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The author considers security a key value in present societies all around the world due to the general
change in values since the end of the 20th century, which is characterized by a certain return to more mate-
rialistic values and a reduction of personal and economic security under the globalization. The article pro-
vides two different but complementary theoretical frameworks for the sociological study of security.
The first theoretical frame was developed in the late 1970’s as a reaction to the excessive optimism generated
by the high levels and rates of economic development during the previous years. Within this conceptual
frame the author groups 59 countries into seven geo-cultural world regions, and identifies the change in
values not only as a reduction of post-materialist values, but also as an increase in desires for greater
authority in the future, particularly in more developed societies. In the second theoretical scheme all forms
of social organization (political, economic, family, educational, etc.) including value systems, are instruments
of adaptation of human societies to their environment. Thus, the main hypothesis here is that values change
because of the levels of security in society, both personal and economic security: as security levels rise
or decline, values change. The author considers both theoretically and empirically four indexes of security —
personal, community, national and total. According to the European surveys data, developed countries seem
to feel subjectively more secure than less developed countries, but variation even among countries within
the same world geo-cultural region is very wide. On the basis of three sets of variables used to explain the
four indexes of security (socio-demographic, attitudinal, national defence and a combination of the previous
three) the author shows that the combined set seems to be the most robust to explain all four indexes of
security. However, there is a great variation in the levels of the four types of security among the seven geo-
cultural world regions, and among the countries within each region. This implies that the country continues to
be the most important unit of analysis in international comparisons, which should take into account both
subjective and objective measures of security.
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SECURITY AS A KEY VALUE
IN PRESENT SOCIETIES

Security has always been an important value in traditional societies, but it has be-
come a key value in present societies, both developed and less developed, particularly
since the end of the Cold War. During that period most of the literature on security re-
ferred to national or state security because of the military (nuclear) equilibrium be-
tween the two blocks. But when that period ended, the concept of security has been
enlarged to individual, societal, global, human security, as will be briefly discussed
below.

As the Human Development Report 1994 [45] points out, the concept of security
has been related more to nation-states than to people, while for most people Human
Security means being free from the threat of hunger, disease, unemployment, crime,
social conflict, political repression, environmental hazards, etc. However, it also means
protection from disruptions of daily life in homes, jobs and communities. For the authors
of this report Human Security is a universal concern whose components are interdepen-
dent, that is easier ensured through early prevention (through early warning indicators)
than to late intervention, and which is people centred. Thus, the concept of security must
change from territorial security to people's security, from security based on armaments
to security based on sustainable human development. The enlargement of the concept
of Human Security must therefore include economic, food, health, environmental, per-
sonal, community and political security, to mention only some domains. At present, be-
cause of the globalization process, security must also be global, and some of the
threats to Global Security are unchecked population growth (world population will
double in 50—60 years), disparities in economic opportunities (social and economic
inequalities continue to increase, both within and between countries), migration pressures
(as recent flows on Europe escaping from hunger-Sub Saharan Africa or from war and
political repression-refugees from Syria, Iraq, Libya, Afghanistan), environmental
degradation (climate change, melting of the poles), drug trafficking (organized crime,
money laundering) or international terrorism (mainly Islamic). The emphasis on Human
Security in contrast to state security has become very popular among scholars [1; 43].

The concept of security has changed because of globalization, because of the
very important change in the world social environment. First, the city provided secu-
rity to individuals, later the state provided security to its citizens, but at present, the
nation-state is not capable of providing security. That is the reason why most scholars,
researchers and politicians are developing interest in other instances that can provide
individual and societal security. P. Bilgin [4] has developed the concept of “common
security” to imply that security must be sought and maintained not against one's ad-
versaries but with them. This idea is similar to the concept of stable peace developed
by J. Galtung [22; 24]. Galtung distinguishes between negative peace (the absence of
war) and positive peace (based on the establishment of conditions for social justice),
and he also distinguishes between direct violence (physical) and indirect violence
(structural and cultural). And K.E. Boulding also advances that stable peace is not based
on threat, and prefers the terms global or world security to international security, because
the state (the main actor in international politics) is less and less able to provide for
security, which leads him to accept the concept of “risk society” proposed by U. Beck
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to define present societies. Apart from that, Boulding makes a distinction between
developed and less developed societies, so that the later face a “insecurity dilemma”,
because they are more preoccupied with internal rather than external security.

Though it is widely accepted to differentiate between national and international
security, the fact is that both are very much interrelated, because its relationship is
“tightly connected to a political, legal and military framework that should allow for
their manifestation without any conflicting standpoints™ [32]. And “the notion of bor-
ders is fading away and giving rise of the old notion of lines or fronts and regions
(NAFTA, Schengenland)” [3], for which reason the concepts of internal and external
security are merging into a new one, “field of security”, because both have the same
enemy. For Bigo liberty is not the limit of security but the condition of security, so that
security has no limits, it is unlimited, it needs to be global.

The idea that internal and external security are not separate, as they were during
the Cold War period is present in most works of the post-Cold War period, or at least
the emphasis is placed on the idea that they are very interrelated. Nevertheless, though
most scholars after the Cold War period emphasize the interdependence between internal
and external security, the academic division of labour continues to differentiate them,
if only for heuristic purposes. Thus, a very important literature focus on internal secu-
rity, that deals more with police and similar security forces [2; 5; 20; 39; 41]. The concept
of security has not been the exclusive object of experts in international relations and
politics, but has also received great attention by social scientists, which precisely have
focused on the multiple aspects of security, not only state but also individual and societal
security).

Only during the short period between the end of World War II and the fall of the
Berlin Wall security was not the main concern of individuals, in particular in more
developed societies. This short period is also the period of change from industrial to
post-industrial societies, or the change from industrial capitalism to financial capitalism.
Two theoretical lines with a more sociological perspective give some new insights to
explain why security has become such a key value in present societies.

