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Background. Security as a socio-cultural phenomenon requires a comprehensive ap-
proach and integrates a multitude of aspects of social reality, each of which is important 
both for an individual and society as a whole. It has been shown that there are certain 
universal desires and needs which are valued by all cultures and peoples as essential to 
providing a high quality of life; one of such universals is the need for security. Conse-
quently, the status of people’s security in a society directly depends on the processes 
taking place in the society as a whole, and a craving for security and the need for it act 
as powerful stimulators of social changes.

Aim. A theoretical analysis of studies on psychological security as a socio-cultural 
phenomenon.

Method. Sources were selected according the following principles of scientific cog-
nition: development, systematicity, and determinism.

Result and discussion. It has been shown that, on the one hand, an individual’s se-
curity is the result of an effective political, economic, social, and cultural environment. 
On the other hand, a society’s security is a combination of individual people’s security. 
It has been proved that the strengthening of a society’s psychological security is key to 
achieving the wellbeing of different categories of people.

It has been demonstrated that security is a dynamic process, since at every point in 
time we are dealing with a new type of danger. As a result, psychological security must 
constantly be created all over again. The latent character of security is shown by the fact 
that a person starts to strain after it only when an actual threat to life, health, and wellbe-
ing emerges. What’s more, the use of an interdisciplinary approach (psychological and 
sociological, in particular) appears to be the most fruitful, especially with regard to such 
latent phenomena as security and wellbeing.

It has been shown that all aspects of human behavior in all spheres of life can be 
interpreted in the context of both the sense of security and actual security, and in most 
cases it is the need for security that guides man’s action. It has also been demonstrated 
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that people’s perceptions and assessment of their state of security are psychological pro-
cesses, and thus, they are exposed to individual and group differences.

Modern research has shown that, in the modern world, the link between a sense of 
wellb eing and sense of security is drawing increasing attention. Yet it should be noted 
that there is a tendency to interpret the concept of security restrictively as protection 
from harm and satisfaction of basic needs. In other words, the idea that psychological 
wellbeing and security are complementary and mutually conditioned concepts has not 
been dealt with so far.

Keywords: psychological security, psychological wellbeing, “ontological” security, “se-
curity theater,” need for security, perception of security.

Introduction
Today’s society has a level of actual security which, according to all basic parame-
ters — from the probability of death by violence to the normal level of hygiene — 
is higher than it used to be. Yet, people still feel the need for more security, and 
are consumed with tracking down various possible dangers and threats in the 
social realm. International conflicts, the danger of nuclear war, and environmen-
tal threats stir up feelings of fear, uncertainty, and the senselessness of existence. 
When a person experiences instability in his milieu, his psychological wellbe-
ing shrinks, and he is extremely sensitive to “future shock” (Toffler, 2002). In 
addition, highly industrialized societies have not succeeded in formulating an 
ideology “capable of satisfying man’s need for meaningful existence and sense of 
community” (Ross & Nisbett, 1999, p. 326). In the modern world, security is no 
longer an abstract notion; it becomes a concrete phenomenon created by inter-
acting individuals.

Erratic turbulences have transformed the world arena over the past decades. 
Among them the following ones are worth noting: globalization (Sloterdijk, 
2013); the development of increasingly lethal technologies; the financial crisis 
of 2008; inequality of wealth (Milanovic, 2016); and the increasing lack of “com-
mon human decency” (Orwell, 2001). Wars (Broch, 1996), invasions, territorial 
alterations (Hogenraad, 2016, Kershaw, 2016; Hogenraad & Garagozov, 2010), 
demographical shifts (Jameson, 2016), terrorism, and corruption (Delumeau, 
1990) are all threatening stability. As a Belgian psychologist noted, it looks as if 
we are entering a new historical period, as yet unnamed, without a compass (Ho-
genraad, 2017), but it is undeniable that the key challenge is providing security. 
“We are short of conceptions to understand what we have experienced” (Musil, 
1990, p. 117).

