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Abstract. This research delves into the socio-philosophical dimensions of security,
assessing its metaphysical and existential aspects and considering how existential threats
reshape philosophical perspectives in the contemporary society. The relevance of this study is
underscored by the urgent need to understand how traditional and non-traditional security
threats — ranging from military conflicts to cybercrime and climate change — impact societal
structures and individual freedoms. The paper highlights the intersection of social structures
and security, revealing how security is instrumentalised by various actors, including
governments, to control or influence social dynamics. Moreover, it emphasizes how media
representation and public fear can influence political decision-making, urging a critical
examination of how security discourses are constructed and whose interests they serve. By
integrating socio-philosophical perspectives, this paper establishes a framework for
understanding security as a multifaceted phenomenon. Notably, this research underscores the
role of cultural, psychological, and ethical dimensions in shaping public understanding and
policy responses to security threats. Key findings illustrate that contemporary security cannot
be narrowly defined; rather, it necessitates an integrated approach encompassing political,
economic, social, and environmental considerations and a re-evaluation of traditional security
models to address contemporary challenges such as cybersecurity threats and digital ethics.
Ultimately, this work argues for highlighting the necessity of interdisciplinary approaches in
developing contemporary security strategies effectively addressing fluctuating dynamics of the
international agenda.
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AnHoTtaums. VccnenoBaHue MOCBAIICHO COLUANBHO-PUIOCOPCKUM acriekTaM Oe3omac-
HOCTH, OIICHKEC €€ M€Ta(1)I/I3I/ILIeCKI/IX 1 OK3UCTCHIHAJIbHBIX aClI€KTOB U PAaCCMOTPECHHUIO TOTO,
KaK 3K3HMCTEHIIMABHBIE YIPO3bl MEHSIOT (PUII0CO(CKUe B3IISIIBI B COBPEMEHHOM OOIIECTBE.
AXTyaNbHOCTh TAHHOTO HCCIIEIOBAHMUS [TOJUCPKUBACTCS HACYIIIHONW HEOOXOJMMOCTHIO IOHSTD,
KaK TpaIWuIHUOHHBIC U HETPAJUIIMOHHBLIC YI'DPO3bI 6630HaCHOCTI/I — OT BOCHHBIX KOH(I)HI/IKTOB
10 KHOEpIpPEecTYIMHOCTH M M3MEHEHHs KIIMMaTa — BJIMSAIOT Ha OOIIECTBEHHBIC CTPYKTYPhI
U UHIUBHIyanbHbIe CBOOOABI. CTaThsl MOMYEPKUBAET IEPECEUECHUE COLUAIBHBIX CTPYKTYD
1 0E30MaCHOCTH, TOKa3bIBast, Kak 6€30MaCHOCTh UCIIOJIB3YETCS PA3IHYHBIMU AKTOPAMH, BKJTFO-
Yasi MPaBUTENbCTBA, ISl KOHTPOJIS MM BIMSIHUS HA COLHMANBHYIO TUHAMHUKY. Bonee Toro,
B CTaThe MOAYEPKUBACTCs, Kak pernpeseHtaruss CMU 1 o0IIeCTBEHHBIH CTpax MOTYT BIUITH
Ha TPUHATHUC TMOJIUTUYCCKUX pemeHHﬁ, npu3biBast K KPUTUYCCKOMY HU3YUCHUIO TOIO, KakK
KOHCTPYUPYIOTCSL JHCKYPChl OE30MaCHOCTH M YbMM HHTEpecaM OHH ciyxar. MHrerpupys
COIMANbHO-(QMUIIOCO(PCKHE MEePCICKTHBEI, NaHHAs paboTa CO3MaeT OCHOBY JUIS TTOHUMAHHUS
0€30MacHOCTH KaK MHOTOIPAHHOTO sIBJICHHUs. [[puMeyaTebHO, 9TO TAaHHOE UCCIIEI0BAHUE IO/~
YEePKHUBACT POJIb KYJIbTYPHBIX, CHXOJOIHYECKHX U ITHYECKHX aCleKTOB B (DOPMUPOBaHHH
OO0IIECTBEHHOTO TIOHMMAHHUS U MOJUTHYECKUX PEaKIUil Ha yrpo3sl Oe3omacHocTH. OCHOBHBIE
BBIBOJIBI TIOKA3bIBAIOT, YTO COBPEMEHHAst 0€30MaCHOCTh HE MOXKET ObITh OMpPEIeICHA Y3K0; CKO-
pee, oHa TpedyeT KOMILJIEKCHOTO MOAX0/1a, OXBATHIBAIOIIETO MOJIUTHYECKHE, SKOHOMHUYECKHUE,
COIMANIbHBIC U HKOJIOTHYECKHUE COOOPAKEHHS, & TAKIKE MMEPEOIICHKH TPAIUIHOHHBIX MOJeIei
0€30MaCHOCTH IS PELICHUST COBPEMEHHBIX MPOOJIeM, TAKUX KaK yrpo3bl KHOepOe30macHOCTH
u nudposas dTHKa. B koHeUyHOM cyere nanHas paboTa ToKa3bIBaeT HEOOXOAUMOCTh MEXKIUC-
UIUTHHAPHBIX TOAXO0/I0B K pa3paboTKe COBPEMEHHbBIX CTpaTeruil 6e30macHocTH, 3G HeKTuBHO
pearupyronrx Ha U3MEHUYUBYIO IUHAMUKY MEXKIYHAPOIHON MOBECTKH JHS.