The first theoretical frame of reference started in the late 70’s, as a reaction to the
excessive optimism generated by the high levels and rates of economic development
during the previous fifteen years, and its beginning could be placed on the first oil crisis
of 1973 and the publication of the first report to the Club of Rome, Limits to Growth [38].
Many well known reports at that time described a future following a chain of events
that started with (1) an unprecedented rate of world population growth that (2) would
impose an accelerated intensive use of world natural resources, especially on energy,
that (3) would produce a lower quality of life (in spite of accelerated growth of tech-
nology), (4) which would lead to increasing social and economic inequalities between
countries and within countries (because those individuals, groups and countries in po-
sitions of power would tend to defend and improve their quality of life at the expense
of those with less power), that would lead to (5) increasing social conflicts, latent or
manifest, between countries and within countries. The corollary of this forecast was that
increasing social conflicts would probably lead those in positions of power to recur to
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more authority, bringing about more authoritarian (left or right) political regimes, as the
most rapid and efficient way to resolve conflicts. This hypothesis, which in great part
seems to have been confirmed by facts, especially in recent times, with the financial
crisis that started in 2007, is producing high levels of social and economic inequalities,
and therefore insecurity in the populations, and thus a new concern for security [10; 17].
In many respects this hypotheses, formulated in the late 1970’s, is compatible
with Inglehart’s theory of value change in modern societies. In fact, Inglehart's theory
establishes that values were traditional and materialistic (scarcity, survival values) in
traditional pre-industrial societies because people were primarily concerned about
their personal and economic security [33]. After World War 11, those two sources of
insecurity were more or less controlled through the world peace brought by the bi-polar
power system of the Cold War and through the welfare state. However, the WVS (1)
data from the 2005 and 2010 waves provided evidence for many of the more developed
countries suggesting that a change from the new post-materialistic, self-expression or
emancipative values that had grown since the end of World War Two till the year 2000
was taking place, a change that implied a certain return to materialistic values and to
greater wishes for more authority, because of the growth of personal insecurity (many
local wars, the Gulf, the Balkans, international and national terrorism, organized crime,
narco-traffic, etc.) and the growth of economic insecurity (unemployment, early retire-
ment, migrations, financial capitalism, globalization, etc.). The growth of insecurity
in all realms of life is present in everyday’s news programs (food, health, environment,
traffic, unemployment, poverty, terrorism, national defence, crime, energy, stock ex-
changes, etc.), and it is producing a very important change in values, including a higher
demand for authority (as observed in the WVS waves of 2005 and 2010), which probably
will lead to justify more authoritarian governments even in traditional democracies [14].
The time series from the 1981 to the 2010 waves of WVS shows a significant decline
of post-materialist values (2) since 2000, in contrast with previous waves, and a signi-
ficant growth of the desire for more authority, especially in more developed countries.
Data from the WVS 2010—14 wave confirms the decline in post-materialist val-
ues already observed in the 2005 wave. Thus, if we take the nine countries that have
participated in the six WVS waves it appears that post-materialist values have increased
from 1981 to 2000, with the exceptions of South Africa and South Korea. And if we
compare the last three waves, including only the 47 countries that used the post-
materialist scale of four items in the last wave (2010—2014), it appears that post-
materialist values decreased in 28 countries, increased in 12, and remained more or less
the same in 9. The distribution of countries according to their average post-materialism
index by wave and geo-cultural region, show that the decrease has been predominant
in most regions of the world, regardless of their degree of economic or political deve-
lopment, a change that implies more concern for security and for authority. Nevertheless,
some less developed countries still show an increase in their post-materialist values,
as they are still going through the process of industrialization and modernization.
Thus, the three Anglo-Saxon countries (3) plus six of the nine European Union
countries (Cyprus, Estonia, Germany, Netherlands, Slovenia and Spain) show a reduction
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of post-materialist values from 2000 or 2005 to 2010, and only three countries (Poland,
Romania and Sweden) still show an increase in post-materialist values. It seems that,
with the exception of Sweden, the less developed countries in this group of countries
still show some growth of post-materialism, while the more developed countries (espe-
cially the three Anglo-Saxon countries plus Germany, Netherlands, Spain and Slovenia)
show a decline in these values.

A predominant decrease in post-materialist values is also shown among four of
the seven East European and Balkan countries (Azerbaijan, Armenia, Georgia and
Kyrgyzstan), but they increase in Ukraine, and remain more or less the same in Belarus
and Russia. Five out of six countries in the MENA region show a decline in their post-
materialist values between 2000 and 2010 (Iraq, Jordan, Morocco, Turkey and Egypt),
and only one maintains more or less the same values. There is more contrast in Asia,
where four countries show an increase in post-materialist values (Taiwan, India, Pakistan
and the Philippines) while four reduce them (China, Japan, Malaysia and Singapore),
and two experience no or little change (South Korea and Thailand). Once more, the re-
duction of post-materialist values seems to be more frequent among the more deve-
loped countries. A certain predominance of reduction rather than increase in post-ma-
terialist values is evident in Latin America and in Sub-Saharan Africa. Thus, reduction
of post-materialism is present in four out of eight countries in Latin America (Argentina,
Peru, Trinidad and Tobago and Uruguay), while an increase is shown in three countries
(Chile, Colombia and Mexico), and one shows no change (Brazil). Two countries show
a decline in post-materialism in Sub-Saharan Africa (Ghana and Rwanda), one shows
an increase (South Africa) and another one shows no change (South Africa).

In summary, it can be accepted that a reduction in post-materialist values seems
to have occurred in all regions of the world, though more evident in most developed
countries, an assertion that implies that the change has been predominant everywhere,
while the growth of those values had been also almost universal between 1981 and 2000.

It has been argued that the change of values has implied not only a certain return
from more post-materialistic values to more materialistic values, but also a change
regarding the desire for “greater respect for authority”. It must be remembered that,
according to Inglehart, respect for authority and achievement motivation were among
the most important values that made possible industrialization and modernization, that
is, the passing from traditional to industrial society. On the contrary, the passing from
industrial to post-industrial society has been characterized by a great reduction on the
importance attached to authority. During the industrialization process authority not only
was present in most social institutions (family, religion, education, work, politics, etc.),
but they also reinforced each other. However, in the post-industrialization process au-
thority has been contested in all social institutions, while satisfaction of the well-
being of the individual has been emphasized. Besides, there is no more reinforcement
of authority in the different social domains.

The question that asks the respondent if he/she considers that “more respect for
greater authority” in the future is a good thing or a bad thing, has been part of the
WVS questionnaire in all six waves. Since the expected change should have started
after 2000, only the three last WV'S waves have been analyzed. Data in Table 2 shows
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that there is still a majority of societies that prefer less authority, but the important thing
to underline is that the countries that prefer more authority are mainly the more de-
veloped ones.

Thus, the average index in favour of “greater respect for authority” shows that
only one of the three Anglo Saxon countries (New Zealand) considers more authority
a good thing, while a majority in the other two countries (Australia and the United States)
considers it a bad thing. However, five of the eight EU countries consider “more au-
thority” a good thing (Cyprus, Germany, Netherlands, Spain and Sweden), and only
two (Estonia and Poland) consider it a bad thing, while one has not a clear opinion
(Romania). There seems to be more equilibrium between the two options in East Euro-
pean and Balkan countries, so that while a majority in three countries considers “more
authority” a good thing (Azerbaijan, Kyrgyzstan and Russia), other three countries con-
sider it a bad thing (Armenia, Belarus and Ukraine). And the same equilibrium seems
to be true of Latin American countries, since three consider “greater authority” a good
thing (Chile, Mexico and Uruguay), three consider it a bad thing (Argentina, Peru and
Colombia), and one is undecided (Brazil). The opinion that “more authority” is a bad
thing prevails in all other regions. Thus, four of the five MENA region countries consider
that “more authority” is a bad thing (Algeria, Jordan, Morocco and Turkey), and only one
would think it is a good thing (Egypt). In the same line, five out of the eight countries
from Asia think that “more authority” is a bad thing (China, India, Pakistan, Singapore
and Taiwan), only two (South Korea and Philippines) think it is a good thing, and one
is undecided (Japan). Finally, the three countries from Sub-Saharan Africa region con-
sider “more authority” a bad thing (Nigeria, South Africa and Zimbabwe).