One can hardly name a period in the history of Russia when a person could feel 
completely secure. His environment has always been fraught with lots of threats. As 
Russia’s power and social structures and its society itself evolved, the types and the 
degrees of dangers and threats have undergone various changes. Therefore, in 2017 
a Russian faced different threats than those of 1717 (Serov, 2013). In the opinion of 
O.N. Yanitsky, “there is no consent (consensus) in the Russian society with regard 
to basic values and purposes as well as a coordinated scenario of the future… The 
underlying, normative model of a society includes security, survival, preservation 
of the accumulated or earlier acquired” (Yanitsky, 2003, p. 20).
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Ongoing social transformations can alter ordinary dangers, create new risks, 
and change a society’s strategies. Thus, over the last decade, Russia has encountered 
new forms of social movements and spontaneous manifestations of different so-
cial groups, which are sure to have a great impact on the life of every person. The 
character of these new social groupings matches the modern stage of the develop-
ment of Russian society and its evolving structure of social stratification. So, in 
I. Panarin’s view, “reconsideration of priorities and emphases for treating problems 
of national security presented science and practices with the necessity to work on 
an entirely new aspect of this problem — the problem of psychological security” 
(Panarin, 2001. p. 34).

On the whole, when considering the issue of security, one’s starting assumption 
is that its essential characteristic is its relativity. The state of security is influenced 
by a huge number of factors which are individualized. To make an absolute char-
acterization of a state under consideration is impossible, as it could lead either to 
the exclusion of a lot of phenomena, or to taking into account a great number of 
phenomena which are irrelevant.

This paper provides a theoretical analysis of studies into psychological security 
as a socio-cultural phenomenon; identifies the purposes of security; and considers 
various views on the nature of security, as well as outlines the prospects for further 
research. The analysis we present is aimed at providing a clearer understanding of 
the structure, functions, and genesis of psychological security; and accentuating 
significant psychological factors and formative mechanisms.

In what follows, we shall analyze a variety of perspectives from which psycho-
logical security has been interpreted.

Method
Our sources were selected on the basis of the following principles of scientific cog-
nition:

t� 5IF�QSJODJQMF�PG�EFWFMPQNFOU
�PO�UIF�CBTJT�PG�XIJDI�QTZDIPMPHJDBM�TFDVSJUZ�
is considered to be a phenomenon with phylo- and ontogenesis.

t� 5IF�QSJODJQMF�PG�TZTUFNBUJDJUZ
� UIBOLT� UP�XIJDI�TFDVSJUZ�DBO�CF�TFFO�BT�B�
structure in itself, on the one hand, and as interconnected with many mani-
festations of the personality, on the other.

t� 5IF�QSJODJQMF�PG�EFUFSNJOJTN
�XIJDI�BMMPXT�GPS�UBLJOH�JOUP�BDDPVOU�UIF�BD-
tual reasons for the formation and development of psychological security, 
and for the individual personality as both the subject and object of secu-
rity.

Results and discussion

Psychological security: definition, features, and specifics of interpretation
Security psychology today can definitely be treated as a relatively sustainable, co-
herent, and holistic system of knowledge which integrates the most relevant layers 
of modern cognition.
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Thanks to dozens of foreign (Bar-Tal, 1991; Beck, 1992; Beck, 1999; Giddens, 
1984; Giddens, 1990; Giddens, 1991; Schneier, 2003; Wæver, 1995) and domestic 
(Baeva & Bordovskaia, 2015; Malakhov, 2013; Zhuravlyov & Tarabrina, 2012; Zoto-
va, 2011) researchers, this field of knowledge has become an independent branch of 
science. The inter-disciplinary character of its subject-matter has been increasingly 
identified as an overall, multi-dimensional phenomenon which requires system-
based and comprehensive research with the help of methods and tools adequate to 
its content.

That said, considering the general context of modern security psychology, most 
authors agree that this discipline is still under development as a science.

Arguably, scientific methods of analysis have been formulated, an internally-
consistent scholarly language has been constructed, and a basic set of methodologi-
cal tools for interpretation and analysis has been defined.

However, it must be noted that the discipline’s own “language,” its specific prin-
ciples and laws, and its subject matter, are still being concretized and acquiring 
their categorical content, methodology, and cognitive meaning.

Psychological security is the state of an individual when he/she can satisfy his/
her basic needs for self-preservation and perceive his/her own (psychological) shel-
teredness in socium (Zotova, 2011).

Very few people would deny that security, both individual and national, along 
with international, stands at the top of the international agenda.