KaioueBble cioBa: obiiecTBeHHAsT 6€30MaCHOCTD, HACHTUYHOCTD, COI[METAIbHAS CIIpa-
BE/IJIMBOCTh, HEPABEHCTBO, KYJIbTYPHBIC pa3inyusi, HuppoBas STUKa, IKOIOrHIecKas 6e3omnac-
HOCTB, JTOByIIKa ['006ca

Kongaukt unTepecoB. ABTOPHI 3asBILTIOT 00 OTCYTCTBUU KOH(IUKTa HHTEPECOB.
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Bkaaa apropos. Bece aBTOpbI BHEC)IM paBHBIN BKJIAJ] B pa3pab0OTKy KOHLENIMH, IOATOTOBKY
Y HalKuCcaHUe PYKOIHUCH.
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Cepust: @unocodus. 2025. T. 29. Ne 2. C. 267-281. https://doi.org/10.22363/2313-2302-2025-
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Introduction

In modern society, the phenomenon of security occupies a central place in
social and philosophical debates. In a continuously changing world with its multiple
challenges and threats, the understanding of security is gaining new horizons,
expanding the traditional framework of interpretation. Security as a category has
long remained a subject of concern and interest not only for states and international
organisations, but also for each individual.

The socio-philosophical aspects of this phenomenon lead to the need to assess
the impact of security on everyday life, identity and social structures. Philosophical
reflections allow for a deeper understanding of the metaphysical and existential
components of security, its moral and ethical dimensions. Questions related to the
nature of threats, methods of prevention and survival strategies form the basis for a
wide range of studies and discourses.

This paper proposes to examine the socio-philosophical context of the security
phenomenon, focusing on the interaction between society and the individual, as
well as the role of philosophy in shaping new approaches to security in the context
of global change and uncertainty.

Social philosophy often explores various aspects of security through the lens
of human society and interactions. For example, social contract and security,
exploring how ideas of social contract shape understandings of security by
balancing freedom and the need for protection. Social contract theory, developed
by philosophers such as Thomas Hobbes [1; 2], and Jean-Jacques Rousseau [3],
suggests that individuals agree to certain restrictions on freedoms in exchange for
security and social order created by the state.

In considering the relationship between security and identity, it is significant
to analyse how individual and collective identities influence the perception and
politics of security in society. The works of Samuel Huntington [4], Ernest Gellner
[5], Benedict Anderson [6] explore how national, cultural or ethnic identity affects
the perception of threats and the level of security. Political decisions in certain
situations at different historical stages of statehood may reflect the need to protect
a certain identity.
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In this regard, it is worth mentioning the topic of social justice and security,
namely the study of the relationship between the social equation, human rights and
security, including how inequality can threaten public security. The works of
theorists such as John Rozl [7], Amartya Sen [8], and Nancy Fraser [9] examine the
relationship between the equitable distribution of resources and security, how the
presence of social and economic inequalities can lead to instability and conflict,
which threatens both the personal security of citizens and national security as a
whole.

In the second half of the XX century, within the framework of cultural
differences and the phenomenon of the concept of societal security that appeared
much later, such scholars as Edward Said [10], Clifford Girtz [11], as well as
Samuel Huntington [12] in his famous article ‘Clash of Civilisations?’ in the journal
‘Foreign Affaires’ in 1993 share ideas about how cultural and religious differences
affect the concepts and strategies of security in different societies, as well as the
role of culture and religion in shaping perceptions of security, what may be accepted
in one society may be perceived as a threat in another.