In summary, though one can still observe a predominance of the opinion that
“greater authority” is a bad thing, it is very clear that this is an opinion that prevails in
the less developed countries, while the opinion that it is a good thing seems to prevail
in more developed countries, a finding that is coherent with the theory.

Most countries seem to be closer to the post-materialistic pole in the last wave of
the WVS, 2010—2014, but only five out of forty seven show an index higher than
2 points (in the scale 1 to 3) and only five show an index lower than 1.5. However,
28 countries show a reduction of the index from the 2000 to the 2010 waves, while
only 12 show an increase in post-materialism. This implies that most countries expe-
rienced in the past a change towards more post-materialist values, but that there is
a trend towards a return to more materialistic values since 2000, a change that seems
to be taking place earlier in the most developed countries, though it is being followed
by the less developed ones.

Regarding the opinion on the desire for “greater respect for authority” in the future,
the data show that most countries have an index over 2 points in the 2010 WVS wave,
thus, the opinion that it is a good thing still predominates, and only in four countries the
index is below 2 points (Japan, South Korea, Sweden and Taiwan), indicating a certain
predominance of the opinion that “greater authority” is a bad thing. But the comparison
with the results in the 2000 WVS wave shows that there has been an increase in that
opinion in fifteen out of forty countries (most of them more developed countries), while
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in twenty two the prevalent opinion is that it is a bad thing, and therefore they would
not like “more authority” in the future, an opinion which is characteristic of the post-
industrialization process.

If these data are taken as pointing to a trend for the near future, it may be con-
cluded that the trends in both sets of data suggest a reduction of post-materialism in the
near future, as well as an increase in desires for “greater respect for authority”. More
developed countries seem to be the vanguard in both trends, thus confirming also the
center-periphery theory [21; 23; 28], in the sense that change of values always starts
at the social centre (in this case the more developed countries) and from it is disseminated
to the social periphery (the less developed countries).

It seems appropriate to say that the 20th century was characterized by the confronta-
tion of two very important values: Freedom vs. Equality, but the 21st century will be
characterized by the confrontation between two other values: Freedom vs. Security,
so that the problem will be to know how much freedom societies are ready to give up
in order to guarantee a certain level of security. It is not a coincidence that Security
has become the fastest growing business in the world today, and not only because of
the arms race, but because of the industry of security in all realms of our life (food,
health, energy, economy, justice, finance, crime, national defence, etc.).

As a provisional corollary, and drawing still on another theoretical scheme (social
ecosystem theory [29; 30], all forms of social organization (political, economic, family,
educational, etc.) including value systems, are instruments of adaptation of human socie-
ties to their environment, and together with technology, they constitute the peculiar
and unique way that human societies use to survive in their environment (non-material
and material culture), contrary to plants and animals, whose adaptation is always me-
chanic, given by genetic heredity. Technology, especially innovations in communica-
tion and transportation would be the main producers of change, because of their effects
in expanding the environment (from the nomads' sustenance economy to the present
globalization of the economy) were men find their resources, and consequently producing
change in the material and non-material culture, especially in the forms of social or-
ganizations.

Human history demonstrates that the interaction between population and environ-
ment, through the intervening effect of technology, mainly communication and trans-
portation technology, have affected the responses produced by societies through changes
in the social organization (economic, political, educational, familial, etc.) and values
systems. This suggests that maybe we are at the point of a great change that may affect
the present model of economic organization (capitalism, and especially financial capi-
talism) and the present model of political organization (parliamentary democracy).
Not having a crystal ball it is difficult to predict what will be the new models, though
it is well known that through human history these two models have changed many times,
and that it would be very unusual that they will perpetuate forever when the other
three elements of the social ecosystem have changed so much in the past decades (po-
pulation, environment and technology). Therefore, present insecurity might also be a re-
sult of the objective and subjective perception that the two main social organizations:
the economy and the polity are changing dramatically, without our knowing where
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the world is heading to. It is quite obvious that peoples that lived through the Indu-
strialization or the Enlightenment were not conscious that they were living such huge
societal changes [16].

The main hypothesis sustained here is that values change because of the levels of
security in society, both personal and economic security. Thus, following Inglehart,
there was a change in attaining higher security levels after the end of World War II.
But as security levels declined more recently, values are changing again, and the data
of WVS-2005 and even more those of WVS-2010 seem to provide evidence of this
new change, actually a reversal towards less post-materialist values and greater desire
for authority.

However, it seems necessary to argue why the former security levels have de-
clined since, more or less, the beginning of the 21st century. Power exists and is a ne-
cessary function in all societies. One can distinguish between economic power, that
regulates the production and distribution of resources, and political power, that regu-
lates social relations through normative systems. Through human history, these two
powers have cooperated or, at times, have confronted each other. In any case, both
powers have adopted a multiplicity of forms to adapt to societal changes. Very recently,
however, one has witnessed more and more clearly a differentiation between financial
and economic powers. During industrial capitalism economic power (that is, firms,
companies) had control over banks (the financial power), but as financial capitalism
has grown, financial power has acquired the control of economic power. Globalization
has favoured the growth of financial power, because it is not real but virtual, and because
it has no need to be attached to a territory, and therefore linked to any political power
(which is generally linked to a territory). Financial power is therefore much more free
from the power of any polity; it is in fact the only globalized power, while economic
power is more linked to a territory, and therefore more subject to a political organiza-
tion, to a particular government. While financial power is globalized, political power
is fragmented into more than 200 so called, “sovereign states” [13]. The present situation
may be characterized by a more or less open confrontation between financial power
and political power to decide who controls who, and the confrontation seems to have
one winner. But why should this process have an effect on the security of individuals
and societies?