Strategies associated with the provision of security are aimed at identifying and 
preventing threats. The purpose of security can be interpreted variously:

1. Protection of human life.
2. Protection of people from existing threats.
3. Provision of vital rights and freedoms for all people.
4. Creation of political, economic, social, and cultural conditions under which 

people can live knowing that their rights and freedoms are secured.

The above-mentioned approaches demonstrate that man’s security is more like-
ly to be the result of an effective political, economic, social, cultural, and natural 
environment than of the accomplishment of a set of ministerial directives. But this 
is only one side of the “coin.” On the other hand, society’s security is a byproduct of 
its members’ sense of being secure.

The idea of security can be more easily applied to things than to people. Since 
material values are often replaceable, their safety and security can be increased by 
means of loss insurance. What comprises the security of individuals cannot be de-
fined so easily. Factors affecting their security — life, health, status, wealth, free-
dom — are more complicated, and many of them cannot be replaced in the event 
of their loss. That is why the key to people’s wellbeing is the strengthening of their 
psychological security.

It is worth mentioning that psychological security refers, to a large extent, to 
hypothetical constructions which are hard to measure. We cannot see “insecurity” 
except in the cases where people themselves talk about it. Also, we should note that 
the creation of psychological security is an elaborate and labor-consuming process, 
and then it can be destroyed by one wrong move, from one breath to the next. 
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Psychological security embraces conative, cognitive, and emotional con-
structs which make it possible to treat security as a psychological phenomenon 
with a standard structure. Hence security can be described as a state of inner 
peace, confidence, positive attitude, trust, subjective wellbeing, openness, and 
relaxation.

Many psychological theories, to a lesser or greater extent, address the issue of 
security by trying to answer these questions: What is the nature of security? What 
defines a hazard to man? What are the characteristics of man’s behavior in risk situ-
ations?

Despite the diversity of answers to these questions, some affinity of views can 
be identified.

First, quite a number of authors agree that security is a dynamic process. At 
each point in time, we deal with a new type of danger, and as a result, psychological 
security must constantly be created anew.

Second, the latent character of security should be noted. We strive for it only 
when a threat to our life, health, or wellbeing appears. In a stable society, the issue 
of security is not brought up for discussion, as a rule.

Third, a healthy feeling of security is a basic sensation of a normal person. All 
aspects of human behavior in all spheres of life can be treated in the context of se-
curity, and most of our actions are guided by our need for security.

Each of these perspectives raises its own questions, and deals with the security 
phenomenon under consideration from a specific angle, identifying certain crite-
ria, levels, and notions of security.

Within the framework of our review, we believe that scholars should focus on 
the following orientations toward the psychological connotations of security:

A definition of security with regard to risk perception.
Some researchers assume that the sense of security/insecurity reflects a presenti-
ment of risk or danger, a risk or danger that can or cannot happen, and a feeling 
about the situation’s manageability (Cong & An, 2004).

Since the middle of the 1990s the concepts of the “risk society” (Beck, 1992) and 
“global risk society” (Beck, 1999; Beck, 2011) have arisen in both the social sciences 
and international relations (see Brauch, 2011). Many disciplines have aimed at risk 
analysis. Although risk calculations as a function of probability — i.e., whether the 
event can occur in fact — belong to the field of natural sciences, people’s reactions 
to risk situations belong to the area of psychology (Renn et al., 2007). So, Lofstedt 
and Frewer argued that people’s reactions to dangers depend on their knowledge 
and experience (Lofstedt & Frewer, 1998).

U. Beck (Beck, 1992) claimed that risk increases along with technological com-
plexity. His theory of the “risk society” posed the problem of risk in the context of 
the theory of modernity, focusing mainly on technical hazards and, to a lesser ex-
tent, on social actions. W. Bonß (Bonß, 1995, pp. 18–19) assumed that risks should 
be analyzed in the context of the social construction of uncertainties. Although 
uncertainties about dangers exist irrespective of man’s actions, uncertainties asso-
ciated with risks include intentions as well as actions. Therefore, risks often result 
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from decisions made under uncertainty. Since complete confidence can hardly be 
achieved, Llewllyn (see Brauch, 2011) states that “risk and uncertainty are inte-
gral to human behavior.” “Uncertainty arises when the future is unknown.” Conse-
quently, risk analysis is applied to situations with indefinite results.