As early as the beginning of the 21st century, research on the psychology of
fear in the context of security theories, how fear and psychological aspects influence
security decision-making and societal reactions became popular. The work of
scholars such as David Altheide [13], Barry Glassner [14], and Cass Sunstein [15]
analyses how fear — often fuelled through media or social media — influences mass
consciousness and political security decisions. It is these studies that in many ways
laid the groundwork for new trends in security studies going forward. Largely due
to the development of technology and the proliferation of social media, new trends
in security studies have emerged that are also certainly worthy of consideration
from a social philosophy perspective. For example, the concept of environmental
security provides a basis for developing a socio-philosophical approach to security
in the context of climate change and human impact on the environment. The
challenges, according to researchers such as Jared Diamond [16] and Thomas
Homer-Dixon [17], that arise from environmental changes such as climate change,
resource depletion, and their impact on global and national security, including
migration challenges, which is particularly important in consideration of the current
agenda of most countries in the African continent and some countries in the Greater
Middle East.

To pursue this issue, it is relevant to note the most recent trends that have begun
to emerge in the second decade of the twenty-first century — digital ethics and
Internet security — aim to explore primarily ethical issues related to security in the
digital age, including data privacy and cybersecurity. Issues relating to data privacy,
the right to personal information, and ethical dilemmas arising from the use of
technology for security, including the abuse of surveillance of citizens’ privacy in
large metropolitan areas, are raised in the works of Shoshana Zuboff [18], Eli
Parizer [19], Bruce Schneier [20].
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The most recent studies by Andrew McAfee [21] and Eric Brynolfsson [22],
Cathy O’Neil, Yuval Harari [23] in the field of emerging technologies and related
security issues focus on the impact of modern technologies on citizens’ sense of
security, naturally considering various aspects of such a technological innovation,
which has already become an integral part of our lives, as artificial intelligence,
which 1is studied also in the framework of the impact of new technological
evolution, massive hackerism, as well as economic and socio-economic factors.

These examples emphasise the variety of aspects that can be considered when
exploring the socio-philosophical foundations of the security phenomenon.

Main body

The issue of security as a subject of close attention in contemporary academic
research took shape after 1945, predominantly in Western countries and as part of
the international relations discipline. The common understanding of security,
rightly considered the cornerstone of any coherent definition of the term, is based
on people’s confidence in the continuity of access to resources and opportunities
critical to their survival and well-being [24]. Security thus encompasses a wide
range of threats to existence, from global pandemics and authoritarian regimes to
military invasions.

B. Buzan and L. Hansen note that there has been a ‘conceptual shift’ that has
made it possible to explore a wider range of policy issues, including the importance
of social cohesion and the relationship between military and non-military threats
and vulnerabilities [25]. This conceptual shift involves, firstly, recognising the
historical and cultural variability in the understanding of ‘security’. First of all, this
was expressed in the shift of emphasis from the requirements for compliance and
security, from the sphere of ‘high’ (international) politics to the sphere of ‘low’
(domestic, local) politics. Secondly, a process of rethinking the very phenomenon
of security was initiated. This process consisted in the transition from the perception
of security as an illiberal and undemocratic political phenomenon requiring strict
management and regulation to its understanding as a necessary condition for
civilised and dignified life. In other words, security was no longer perceived solely
as an instrument of state coercion and was seen as a significant component of
ensuring human rights and freedoms. This rethinking has also led to a broadening
of the range of security threats to include not only military and political, but also
economic, social, environmental and other factors affecting people’s well-being.

Security is a fundamental guarantee of order and risk management and is based
on the operational tools of public administration. The focus is directed towards
‘national security’, that is, the defense of the nation and the state in the dynamic
context of all hazards in the internal and external framework. But national security
is not just a static state of defense, it is a continuous process of adaptation to
changing conditions, requiring constant analysis, forecasting and reassessment of
risks. National security should be understood as a risk management culture, which
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clearly reveals the specificity of reaction to the external environment, mentality,
inherent to the nation and the nation-state receptions of threats and dangers. The
executive power dominates in the process of ensuring this state of defense. It is it,
and not the legislative power, that has all the information about security parameters,
intelligence and its sources, as well as all the instruments of its provision — the army,
police, intelligence, etc. It is the executive power that has the first duty to ensure
security. It is the first responsibility of the government to provide security. And the
main concern of the state in this regard becomes the provision of military security.