The logic of financial power, because it is globalized, is to maximize benefits.
To that effect, the world is a closed system. Before globalization, there were a variety
of interacting systems, but after globalization the world is more and more only one
system. Globalization means, among many other things, that the two separate parts
that were different, as they merge into one single whole, will eliminate or reduce differ-
ences between them. Two processes have followed the logic of financial power: in-
dustrial relocation and immigration. Through the first process, industries have been
relocated to territories where labour was cheaper. The process has been advantageous
to the receiving territory, but negative to the sending territory, because it creates jobs
in the former while it destroys them in the one that loses industries. Those who suffer,
mainly in the developed countries, are the workers, but there are also some gains for
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the less developed territory. A similar pattern describes the effects of migration flows.
Immigrants, in a large proportion without documentation, cannot have legal contracts,
and even if they do, they get lower wages than local workers. Unemployment among
the population of the more developed countries usually characterizes both processes,
and as a result, a reduction of economic security for the middle and working classes
in those countries, and larger benefits for investors and financial power in general,
because of cheaper labour costs.

In addition, it is possible to argue that, during the Cold War years, after World
War I, the “free market economy world” had to distribute national resources in a more
equitable way in order to avoid the “proletarian revolution” that was being exported
and supported (even through the threat of nuclear missiles) from the “state planned eco-
nomy world”. That took place especially during the decades of the 1960°s and 1970’s,
and one of its main consequences was the consumption revolution, the expansion of
the welfare state, and the enlargement of middle classes and, consequently, the reduction
of economic and social differences in the more developed world. However, once the
German Wall fell down in 1989, the fear for the “exported proletarian revolution” was
very much reduced, for which reason financial capitalism was not forced any more to
distribute resources better. Domestic anti-system movements are much more local and
do not have the support of one of the two world powers. And economic and social dif-
ferences began to increase since the 90's, until the present situation after the financial
crisis of 2007. As social and economic differences continue to increase, insecurity,
both personal and economic, also increases, social welfare benefits have been reduced
everywhere, and the middle classes are the ones paying the highest price. However, if
security decreases, values will also change, and social conflicts will increase [19].

It seems clear, on the basis of the data already examined, that values are chang-
ing, especially in the more developed societies, towards a more materialistic and au-
thoritarian orientation, because of increasing insecurity. That is why it is necessary to
have a well grounded measure of perceived (subjective) security that will allow ob-
serving the evolution of that important and decisive sentiment in future years.

MEASURING THE CONCEPT OF SECURITY

The above reflections, which 1 have developed in several publications since
more than a decade ago, are the basis for the theoretical scheme that I have developed
to do research on Security (4):

INTERNAL EXTERNAL SECURITY
SIEGIRTY OBJECTIVE SUBJECTIVE
OBJECTIVE
SUBJECTIVE

Thus, a first research in 2007 with a national representative sample of 1,200 face-
to-face interviews in Spain allowed the construction of a Synthetic Index of Subjec-
tive Security, covering internal and external security [15]. The concept of Subjective
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Security was first defined through an item measuring R’s General Self-evaluation of
their Personal Security which was used as a referent, and then 17 different dimensions
of security were explored to examine which ones seemed to best explain R's self evalua-
tion. The 17 dimensions were: 1) general satisfaction with life in general, 2) self-eva-
luation of health status, 3) perception of changes in general self-evaluation of personal
security with respect to 10 years before, and the following indexes: 4) affective security,
5) neighbourhood security, 6) perception of problems in the neighbourhood, 7) daily
fears and threats, 8) worries on health and integrity, 9) worries on external and envi-
ronmental conditions, 10) personal precautions, 11) automobile precautions, 12) house-
hold precautions, 13) access to weapons, 14) personal-family economic worries, 15) per-
sonal-social economic worries, 16) external-international threats, and 17) personal expe-
rience of victimization. Each of these dimensions was measured through several items
or indicators, which were combined to construct an index after statistical analysis of
the indicators for each dimension: frequency distributions, correlation matrix of indica-
tors, main component analysis and final construction of the index. The total number
of items to construct the indexes was 70. A similar process was followed with the 17 con-
structed indexes plus R's General Self-evaluation of their Personal Security, finalizing
with a main component analysis that is presented below.

Table 1
Main component analysis of indexes of different dimensions of security,
Spain 2007 [15]
Components
1 2 3 4 5 6

1. R’s General Self-evaluation .626 -.018 | .194 .235 .313 .021

of Personal Security
2. General satisfaction with life in general .057 -.121 | 437 -.060 | .561 .238
3. Self-evaluation of health status -.090 | -.089 |.700 178 .091 .108
4. Perception of changes in personal security .248 .408 110 437 .251 .106

with respect to 10 years before
5. Affective security .098 .103 707 .005 -.152 | -.313
6. Neighbourhood security 722 -.280 | -.055 | .061 .254 -.073
7. Problems in the neighbourhood .842 -.209 | -.094 | .051 .051 -.046
8. Daily fears and threats .828 -.169 | .065 .066 -.089 | -.075
9. Worries on health and integrity -.236 | .786 -.140 | -.031 | .059 -.032
10. Worries on external and environmental -.261 .789 -.050 | .064 -.037 | -.008

conditions
11. Personal precautions -.086 | .060 -.175 | -.813 | .097 -.080
12. Automobile precautions .023 .238 377 -.430 | -.116 | .168
13. Household precautions -.062 | .020 -.037 | .017 -.104 | .898
14. Access to weapons -.515 | -.029 | -.028 | .409 -.016 | -.188
15. Personal-family economic worries -.266 | .703 .332 -.097 | .097 -.032
16. Personal-social economic worries -.535 | .302 .103 .084 .235 .034
17. External-international threats -.075 | .758 -.003 | -.107 | -.142 | .046
18. Personal experience of victimization -.072 | -.036 |.193 -.008 | -.728 | .255

Method of extraction: Main component analysis
Rotation method: Normalization Varimax with Kaiser
Rotation converged in 14 iterations
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This analysis made it very clear that three indexes were really related to R’s
General Self-evaluation of Personal Security: the perception of security in the neigh-
bourhood of residence, the problems perceived in the neighbourhood, and the daily
personal fears and threats perceived by R. A correlation matrix confirmed that the highest
correlation coefficients were those between R’s general self-evaluation and the three
cited indexes (all above .40 and statistically significant at .01 level). The correlation co-
efficients among the three indexes were high but not tautological (between .50 and .70).