Based on Ronald Laing’s interpretation of ontological defenselessness, E. Gid-
dens put forward the term ontological security (Giddens, 1984; Giddens, 1991), 
which he saw as the product of the modern era — times of uncertainty and up-
heavals.

Speaking about dangers/risks and trust on the basis of which “ontological” se-
curity emerges, E. Giddens singled out two models of “conditions” which define the 
relationships between them: pre-modern and modern. Hazards for pre-modern 
cultures are represented by the Physical World (diseases, the caprices of the weath-
er), human violence, and “existential” fears, while the model of trust and security is 
based on family and community ties, religious cosmology, and tradition, which are 
treated by E. Giddens as routine practices and rituals. In the modern world, threats 
are modifying: ecological, wartime, and psychological risks are mostly connected 
with the development of industries and technologies. Hence, security is achieved 
with the help of “abstract systems” which establish a network of state, or super-
state, institutions.

For E. Giddens, the sense of security stems from order, stability, and routine, the 
combination of which gives meaning to life. When a state of security is achieved, 
man is no longer troubled with existential matters. And vice versa: Chaos, unrest, 
and violence bring about threats to security, create anxiety, and nullify trust in life’s 
predictability.

Man in the state of ontological insecurity is characterized by obsessive over-
exaggeration of risks to his personality, extreme self-analysis, and moral empti-
ness (Giddens, 1991). E. Giddens considers ontological security to be an emo-
tional phenomenon entailing “the conviction that the majority of people have 
continuity of their own identity, that social and material world around them is 
changeless” (Giddens, 1990, p. 92). Ontological security is “an emotional, and not 
a cognitive phenomenon, and it stems from the unconscious” (Giddens, 1990. 
p. 92).

Security through the lens of socio-constructivist approach
Wolfers (see Brauch, 2011) pointed to two sides of security: “Security, in the objec-
tive sense, measures the lack of threats to values acquired, and, in the subjective 
sense, it speaks about absence of fear that these values will be attacked.” From the 
perspective of social constructivism in international affairs (Adler, 1997; Fearon & 
Wendt, 2002; Risse, 2003; Wendt, 1992; Wendt, 1999), “security is seen as the result 
of the process of social and political interaction where social values and norms, 
collective identities and cultural traditions are important.” From this standpoint, 
security is always subjective, or “security is ̔ man-made” (Wendt, 1992). In order to 
achieve security, not only a lack of objective dangers but also the absence of subjec-
tive apprehension is essential. In other words, objective security is achieved when 
dangers associated with various threats, challenges, vulnerabilities, and risks are 
avoided, managed, and eliminated.



106  O. Yu. Zotova, L. V. Karapetyan

Subjective theories of security
Perceptions of security are shaped individually, and they represent subjective re-
flections of reality. The content of security perceptions has a wide scope. Thus, 
the person himself, his family, his ethnic or religious group, his nation, and the 
entire world can act as the object of security. Categories of security perceptions 
also include a lot of other factors relating to conditions that can either weaken or 
strengthen security.

Pioneering works in this field come from J. Der Derian (1993), B. Busan (1991), 
and O. Wæver (1995). These authors were at the forefront of the “postmodern-
ist” (or “poststructuralist”) approach to the theory of international relations. They 
shifted focus from the analysis of “security” and “insecurity,” to the analysis of their 
meaning in a bit different context. As a result, the epistemological foundations of 
the scientific discipline called “security studies” are emphasized. Moreover, the au-
thors do not set “security” against “threats” or “dangers”; they set it against “insecu-
rity,” thus adding a subjective component (feelings and sensations) to the analysis 
of the phenomenon (Weldes et al., 1999).

In the opinion of Russian philosopher and political analyst V. Malakhov (2013), 
modern rhetoric about security “frames” our reality, a fact which is reflected in “the 
mobilization of certain perceptions” through the use of new meanings. The use of 
“insecurity” language results not only in the mobilization of thinking but also in 
the transformation of the semantic field (Huysmans, 2006. p. 24). That is why the 
struggle between different perceptions and visions of the problem always lies be-
hind varying behavioral strategies and the politics of insecurity.