Throughout the Cold War period, military security was at the centre of strategic
studies, the essence of which was to form a correspondence or complementarity
between military power and political goals of the state. Military security made
political independence possible and also ensured other types of state security, such
as economic, energy, social, etc., as well as other types of state security. Without a
robust military defense, economic stability and social well-being become
vulnerable to external threats and blackmail. Energy security, in turn, is
increasingly dependent on geopolitical stability and resource control, which also
requires military force to protect national interests. Military security thus acts as the
foundation on which the entire national security system is built.

The ambiguity of the Hobbesian tradition is evident in the fact that ‘military
security,” understood as solely a threat to the state and population from the armed
forces of other states, can become tyranny [1]. A national government may use the
armed forces for a variety of purposes, including suppressing insurgencies, fighting
terrorism, ideological differences, nationalism, opposition, and so on. In this regard,
an important aspect is the establishment of clear boundaries and mechanisms to
control the use of military force in order to avoid abuses and preserve democratic
principles [16]. A system of checks and balances should be developed and
implemented to ensure that the armed forces are subject to civilian control and
operate in strict compliance with the law.

In some cases, the armed forces of a state may themselves pose a real threat to
the government and carry out, for example, military coups. History knows many
examples where the army, instead of defending the state, has overthrown
legitimately elected governments, establishing a military dictatorship [23]. This
emphasises the importance of maintaining a high level of professionalism, loyalty
and political neutrality in the armed forces. In this sense, military security leads to
‘power-political, oligarchic, authoritarian and other similar trends, and tendencies
in society’ [26. P. 157-158]. Excessive concentration of power in the hands of the
military can lead to the restriction of civil liberties, suppression of political
opposition and establishment of an authoritarian regime. This means that the
distinction between foreign and security policy as instruments of interaction with
the external environment, and domestic policy in the Hobbesian tradition becomes
less essential. The blurring of the boundaries between foreign and domestic politics
creates the danger of security instruments being used to address domestic political
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objectives, which undermines democratic institutions and exacerbates social
contradictions [26].

One of the problems is that the traditional understanding of security does not
correspond to contemporary realities. It is rather crucial how a state interprets
security, whether narrowly or broadly, which determines the scope of the national
agenda and prioritisation. Broad definitions of security can be an advantage,
covering all possible threats, but they also present a difficulty, adding many
questions and little clarity in prioritising areas [27]. After the end of the Cold War,
the concept of security had to include environmental, human and gender
dimensions. This required breaking the link between security and defense and
military aspects, as over-expansion of the concept risks losing the distinction
between security and insecurity. National security could in fact become a ‘basket
case’ of all potential threats to the state and society. Defining security as a state in
which people can realise their goals without hindrance and threats leads to the risk
of uncontrolled use of forceful measures as an instrument of socio-political
control [28].

To avoid such a turn of events, critical security studies has set itself the goal of
developing a logical structure of arguments for identifying the phenomenon of
security, i.e. the logic of security. Anything that does not fit into it is not security
and, therefore, is taken out of the framework of state control mechanisms. This is
how the second interpretation tradition of the security phenomenon took shape in
socio-humanitarian knowledge. While the first one we call ontological, focusing on
the essential characteristics of security, the second one is epistemological, focusing
on how we cognise and conceptualise security [28]. The ontological approach is
often reduced to the search for universal and objective criteria of security, while the
epistemological approach focuses on how different actors construct and interpret
threats and dangers [28]. This dichotomy illustrates a fundamental difference in
understanding the very nature of security: whether it is an objective reality existing
independently of our perception, or whether it is a socially constructed concept
dependent on context and perspective [28].

The Copenhagen School serves as an archetypal example in which scholars
such as B. Buzan, O. Wever, J. de Wilde, and others approach the study of security
by exploring its new characteristics, practices, and institutions aimed at overcoming
power dynamics [29. P. 4-5]. Within this school of thought, the state is
conceptualised as a cultural entity that simultaneously embodies the role of
‘self/subject’, defining what constitutes security, and the role of ‘object’,
confronting threats caused by insecurity, which it itself has created. Consequently,
the state occupies the position of subject-object and plays a privileged role in
creating and maintaining discourses of security and insecurity [29. P. 10-12].
Security is thus portrayed as a product of a creative act, akin to an artificial,
constructed desire that serves a functional purpose. It should be noted that interest
in cultural dimensions in security studies has been largely fuelled by critical studies
and constructivism. These concepts have contributed to an understanding of core
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normative values, such as freedom, that underpin the platform on which
the phenomenon of security can exist and on which relevant debates can
unfold [29. P. 4041].