The decision was taken to construct an Index of Subjective Security based on these
three indexes. In fact, since each index was the product of a combination of different
items or indicators, several indexes were constructed on the basis of different criteria that
used different items or indicators from each dimension-index. Thus, to test the real
validity of the analysis, a total of six indexes were constructed: Security-Index-1 was
built using the two indicators with the lower correlation coefficient between them from
each one of the three dimensions, in order to obtain the least overlapping possible. It
combined, then, six such indicators. Security-Index-2 was constructed on the basis of
the two indicators with the higher and lower saturation values on the main components
analysis for each dimension-index; once more the index included six such indicators.
Security-Index-3 was constructed adding the values of all indicators in each of the three
dimensions, aggregating them in one index at the end. Security-Index-4 was constructed
adding the values of all indicators in each of the three dimensions, aggregating besides
the values of all indicators in two more dimensions: affective security and worries on
health and integrity. Insecurity-Index-1 was constructed adding the standardized values
of all indicators in the three dimensions that have been used in most indexes: neigh-
bourhood security, neighbourhood problems and daily fears. Insecurity-Index-2 was con-
structed adding the standardized values of all indicators in the three dimensions men-
tioned plus the sum of the standardized values of all indicators in five other dimensions:
worries on health and integrity, worries on external and environmental conditions, per-
sonal-family economic worries, personal-social economic worries, and external-inter-
national threats.

Table 2

Correlation coeficientes * (Pearson’s r) between security indicators among them
and with R’'s general self-evaluation of personal security, Spain 2007 [15]

R’s General Self- SEC1 SEC2 SEC3 SEC4 INSEC1 | INSEC2
evaluation of Per-
sonal Security
R’s General Self- 1 .45 .48 .49 47 -.49 -.38
evaluation of Per-
sonal Security

SECURITY 1 .45 1 .92 .94 .92 -.94 -.78
SECURITY 2 .48 .92 1 .93 .90 -.94 -.76
SECURITY 3 .49 .94 .93 1 .96 -1.00 -.81
SECURITY 4 47 .92 .90 .96 1 -.96 -.88
IN SECURITY 1 -.49 -.94 -.94 -1.00 -.96 1 .81

IN SECURITY 2 -.38 -.78 -.76 -.81 -.88 .81 1

* All correlation coefficients are significant at.01 level.
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The most interesting finding is that all six indexes, in spite of the great variation
in their construction, seem to have a very similar relationship with R's general self-eva-
luation of personal security. Only Insecurity-2 shows a correlation coefficient slightly
below .40. Furthermore, the correlation coefficients between each one of the six in-
dexes and the other five are generally above .90. The interpretation seems to be that
no matter what items or indicators are selected from the three main dimensions (Security
Indexes 1, 2 and 3), their relationship with R's general self-evaluation of personal security
is practically the same, or expressed differently, that the indicators used to measure
each dimension are interchangeable. This finding is very important in the sense that
what really matters is the dimensions, rather than the specific items-indicators used to
measure each dimension. The total number of items or indicators that were used to
measure the three basic dimensions mentioned above is only 25. This feature facilitates
validation of the Subjective Security Index in different cultures, because it allows selec-
tion of 6 of them among a total of 25, but always taking 2 items-indicators from each
one of the three dimensions. An additional validation of these findings was made through
a main component analysis of the 25 items-indicators, which produced three components,
each one of them including precisely the items-indicators that were used to measure
each dimension.

To complete this analysis, several regression models were constructed, using dif-
ferent groups of potential micro- explanatory/independent variables: socio-demographic,
social status, attitudinal/ideological, territorial, as well as social-economic structure
macro- explanatory/independent variables, to explain the Subjective Security Index as
dependent variable. The final regression model adopted used a total of 13 indepen-
dent explanatory variables including: size of place of residence, post-materialism-4
index, victimization index, four different measures of occupational structure and un-
employment, and six indexes of dimensions different from the three that were used to
calculate Security 1, 2 and 3. This regression model, that used variables not included
at all for the construction of the three cited Indexes of Security, explained 55% of the
variance in each of the three Subjective Security Indexes (1, 2 and 3). Most explana-
tory contributions were significant at the.01 level, and all of them were significant at
the .05 level.

Finally, the Subjective Security Indexes were used as predictors, as explanato-
ry/independent variables in regression models to explain variation in several depen-
dent variables, like general satisfaction with life, worries about health, environmental
worries, personal worries, access to weapons, personal-family worries and personal-
social worries, jointly with other independent variables: socio-demographic, social status,
attitudinal/ideological, territorial, as well as social-economic structure macro- expla-
natory/independent variables. In all cases, the Subjective Security Index was the best
predictor of the dependent variable.

VALIDATION OF THE SUBJECTIVE SECURITY INDEX

In 2008, a second survey was conducted in Madrid, based on a sample of 8,600
individuals, to allow territorial comparisons in the 21 city districts. Both the questionnaire
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and the methodology were similar to the ones used for the survey in Spain. Thus, every
single methodological step was replicated, in many cases separately for each one of
the 21 city districts. And the results were practically the same, with small and not sig-
nificant differences in some district because of its population composition. Besides,
however, and due to the opportunity to have city districts, one more dimension was
added: perceived dangers in the district, for which 13 items/indicators were used. A main
component analysis showed the existence of two different components, one measuring
serious dangers, and the second measuring light dangers. This new dimension seemed
to contribute to refine the construction of the Subjective Security Index.

The main conclusions derived from the two independent surveys in Spain and
Madrid may be summarized as follows:

(1) The validity and reliability of the Subjective Security Index was demonstrated,
even with different alternatives for its construction on the basis of different
items/indicators, provided they belong to the three dimensions mentioned in the
above discussion.

(2) The relationship between any of the SS’s and R’s general self-evaluation of per-
sonal security is strong in both surveys, a finding that seems to demonstrate that
an individual's feeling of personal security depends mainly from three sets of factors,
their perception of neighbourhood security, their perception of neighbourhood
problems, and their daily fears and perception of threats. The survey in Madrid also
added the perception of dangers, serious and/or light.

(3) Individual micro-variables, socio-demographic or attitudinal, explain very little
of the variation in SSI’s.

(4) On the contrary, contextual macro-variables do have a much greater predictive
power to explain variation in SSI's, both in Spain and in Madrid.

(5) To live in one region of Spain or another does not have any explanatory power in the
SSI's, but to live in one city district or another does have a great explanatory power,
a finding that suggests that it is the more immediate social environment, the neigh-
bourhood and not the wider community (the region) that really has importance on
individuals' perception of personal security or insecurity.

The 2010 WVS wave gave the opportunity to validate the Subjective Security
Index just described by accepting to include a new battery of questions that, for the
most part, replicated items from the Spanish battery, though it introduced a couple of
new items. However, as has been explained and demonstrated, the SSI can accept many
different items provided they measure the same dimensions. The questions included
in the 2010 WVS questionnaire were the following:

V165. Could you tell me how secure do you feel these days in your neighbourhood?

Very secure
Quite secure
Not very secure
Not at all secure
DK/NA -

AIWIN|=

—_
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V166. How frequently do the following things occur in your neighbourhood?