The perception and assessment of security are psychological processes; hence, 
they are subject to individual and group differences (Bar-Tal, 1991). At the level of 
an individual, even members of the same group can differ from each other in their 
security perceptions. In other words, the perceptions of security or danger within 
one and the same group may follow no particular pattern.

Individual distinctions in security perceptions and the security state arise due 
to differences in people’s experience, their ability to perceive, perceptive selective-
ness, and individual ways of processing information, motivation, and knowledge, 
all of which influence the interrelations between the information perceived and 
the ability to cope with threats (Bar-Tal et al., 1997; Epstein, 1994; Fiske &Taylor, 
1991; Kruglanski, 1989; Lazarus et al., 1985; Nisbett & Ross, 1980). These distinc-
tions imply that, on the one hand, people evaluate the degree of danger and threat 
in different ways; on the other, they differ in their evaluation of their group’s abili-
ties to overcome and sort out difficulties (Bar-Tal et al., 1995; Jacobson & Bar-Tal, 
1995). The distinctions mentioned are most clearly seen in situations of uncertain-
ty, which, in fact, make up the majority of cases. Few situations contain genuine 
physical dangers, as in the cases of natural disasters, war conflicts, ecological ca-
tastrophes, etc. However, even in situations of this kind, the information received 
can be of indefinite character, and hence, can be assessed in different manners by 
different people.

Security Theater
In the light of subjective theories of security, not without interest is the concept of a 
“Security Theater,” which denotes a package of measures aimed at providing secu-
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rity but, in fact, fails to provide it (Schneier, 2003). For that reason E. Felten (Felten, 
2004) gives the definition “security theater” to the safety precautions introduced in 
airports after the September 11 terrorist attacks.

The fact is that sometimes the sensation of security is more important than 
actual security. If potential victims feel sheltered, they can avoid crippling fear even 
if white lies are used. In addition, potential evil-doers may abandon the idea of at-
tacking in a place that looks heavily protected. A security theater, as a rule, imposes 
limitations, or makes people undergo very specific procedures which can be taken 
as restrictions of personal liberty and privacy rights.

Two studies carried out by a research group from Cornell University demon-
strated that the security upgrade in U.S. airports following the September 11 ter-
rorist acts led to the rise in the number of car accidents, as potential air travelers 
gave up the idea of traveling by air and chose overland transport, thus exposing 
themselves to a greater risk than an air crash fatality. The researchers found out 
that in 2005, changes in passengers’ flight regimes caused 242 car crash fatalities, 
the equivalent of “full passenger loads of four Boeing 737s.” If these people had 
preferred going by air, they might have avoided their sad fate.

In many cases, the obtrusive measures of a security theater create secondary 
negative consequences whose real cost is hard to evaluate. These after-effects are 
often associated with fear. For example, on seeing a lot of armed security men and 
thorough searches, a person may get nervous, thinking that there is a real threat at 
his elbow. In the context of flights, such an unreasonable fear can create a situation 
where some citizens give up traveling by air.

Security and psychological wellbeing
Security and psychological wellbeing are concepts comprising hosts of factors, and 
the first of them is subjectivity. These concepts belong to those constructs which, 
like other beliefs and feelings, are embedded in the human mind. This means that 
particular people or group members (for instance, ethnic groups and national rep-
resentatives) perceive security and wellbeing through the lens of their personal ex-
perience, or from the perspective of their group and its systems. Thus, security and 
wellbeing represent a psychological experience which, in most cases, can be meas-
ured by questioning whether people feel secure/insecure, balanced/imbalanced, 
etc. Security and wellbeing cannot be assessed objectively. We can deal here only 
with the subjective estimates of those who are assessed.

“The subjective” is what people feel and sensate. The subjective factor involves 
both cognitive and emotional aspects. The interrelations between the cognitive and 
emotional components of security testify to the fact that, at the level of cognition, 
satisfaction is accompanied by a sense of inner serenity, whereas cognitive dissatis-
faction is felt as being in danger and jeopardized.

When at risk, people often make decisions on the basis of their own subjective 
judgments. Consequently, their reactions depend on how they perceive this or that 
situation (Huang et al., 2007).