The constructivist approach thus not only offers an alternative understanding
of security, but also challenges traditional notions of the state, power and
international relations. It emphasises the role of ideas, norms and identities in
shaping the behaviour of states and in determining what is considered a threat
[29. P. 53]. Rather than seeing security as an objective given, constructivists argue
that it is the result of social and political processes in which different actors struggle
to define what is relevant and what requires protection. This implies that security is
not a static concept but constantly evolves in response to changes in the political
and social context.

Moreover, the critique of traditional approaches to security offered by the
Copenhagen School and other currents of critical studies is not limited to academic
debates. It has significant practical implications [25]. If security is a socially
constructed concept, this means that we can and should critically evaluate those
conceptions of security that dominate political discourse. We should ask questions
about whose interests they reflect, what values they promote, and what alternative
approaches to security might be possible. Such critical analysis can help us avoid
situations where security is used to justify restrictions on civil liberties, the
militarisation of society or external aggression.

The evolution of the understanding of security from a narrow, military-centred
approach to a broader one that includes non-military threats and values has created
a tension between ontological and epistemological approaches. Critical security
studies, and especially the Copenhagen School, offer valuable tools for analysing
how the notion of security is constructed and how it is used for political purposes
[25]. By emphasising the role of culture, norms and identities, they allow us to
better understand the complex relationships between security, power and society. It
is necessary to remember that security is not simply a matter of defense against
external threats, but of building a just and sustainable world in which everyone can
live in dignity and security.

The securitisation theory proposed by the Copenhagen School is a deep and
multidimensional concept that illuminates how political elites can use their power
to define and construct security threats. This theory argues that such elites develop
a perception of what exactly constitutes a threat, which helps to legitimise certain
security measures and policies that they implement. This means that the process of
securitisation is not simply a reaction to pre-existing threats, but rather an active
process in which the state itself constructs its own security and (un)security, which
in turn requires the development of appropriate policies.

A significant part of this theory is the understanding of security as a context in
which there is a confrontation with a hard power personified by Leviathan, which
represents traditional notions of power and political control [1]. Security, according
to the views of researchers such as Buzan, Wever and de Wilde, is opposed to the
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exceptional conditions associated with emergency politics and is an alternative to
the normal processes of political life that are not subject to the dominance of force.
Security policy thus begins to be perceived as a status and normative process that
aims to protect certain values identified as relevant to the state and society.

The Copenhagen School has attempted to develop well-defined criteria for
situations that can be regarded as dangerous by identifying ‘codes of danger’ and
establishing analytical boundaries for notions of security. This, in turn, should
minimise the risk of a situation that could be described as a Hobbes’ trap —
a constant threat where increasingly stringent measures must be used to ensure
security [1]. However, theorists also raise the possibility of a trap called ‘Everything
Becomes Security’, where security policy can become an end in itself rather than a
means.

Securitisation, seen as a new socio-philosophical approach to security issues,
is based on J. Austin’s speech act theory and also partly on Judith Butler’s work on
the performativity of gender. Performativity is expressed in the fact that an
utterance itself performs a certain action. For example, the chairman of a meeting
opens the meeting with his words, thereby creating a new reality. Jacques Derrida
in his work ‘Signature-Event-Context’ also points to the performative power of not
only oral but also written utterance: he argues that the written form requires
subsidiarity and ‘citativity’ [30; 31].

Securitisation theory establishes when an existential threat arises that requires
an extraordinary political response. It identifies the stages in which the securitising
speech act is performed and a logic of security is formed. This logic includes
urgency, necessity and exceptionality, following which the securitising step is
operationalised. Key to the success of these performative acts are the so-called
‘conditions of success’, which include the credibility of the securitiser and the
context of utterance [25]. A successful securitising utterance implements the
security logic under optimal conditions and leads to expected outcomes, which is
effectively the execution of a pre-determined code whose outgoing consequences
must be known. This determinacy of events within the theory emphasises the
importance of understanding the sociopolitical context in which actions and
utterances shape our perceptions of security and threats.