Very | Quite Not Not at all DK/NA
frequently frequently

V167. Robberies 1 2 3 4 -1
V168. Alcohol consumption in the streets 1 2 3 4 -1
V169. Police or military interfere

h . h 1 2 3 4 -1
with people’s private life
V170. Racist behaviour 1 2 3 4 -1
V171. Drug sale in streets 1 2 3 4 -1

Which of the following things have you done for reasons of security?
(multiple response)

Yes No
V172. Didn’t carry much money 1 5
V173. Preferred not to go out at night 1 5
V174. Carried a knife, gun or other weapon 1 5

V175. Have you been the victim of a crime during the past year?
V176. And what about your immediate family — has someone in your family been the victim
of a crime during the last year?

V175. Respondent V176. Family

Yes 1 1
No 5
DK/NA -1 -1

To what degree are you worried about the following situations?

Very much A good Not much | Not at all DK/NA
deal

V177. Losing my job or not finding a job 1 2 3 4 -1
V178. Not being able to give my children 1 2 3 4 -1

a good education

V179. A war involving my country 1 2 3 4 -1
V180. A terrorist attack 1 2 3 4 -1
V181. A civil war 1 2 3 4 -1
V182. Government wiretapping 1 2 3 4 -1
or reading my mail or email

Following the methodology of the Spanish surveys, a main component analysis
has been produced with all the items that derived from the questions mentioned above.
The results of this main component analysis, allowing for free number of components,
were very similar to those found in Spain. The first factor showed three items with sa-
turations over .8 (war involving my country, terrorist attack and civil war), all of them
related to national security, plus one other item more or less related to national security
(government wire-tapping) with lower saturation (.67), and two items that really refer
to personal security (losing my job and not being able to give one's children a good
education). But two of these three items had saturations over.6 and only one over .7,
high but not as high as the three related to national security. The second factor included
the five items measuring things that happened usually in their neighborhood, all with
saturations over .7. The third factor included two items measuring personal security:
not carrying much money when going out, and not going out at night, with saturations
over .8. The fourth factor included three items, one related to personal security (carrying
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weapons for reasons of security) and two measuring being the victim of a crime (res-
pondent or family member), both of which showed saturations over .7. These results
seem to suggest that respondents clearly differentiate three levels of security: personal
(that includes both the respondent and closest relatives), community (basically the neigh-
borhood or town of residence), and national (relative to national defense and security,
threats from outside the country, etc.). Thus, a new main component analysis was com-
puted asking for only three factors.

The main difference between the two main component analyses is that three items
do not seem to belong to any of the three components: carrying a weapon, and respondent
or relative being the victim of a crime. As was already noticed in the analysis of the
surveys in Spain, and is now confirmed with the WVS data, only a very small proportion
of the sample (more than 85,000 respondents in 59 countries) answers that, for reason
of security they carry a weapon (6%), or that respondent (8%) or some family member
(11%) have been the victim of a crime. Nevertheless, in spite of its very small frequency,
but because carrying a weapon measures a great level of insecurity, we have kept this
item for the construction of the Personal Security Index (PSI), as will be explained
later.

The three levels of security were therefore differentiated: personal, community
and national. The five items related to the neighborhood had similar saturation values and
were components of the second factor. The two items related to personal security had
similar saturation values and were the components of the third factor. However, the first
factor included not only the four items measuring national security, but also two factors
that measured personal security. The explanation seems to be that all six items had
similar question wording, all of them starting with “how worried are you about...”. This
would be an example of “halo effect”, in the sense that respondents probably gave a simi-
lar answer to all of them. Nevertheless, the three items more clearly related to national
security show saturation values above .7, while the others are only slightly over .6.

Table 3
Main component analysis of indexes
of different indicators of security (WVS-2010, 59 countries), 3 components
Component
1 2 3

Secure in neighbourhood -.024 | -.461 | -.320
How frequently do the following things occur in your neighborhood:
Robberies .082 .749 129
Alcohol consumed in the streets .097 711 .139
Police or military interfere with people’s private life .067 .708 -.043
Racist behavior .050 713 -.050
Drug sale in streets .069 .768 .086
Things done for reasons of security:
Didn’t carry much money .048 .021 .817
Preferred not to go out at night 126 .022 .790
Carried a knife, gun or other weapon .013 178 .207
Respondent was victim of a crime during the past year -.005 .309 273
Respondent's family was victim of a crime during last year .002 .321 .286

233



Bectuuk PYIH. Cepusi: Coyuonoeus, mait 2016, Tom 16, Ne 2

End of Table 3
Component
1 2 3

Worries:

Losing my job or not finding a job .669 .120 .061
Not being able to give one's children a good education 726 .087 .077
A war involving my country .878 | -.002 .034
A terrorist attack .876 | -.001 .040
A civil war .882 .030 .028
Government wire-tapping or reading my mail or email 674 .091 .009

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization
Rotation converged in 5 iterations

In order to gain a better knowledge of the different indicators in relation to the
general feeling of security, a new main components analysis was calculated fixing only
one component, so that items would scale themselves on the basis of their saturation
levels. This new analysis demonstrated that the higher saturations were obtained with
the six indicators of worries, those related to national security leading the scale, followed
immediately by personal worries. Lower in the scale are the indicators related to neigh-
bourhood problems, still with medium saturation levels, and even lower one finds the
indicators of things done because of security, the two indicators of victimization, and
the item on carrying weapons closing the scale.

After several statistical analyses it was decided to construct an index of percep-
tion of security for each one of the three dimensions, plus a fourth one that would
summarize the previous three, with the fewer number of items that would combine
the different dimensions of security, and would avoid as much as possible unneces-
sary redundancies. Four indexes were therefore constructed, based on the following
individual items/indicators:

¢ Personal Security Index (PSI): Preferred not to go out at night, Didn’t carry

much money, Carried a knife, gun or other weapon.

¢ Community Security Index (CSI): Drug sale in the streets, Robberies, Alcohol

consumption in the streets.

¢ National Security Index (NSI): Worry about international war, Worry about

terrorist attack, Worry about civil war.

¢ Total Security Index (TSI): Sum of Indexes of Personal (PSI), Community

(CSI) and National (NSI) Security.

Each index (PSI, CSI and NSI) can vary between 3 and 12 points in the scale,
where 3 = low security and 12 = high security. Therefore, the TSI scale can vary between
9 and 36 points.

The feeling of security in the neighbourhood is significantly and positively related
to the Total Security Index and its three component indexes, but especially to the Com-
munity Security Index, while the lowest relationship seems to be with the National Secu-
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rity Index. This was due to the wording of the question, slightly different in the WVS
questionnaire. Thus, in the Spanish questionnaires the question asked for perception
of security in general in the city or town of residence, and in the neighbourhood, so that
an index was constructed by aggregation of the two, while in the WVS question there
is an explicit focus on perception of security in the neighbourhood. As expected, the
Total Security Index shows the strongest relationships with other three indexes, since
it was constructed by aggregation of the other three.