The next factor which ties together security and wellbeing as socio-psychologi-
cal phenomena is identity. In this context, the perception of security and subjective 
wellbeing can affect social beliefs, and serve as a factor determining social action. 
In this case, perceptions contribute to a feeling of uniqueness and social identity, 
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as well as differentiation from other peoples. These perceptions become the lens 
through which whole societies see the world. Perceptions of security and subjective 
wellbeing are stored in the cognitive repertoire of society’s members, and appear in 
different social products such as books and films; they are pronounced via media 
(newspapers, television, or radio) and are presented in public institutions (schools, 
colleges, universities, etc.). They are often part of the social agenda and the focus 
of public debate since they are connected with the current issues and challenges 
facing the society.

Security and psychological wellbeing are closely tied up with the factor of per-
sonal control over a situation. M. Kreuter and V. Strecher found that people are 
likely to assess a situation as less dangerous if, as they suggest, they can gain control 
over it (Kreuter & Strecher, 1995). This often occurs in drivers who demonstrate 
over-exaggerated confidence associated with control over their vehicle, and in peo-
ple with high levels of professionalism and competence (Slovic et al., 1976). Hence, 
it is most likely that highly qualified people can overestimate their ability to control 
a situation since they do not consider it dangerous.

Security and psychological wellbeing are concepts consisting of a host of ob-
jective and subjective factors. The opportunity to study and measures them is an 
important source of information for a society. Security and wellbeing studies deal 
with the following subjects:

t� *OUFSOBM�BOE�FYUFSOBM�TFDVSJUZ�GBDUPST�
t� &DPOPNJD
�FDPMPHJDBM
�BOE�TPDJBM�TFDVSJUZ�
t� 5ISFBUT�UP�DVMUVSBM�BOE�QVCMJD�TFDVSJUZ�
t� 4IFMUFSFEOFTT�PG�DVMUVSBM�EJWFSTJUZ
�FUD�

Human wellbeing is basically defined by three fundamental factors: material 
wellbeing, health, and security. The pace of modern life, a growing complexity of 
social systems and relationships, as E. Giddens (Giddens, 1990) and U. Beck (Beck, 
1992) emphasized, and the increasing number of unintended consequences of social 
actions are essential considerations for the study of psychological security, which 
can also develop and change with time. A great portion of the current concepts and 
theories of psychological security provides a comparatively narrow insight in how 
psychological security evolves, grows, wanes, or even collapses.

Research on psychological wellbeing is quite topical in our country where a 
security deficit exists. Interestingly, public opinion polls with regard to the percep-
tion of security were conducted by the Public Opinion Fund (Public Opinion Fund, 
2013) in 2013. Surveys focused on security in Russia have not been carried out 
since then. The results of the poll showed that 50% of the Russian people did not 
feel secure. The respondents within this half spoke about their defenselessness, and 
about the indifference of authorities towards them, which made them feel abashed 
and insulted.

The following responses are worth mentioning: “Our leaders don’t want us, no-
body takes care of us;” “Our state has no need of us;” “negligent attitude to peo-
ple;” “no discipline, no one is responsible for us;” “The people in power sit on their 
hands.” Many repined at the absence of stability and confidence in future: “I don’t 
know what will happen tomorrow;” “little hope for the future;” “Nobody knows 
what will come;” “Disorder rules in the country, no stability;” “troubled times;” 
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“We live in a country where anything can happen.” Some of the respondents felt 
jeopardized due to social defenselessness, describing this state of things quite defi-
nitely: “What security are you talking about? I’m mother of a large family and they 
don’t provide me with a flat;” “small pension, shortage of money all the time;” “so-
cial defenselessness of citizens;” “no hospitals, no doctors.”

One way or another, the sense of defenselessness in our country is widespread, 
and people feel they suffer from a lack of attention. It is no coincidence that when 
listing the values they considered most important for Russia, the respondents put 
“security” second only to “family,” and the difference between these rankings was 
not significant. The vast majority of the respondents considered these two notions 
the most meaningful ones.

Societies that succeed in achieving a higher level of subjective wellbeing among 
their citizens depend heavily on government policies. One reason in favor of using 
public opinion polls to measure wellbeing resides in the fact that people highly eval-
uate them. Thus, E. Diener found that college students appreciate subjective well - 
being higher than values such as income, health, and even love (Diener, 2000; Diener 
et al., 1998). By keeping a close watch on the level of wellbeing and identifying the 
reasons for its fluctuations, one can do a lot for the growth of citizen satisfaction.