However, the original formulation of securitisation theory developed in the
1990s, with its emphasis on ‘speech acts’ and the concept of ‘conditions of success’
of the securitisation process has encountered many difficulties, both technical and
substantive. There are a number of aspects concerning the adherence to speech act
norms as well as criteria for the success of the securitisation act. Of significant
importance is an understanding of the specifics of the ‘conditions of success’ that
may not be realised in principle. It is also worth considering the fidelity of the
securitiser’s assessment of the audience’s reaction to the speeches delivered.

To overcome these problems, a new paradigm has been proposed that shifts
the focus of securitisation from its textual and internal side to its contextual and
external side. This led to the development of a new externalist approach, which
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began to develop in parallel with the internalist approach laid down by O. Waver.
In particular, T. Balzac theorises the externalist approach in his work The Three
Faces of Securitisation. He argues that the meaning we attach to the notion of
security does not arise in isolation, but is formed in dynamic social and linguistic
contexts [30; 31].

According to Balzac, the process of securitisation requires careful
consideration of multiple factors, including ‘context’ and the psycho-cultural
characteristics of the audience. External events play a central role in our
understanding of security, and some of them can disrupt entire political
communities, regardless of how language is used. Three sets of factors are
significant aspects of acts of securitisation: audience, context and securitising agent.
The following must be taken into account: a) the audience’s belief system and its
willingness to trust the securitising agent; b) the ‘zeitgeist’ and the specificity of the
particular situation that may affect the interpretation of the message; and c) the
securitiser’s ability to choose appropriate words and language. The cumulative
effect must integrate with the surrounding context and balance mutually
constitutive agents and structures.

It is crucial to understand that one should not limit oneself to analysing the
institutionalised and sedimented discursive structures that shape the production of
security meaning, as the founders of the Copenhagen School suggest. It is necessary
to avoid turning the meanings found into immutable concepts that are timeless.
Without a deep understanding of the psychology of key decision-makers, their ‘self-
understanding’, beliefs, cognitive biases, mental strategies, personality traits and
interpersonal relationship patterns, it is impossible to explain the many aspects of
any security decision.

In the context of critical security studies, two other schools stand out, which to
some extent complement and develop the ideas of the Copenhagen School. These
are the Welsh or Aberystwyth school of C. Booth, R. Wyn Jones and C. Firke, based
on the postulates of the Frankfurt School, and the Paris school of D. Bigot, inspired
by P. Bourdieu’s habitus theory and J. Derrida’s deconstruction [32]. Significant
for K. Booth is the fact that for millions of people the main source of security threat
is their own state, not an abstract ‘Enemy’. On this basis, a concept of security is
needed that promotes the ‘flourishing’ of man in various forms, ensuring his
emancipation from political groupings.

Both approaches emphasise that universal criteria of security cannot be
precisely defined. They must be developed on the basis of analysing specific
contexts, otherwise security policies risk becoming cycles of violence and
permanent insecurity. This is also discussed by D. Bigo, who emphasises the
dialectic of security and insecurity. He emphasises that no one knows the outcome
of political action in advance, as there are many politicians and their interpretations
of security. In the end, the struggle unfolds over which interpretation will be more
meaningful to different audiences and which one will ultimately be recognised by
them [33].

276 COBPEMEHHOE OBLIECTBO 1 COIUAJIBHA I BE3OITACHOCTD



Dzhavad O.V., Ivleva M.L. RUDN Journal of Philosophy. 2025;29(2):267-281

Here, a paradox arises: while ensuring the security of one object, one cannot
ignore that this may put another in an insecure position. Security, thus, is not always
a positive concept, as it depends on time frames and other conditions, which limits
the possibilities of participants in the decision-making process in the field of
security. Thus, D. Bigot initiated the discussion on the ‘professionalisation’ of
(non)security management by focusing on the systems of meanings that exist within
security [34].

In the light of contemporary discussions on threats and challenges viewed
through the prism of security, the concept of ‘civilised security’ proposed
by J. Loader and N. Wocker attracts special attention. Loader and N. Walker [35].
These researchers emphasise that security should be seen as a public good that
should serve the interests of the population and act as an alternative to Hobbes’
concept of Leviathan, where security is perceived more as an instrument of control
rather than as a basis for a democratic society [1].

