic risk; civic
responsibility risk; business risk; commercial risk; noncommercial (political) risk; entrepreneurial risk; acceptable
risk; and the risk of accidental property loss [11, pp. 60—62]. However, there have been almost no comprehensive
studies of existing risks in the post-Soviet territories.

There is quite a large number of international risk studies whose methodology may be considered when
researching social security issues (e.g., European Social Survey (the ESS), Political Risk Services (PRS),
International Country Risk Guide (ICRG), World Economic Forum (WEF), The World Competition Yearbook
(WCY), The Institute for Management Development, Lausanne (IMD), The Political and Economic Risk
Consultancy, Hong Kong (PERC), The World Bank’s World Business Environment Survey (WBES), The World
Markets Research Centre (WMRC), The Business Environment and Enterprise Performance Survey (BEEPS)
Global Competitiveness Report (GCR) of the World Economic Forum (WEF), and others).

P. Sztompka notes that the sociological theory has developed mechanisms for analyzing the incidence of
social and cultural trauma caused by social change or realized threats. These are anomy; civilization
incompetence; social friction; distrust syndrome; collective guilt; collective shame; identity crisis; legitimacy
crisis; and the cultural lag theory.

Of the threats that foster the arrival and escalation of traumatic situations, P. Sztompka has identified the
following: revolution, street riots, coups d’état; stock exchange crashes, bank crises; radical economic reforms;
colonial invasion, foreign occupation; forced deportation or immigration; mass killing, genocide; religious
prophecies, religious reformation; resignation of a high-ranking official, assassination of a president; government
scandal, political conflicts; corruption; the truth about the past, opening of secret archives; revision of a nation’s
heroic tradition; lost wars, collapse of an empire; and terrorism [13, p. 11].

On the one hand, we must establish the potential of sociological approach to analyzing social security; on
the other, note the many conceptual and methodological issues that require interpretation. At present, there are
almost no comprehensive works on the methodology of studying social security. We may conclude that there is a
discrepancy between the theoretical and the empirical knowledge on security.

The approach to studying social security through analyzing the dynamics of studying challenges, risks,
and threats to the individual or the state (H. Morgenthau’s approach) has turned out to be a «methodological trapy.

The number of threats and risks is largely vague and differentiated, and the subjective factor plays a
significant role in assessing perceptions of a situation. The same applies to interests.

We need a methodology that would transcend the research field of the interests category.

Such an approach implies studying goals, values, social responsibility, public competence regarding
security issues, social fears, social tension, the culture of security, the motives for unsafe strategies, etc., by
sociological means.

Based on the proposed focus of analysis, social security may be measured by the following indicators:
types of social fears; level of social tension and anxiety; level of trust; lenience and tolerance; degree of social
responsibility; ability to compromise; solidarity; and the subjective evaluation of justified risk.

*Similar ideas are expressed in Max Weber’s concepts of subjective sense, the early formulation of the subjective-expected utility
theory, the SEU theory, and the theory of rational choice.
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According to N. Luhmann, the state of security is determined through compromise as the value between
justified risk, which is formed subjectively, and acceptable risk, which is determined institutionally.

One may speak of two levels of compromise:

1. The compromise between danger and social guarantees by the state.

2. The subjective interpretation of the degree and nature of dangers acceptable to each individual.

However, in practice such subjective and often irrational interpretation engenders a «compromise-free
space,» with a high probability of unpleasant unjustified risks and, consequently, a low level of security. As of
now, this aspect remains virtually unstudied.

In 1996 V. N. Shubkin and V. A. Yadov, in a study of dangers, proposed a classification system
comprising 43 types of danger. Based on this, two strategies for studying security were proposed [12, pp. 62-76;
14, pp. 85-89].

1. Studying the institutionalization of danger and the culture of danger in order to develop ways
of creating a culture of security.
2. Studying the spread of danger through fear, P. Sztompka’s «sociocultural traumay, conflict,

crisis, mistrust, and optimism.

Methodological foundations for studying danger are also elaborated upon in the works of M. Douglas
(Douglas M., 2000).

Studying the logic, motives, and dynamics of fears enables one to identify mechanisms for and specifics
of formation of the «danger type of consciousness» (both individual and group). In this context, some authors talk
of «the symbolic nature of security» [8], or even a risk culture [5, p. 14].

Conclusions

The contemporary situation has made clear the society’s need for sociological studies of the phenomena
of danger, security, and the culture of security. A lot of aspects remain unstudied.

The systemic integrative theory may be used as a methodological starting point for studying the issues of
social security in modern society.

To do this, we must:

. conceptualize the «social security» category by integrating the categories of «personal
security», «state security», «national security», «economic security», «information security», and so on;

. identify the interactions among the above categories and determine the subject field for
studying social security;

. cover the entire range of threats typical of modern society and possible responses to these;

. conduct a so-called «country-level analysis».

The problem of security is systemic, comprehensive, and multifactor in nature, and thus can only be
studied in the broader context of analyzing social challenges at the state and personal levels.

All this actualizes the need not only to review the methodology for studying social security, but also to
establish an independent field of social science for studying security.
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