For example, according to the European Social Survey, when respondents with-
in a country give high scores to values such as a good state of physical and mental 
health, they are likely to assess other aspects of subjective wellbeing highly as well 
(for instance, Switzerland), and vice versa. However, this is not always the case. 
In Hungary, for example, the respondents give low scores to their state of general 
health while they estimate their social wellbeing rather highly (European Social 
Survey, 2015). In Russia, the average score for physical and mental health is much 
lower than estimates of other aspects of subjective wellbeing.

A. Maslow (1954), and later C. Ryff and C. Keyes (1995), as well as R. Ryan 
and E. Deci (2000), argued that there are universal human needs, and that satisfy-
ing them will contribute towards wellbeing. From the perspective of sociology, R. 
Veenhoven and J. Ehrhardt (1995) stated that some societies have a higher quality 
of life because they have features which are universal and desirable for the majority 
of people. On the other hand, anthropologist R. Edgerton (1992) claimed that there 
are “sick societies” that do not produce happiness and health. The common idea 
here is that every culture and every people have universal desires and needs which 
they believe will guarantee a high quality of life.

Modern psychology is seeking to find integrative psychological characteristics 
and, in this light, as A.L. Zhuravlyov and N.V. Tarabrina argue, psychological se-
curity can be defined as “an integrative characteristic of the subject which reflects 
the degree of satisfaction of his need for security and which can be evaluated by the 
intensity that the experience of psychological wellbeing/ill-being has for the indi-
vidual” (Zhuravlyov & Tarabrina, 2012, p. 9). The theoretical and empirical study 
of the phenomenon of psychological wellbeing shows that it can be categorized by 
integrative characteristics which are closely linked with the negative affectivity the 
subject exhibits.

The architecture of psychological wellbeing is, to a greater extent, defined and 
conditioned by a migrating configuration of binary relations, since, in this frame-
work, the consistency of perception simultaneously brings together the whole col-
lection of diverse and contradictory features and bonds of the object or phenom-
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enon. That is, it is the consistency of the perception of wellbeing that acts as the 
prerequisite, and the basis upon which the construct necessary for normal func-
tioning of a personality and its psychological security rests.

Over the last few decades the notion of wellbeing has come into general aca-
demic use, providing theoretical foundations for insights into health (World Health 
Organization, 1978). In its essence, a good level of wellbeing implies extending the 
sphere of physical health to include not only physical aspects but also psychologi-
cal and social ones (Axford, 2009). Besides, the inclusion of such a parameter as 
wellbeing creates a conceptual space of interaction between both subjective and 
objective estimates (Rees et al., 2009).

Conclusion
In conclusion, it would be reasonable to underline a few key tendencies of the de-
velopment of security psychology. These trends are tied up with changes in the life 
of society as a whole: with the growth of uncertainty and the materialization of new 
types of threats and dangers.

First, security as a socio-cultural phenomenon requires a comprehensive ap-
proach and integrates a multitude of aspects of social reality, each of which is im-
portant both for an individual and society as a whole.

Second, taking into consideration academic discourses dedicated to psycholog-
ical wellbeing, greater attention is being paid to the interrelation between wellbeing 
and security. Yet, one should note the tendency for restrictive interpretations of the 
concept of security. Therefore, the bond between wellbeing and security has not 
been regarded as mutually reinforcing and interdependent so far.

Third, fluctuations in a population’s level of psychological wellbeing can act as 
an indicator of the psychological security of the entire society, and reflect the ac-
curacy or invalidity of many decisions and actions by the state.

Fourth, the use of an interdisciplinary approach (psychological and sociologi-
cal, in particular) appears to be the most fruitful, especially with regard to such 
latent phenomena as security and wellbeing.

Over the past decades there has been a change of priorities in the development 
of global society. Research on subjective indicators which are more and more often 
referred to as valid measurements is evoking considerable interest. Moreover, the 
quality of objective conditions is being estimated with the help of subjective indica-
tors. Hence, examination of security through the lens of psychology can be seen as 
a tool for creating wellbeing not only for a single individual, but also for the society 
as a whole.
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