Loader and Walker point out that there is a certain ‘pathology’ in the
construction of security, which manifests itself through four key aspects:
paternalism, consumerism, authoritarianism and fragmentation. Paternalism here
acts as a mechanism whereby special security services justify their expanded
powers on the basis of unrealistic or distorted perceptions of the will of the
electorate. This creates a distorted perception of democracy, where citizens’ choices
become secondary. Consumerism, in this context, reflects the imposition of harsh
security measures on society that often contradict the principles of democratic
control. This phenomenon arises in response to fear provocations planted in the
minds of voters. Thus, the authorities manipulate the fears of the population,
forming public sentiments that favour the adoption of authoritarian measures [35].

Authoritarianism, as the third aspect, is characterised by repression on the part
of the executive, seeking to gain the approval of voters through a demonstration of
force. This creates an atmosphere where a ‘strong hand’ is perceived as necessary
to preserve order, which in turn leads to a diminished interest in democratic
processes and citizens’ rights [36]. Fragmentation completes this series of negative
phenomena, manifesting itself in the partial provision of societal and human
security, while spending on military security and the army is steadily increasing.
This, in turn, creates a paradoxical situation in which the very essence of the
democratic order suffers as the next security measures are put in place, and social
structures are restructured, with democracy becoming a mere appearance [37].

Perhaps the most disturbing thing about this pathology of security is that
instead of constructive development and implementation of democratic forms of
politics, society begins to transform into an authoritarian system based on fear and
control [38]. The techniques used in this paradigm are similar to those described as
‘harnessing’, where the secret managerial mechanisms necessary to achieve
political goals serve only to wrap society in the illusion of choice and independence.
Security thus loses its true status as a complex social and political phenomenon,
becoming an instrument aimed solely at controlling the population. It is based on
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the existing institutional mechanisms, on the traditions of secrecy and prerogative
of the executive power, which are enshrined as a historical norm [39]. Because of
this, it is impossible to realise the ideal of complete security in a democratic society.
Achieving such a state would imply the absence of both freedom and values, which
are the essence of a democratic system.

As Reinhold Niebuhr rightly pointed out, ‘politics will, until the end of history,
be the sphere where conscience and power meet’. In this complex system, where
the ethical and coercive factors of human life are intertwined, security becomes not
just a matter of defense, but an arena where the interests of power can conflict with
the moral aspects of society, creating difficult compromises [40. P. 4]. The study of
security requires the application of abstract schemes and simplifications, as this
phenomenon is intertwined with a multitude of social ties and communications.
However, the key question remains: how to define the concept of security
accurately when the number of its definitions is so large that the concept itself has
become over-extended? In modern society, security professionals are not only
traditional experts, but also representatives of various professions, including
doctors, teachers and even ordinary citizens. This is of particular importance when
analysing this issue from the point of view of social philosophy [41].

Conclusion

In today’s world, the socio-philosophical concept of national security is
undergoing significant changes. In addition to traditional military threats, non-
traditional challenges such as cybercrime, terrorism, pandemics, climate change
and economic instability are becoming increasingly prominent. These threats tend
to have no clear boundaries and require an integrated approach that brings together
the efforts of various government agencies, the private sector and the international
community. Cybersecurity, for example, is becoming critically important to protect
national infrastructure, financial systems and citizens’ personal data. Combating
terrorism requires close co-operation between intelligence and law enforcement
agencies of different countries. Preventing and combating pandemics requires
coordinated efforts in health, logistics and economics. Climate change is a long-
standing threat that requires global co-operation and the development of sustainable
solutions.

Thus, ensuring national security in the 21st century requires not only a strong
military, but also a developed economy, strong institutions, an educated population
and an effective risk management system. National security should be
comprehensive and take into account not only military, but also economic, social,
environmental, informational and other aspects. The creation of such a system
requires constant dialogue between the state and society, as well as broad
international cooperation.

In conclusion, we can say that the socio-philosophical aspect of the security
phenomenon is complex and multifaceted, requiring constant analysis and
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adaptation to changing conditions. Ensuring security is a priority task of the state,
but requires a balance between the need to protect national interests and the
observance of democratic principles, civil and social freedoms. Successful national
security can only be achieved through a comprehensive approach that combines the
efforts of various government agencies, the private sector and the international
community. Thus, we can conclude that the goal of the critical approach to the study
of security — the destruction of the traditional Hobbesian logic — has not yet been
achieved. Leviathan continues to be a symbol of this logic, reproducing the main
features and patterns associated with the ‘nuclear’ meaning of security, which
persists under any conditions. Specific meanings of security are shaped by a
multitude of factors that influence security practices in different contexts and
settings.
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