Table 4
Correlation matrix of the feeling of security in the neighbourhood
and the four constructed indexes of security
(WVS-2010, 59 countries)
Secure in PSI Csl NSI TSI
neighbourhood

Secure 1 .209** | .412** .067** .319**
in neighbourhood

PSI .209** 1 .210** .106** .B57**
CsSl 412** .210** 1 A11% 612**
NSI .067** .106** A1 1 .690**
TSI .319** 657 | .612** .690** 1

* All correlation coefficients are significant at.01 level.

The comparison of the perception of security in the neighbourhood from the ag-
gregate data in the 2010 WVS wave with the Spanish data, based almost completely
in the same items/questions, suggests that security in most countries is mainly based
on the experiences of security in the neighbourhood, in the relatively small space in
which people develop their daily life. The data from a great number of countries dis-
criminates the three levels of security more clearly, but confirms that Community Se-
curity seems to have a greater weight on the feeling of security of individuals than the
perception of personal security, and even more than national security.

One of the main differences in the composition of the four Security indexes us-
ing the WVS data, in comparison with the Spanish data, has been the inclusion of
“carrying a knife or a weapon” for constructing the Personal Security Index (PSI). We
decided to include it as one of the three items precisely because it is an extreme measure
of personal insecurity. A person carrying a weapon certainly feels insecure. Besides,
the two other items measuring personal security (losing job and children's education)
probably suffered the halo effect, as has been suggested, because of being in the same
battery together with items measuring national security. Regional differences regarding
the frequency of “carrying a knife, gun or other weapon for reasons of security” are very
large, so that the largest percentage is observed in Anglo Saxon countries (8.6%), fol-
lowed by MENA region countries (8.1%) and Sub Saharan African countries (8.0%),
while the proportion is lower in Asia (7.4%) and East Europe and Balkan (4.0%), and
much lower in European Union countries (2.6%).
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Table 5
Means and standard deviations in the four standardized indexes of security
for the total sample and the geo-cultural regions (WVS-2010, 59 countries)
CULTURAL REGIONS 1
Personal | Community | National Total PSI CsSl NSI TSI
Security Security Security | Security
TOTAL 8.7 9.5 6.5 24.7 2.7 2.4 3.2 5.5
SAMPLE 59
Anglo Saxon 9.2 9.8 8.4 27.4 2.7 2.0 2.5 5.0
European Union 9.1 10.4 8.4 28.0 2.4 1.8 3.0 4.5
East Europe & 8.1 9.8 6.0 241 2.5 2.2 2.8 4.8
Balkans
MENA 9.5 9.6 5.5 24.4 2.8 2.5 2.9 5.5
Asia 8.1 10.1 6.4 24.7 2.7 2.0 2.9 5.2
Latin America 8.1 7.9 6.4 22.3 2.6 2.6 3.4 5.6
Sub Saharan 8.8 8.6 5.8 23.2 29 2.5 3.2 5.2
Africa

It may be seen that the perception of security in the Community is higher than
the other two indexes in the total aggregate sample, and in the seven geo-cultural regions
that have been defined for this analysis (with the exceptions of Latin America and Sub-
Saharan Africa, where Personal security is higher than Community security). The per-
ception of National security is significantly lower than Personal security for the total
sample and for the seven regions. The variance among regions is not large regarding
Personal and Community security, but it is much higher regarding National security.
Data suggests that the perception of Total security is higher in European Union and
Anglo Saxon countries, and it seems to decline respectively in Asia, MENA, East Europe
and the Balkans, Latin America and Sub Saharan African countries. But this rank-order
is different for each of the measures of perceived security. Thus, Anglo Saxon countries
show higher Personal security than European Union countries, though MENA coun-
tries rank a little higher than both; and Sub-Saharan countries show higher Personal
security than the other three regions. With respect to perceived security in the Commu-
nity, European Union and Asian countries rank significantly higher than Anglo Saxon
and East European and Balkan countries, while countries in Sub Saharan Africa and
Latin America seem to perceive the lowest Community security. And, regarding the per-
ception of National security, European Union and Anglo Saxon countries have higher
perceptions than the rest, but Sub Saharan African and MENA countries show the
lower perceptions of National security. The values of the different standard deviations
are not high in any case, and very similar in all cases.

SECURITY IN THE INTERNATIONAL
COMPARATIVE PERSPECTIVE

In Table 6, countries have been rank-ordered in each of the four indexes of security.
Some countries have been omitted because they did not ask some of the items that
where necessary to construct some of the four indexes. In most countries, Community
security is higher than Personal or National security, but only in two countries perceived
National security seems to be higher than the other two indexes: Argentina and Sweden.
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And in 17 countries Personal security is the highest perceived security: Algeria, Australia,
Brazil, Ecuador, Palestine, Ghana, Jordan, Lebanon, Mexico, Philippines, Qatar, Rwanda,
South Africa, Spain, Tunisia, Egypt and Uruguay. It is impossible to make an interpreta-
tion of each individual country in this paper, something that would require, in addition
to other facts, taking into consideration the socio-economic-political context at the time
when data were collected in each particular country. Nevertheless, it seems that the
analysis by geo-cultural regions gives some good insight that in general is supported
by individual country data.

With respect to Personal Security, it must be underlined that among the ten
countries that have the highest PSI six are from the MENA region, two from Sub-
Saharan Africa, one from Asia and the other one from the European Union. This fact
suggests that either the less developed countries enjoy higher day to day security, or
that they are used to a high insecurity and therefore are not conscious of it. When we
conduct an analysis of Objective Security based on statistical indicators (i.e., crime
rates, etc.) it will be possible to find out the explanation. It is not surprising, on the
other hand, to see that Mexico and Brazil occupy ranks 53 and 52 out of 59 countries
regarding Personal Security, when one takes into account the news about violent deaths
and all kinds of violence affecting the population at large in those two countries. The
same seems to be the case also in China, Pakistan, Malaysia and Thailand, for differ-
ent reasons (political unrest and demonstrations, etc.). The data also suggest a great
deal of variation among countries within each geo-cultural world region. Thus, it is re-
markable the great difference observed between Spain (rank 3) and The Netherlands
(rank 42) in subjective Personal Security. One may ask whether the differences are
real or they depend on the levels of insecurity that individuals in the two countries are
ready to accept in order to consider themselves secure or insecure. This is always the
problem with subjective indicators, and that is also the reason why the two levels of
security, subjective and objective, must be investigated and compared.

Brazil and Mexico are again the two countries where perceived Security in the
Community is lowest; they occupy the last two positions in the ranking, followed by
South Africa, Ecuador and Egypt. It is certainly noteworthy that eight Latin American
countries are among the fifteen with the lowest perceived security in the Community.
And it is also not surprising that Anglo Saxon and European Union countries are among
the countries with higher perceived National and Defence Security, while less devel-
oped countries constitute the majority of countries at the bottom of the ranking, showing
low perceived National and Defence security. Once more, the comparison between
objective and subjective security regarding National and Defence security will be most
interesting and illustrative.

Finally, since the Total Index of Security has been computed by aggregation of
the other three, it reflects the combined effect of the three indicators. The top countries
in the ranking are mainly countries from the more developed regions (Anglo Saxon
and European Union), while the bottom of the ranking includes most of the less de-
veloped countries, though, as already said, there are great differences among coun-
tries within each world geo-cultural region (i. e., Singapore vs. Malaysia and Philip-
pines in Asia).
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Table 6
Ranking of countries according to the four standardized indexes of security
(WVS-2010, 59 countries) (5)
Rank PERSONAL COMMUNITY SECURITY NATIONAL TOTAL SECURITY
SECURITY SECURITY
1 Qatar 11,3 | Uzbekistan 11,2 | Netherlands 10,3 | Sweden 29,5
2 |Jordan 10,9 | China 11,1 | Sweden 10,2 | Germany 29,4
3 Spain 10,6 | Azerbaijan 11,1 | New Zealand 9,4 |Singapore 29,1
4 Palestine 10,4 | Singapore 11,0 [ Germany 9,1 Netherlands 28,8
5 |Yemen 10,4 | Slovenia 11,0 |Argentina 8,9 Slovenia 28,4
6 Tunisia 10,4 |Yemen 10,9 |Australia 8,7 New Zealand 28,4
7 Rwanda 10,3 |Japan 10,9 [Slovenia 8,5 |Australia 28,3
8 Kuwait 10,2 | Cyprus 10,8 |[Hong Kong 8,4 |Uzbekistan 28,0
9 |[Ghana 10,1 | Germany 10,8 |Uzbekistan 8,1 Spain 28,0
10 Singapore 9,9 |Armenia 10,7 | Chile 8,1 Jordan 28,0
11 Cyprus 9,9 Netherlands 10,6 |Singapore 8,0 Cyprus 28,0
12 Australia 9,8 Taiwan 10,6 |Trinidad & 7,9 Palestine 27,6
Tobago
13 |Armenia 9,8 | Turkey 10,5 |United 7,9 | Romania 26,7
States
14 Romania 9,8 Kuwait 10,5 |[Uruguay 7,8 | United States 26,6
15 | Turkey 9,6 |Poland 10,5 |Poland 7,7 | Turkey 26,3
16 Sweden 9,4 Palestine 10,4 |Estonia 7,4 | Poland 26,2
17 Germany 9,4 Iraq 10,3 | China 7,4 Hong Kong 26,1
18 Iraq 9,4 | South Korea 10,2 | South Africa 7,4 | China 25,9
19 Lebanon 9,1 Malaysia 10,2 | Spain 7,3 South Korea 25,8
20 New 9,1 Romania 10,1 Jordan 7,2 Argentina 25,6
Zealand
21 Uruguay 9,1 Thailand 10,1 | Cyprus 7,1 Yemen 25,5
22 Algeria 9,0 Spain 10,0 | Thailand 6,9 Iraq 25,5
23 Slovenia 8,8 United States 10,0 |Morocco 6,9 | Uruguay 25,2
24 Morocco 8,8 Jordan 9,9 South Korea 6,9 |Taiwan 25,1
25 |Argentina 8,8 |Sweden 9,8 |Palestine 6,9 | Trinidad & 24,9
Tobago
26 United 8,7 Hong Kong 9,7 India 6,8 Armenia 24,8
States
27 | South Korea 8,7 |Libya 9,7 |Romania 6,8 | Estonia 24,8
28 Uzbekistan 8,5 |Australia 9,7 Belarus 6,6 | Chile 24,7
29 South Africa 8,5 Rwanda 9,7 | Taiwan 6,5 Morocco 24,5
30 Ecuador 8,5 Estonia 9,6 Brazil 6,3 | Azerbaijan 24,4
31 Trinidad & 8,3 | Tunisia 9,6 Ukraine 6,2 Belarus 24,3
Tobago
32 Philippines 8,2 New Zealand 9,5 Russia 6,2 Thailand 24,2
33 India 8,2 Nigeria 9,5 |Turkey 6,2 |Ghana 23,9
34 Chile 8,2 Belarus 9,4 | Zimbabwe 6,1 Rwanda 23,6
35 Hong Kong 8,2 Kyrgyzstan 9,3 Pakistan 6,0 |Lebanon 23,5
36 Colombia 8,1 Pakistan 9,2 Lebanon 5,8 South Africa 23,5
37 Poland 8,1 Kazakhstan 9,1 Kazakhstan 5,8 |[Tunisia 23,4
38 Belarus 8,0 Ukraine 9,1 Iraq 5,7 India 23,4
39 |Russia 8,0 |Ghana 9,1 Azerbaijan 5,5 |Ukraine 22,9
40 Peru 8,0 Morocco 8,9 Ecuador 5,5 | Nigeria 22,6
41 Taiwan 8,0 Trinidad & 8,7 Nigeria 5,5 Kazakhstan 22,4
Tobago
42 Netherlands 7,9 | Zimbabwe 8,6 Peru 5,3 Pakistan 22,4
43 Estonia 7,9 Peru 8,5 |Japan 5,2 |Russia 22,4
44 Egypt 7,9 Lebanon 8,5 |Algeria 5,2 Kyrgyzstan 22,3
45 | Azerbaijan 7,8 India 8,5 Kyrgyzstan 5,2 |Algeria 22,2
46 Kyrgyzstan 7,8 | Colombia 8,4 Egypt 5,0 |Zimbabwe 22,0
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End of Table 6
Rank PERSONAL COMMUNITY SECURITY NATIONAL TOTAL SECURITY
SECURITY SECURITY

47 Zimbabwe 7,7 Chile 8,4 Philippines 5,0 Libya 22,0
48 Libya 7,7 | Uruguay 8,3 |Ghana 4,7 | Peru 21,8
49 Nigeria 7,7 Philippines 8,1 Libya 4,6 Ecuador 21,7
50 Ukraine 7,7 Russia 8,1 Mexico 4.4 Philippines 21,4
51 Kazakhstan 7,6 Algeria 8,0 Armenia 4,3 Malaysia 21,2
52 Brazil 7,6 Argentina 7,9 |Yemen 4,2 Brazil 21,0
53 Mexico 7,6 | Egypt 7,8 | Malaysia 41 Egypt 20,7
54 China 7,4 Ecuador 7,7 Rwanda 3,4 Mexico 19,2
55 Pakistan 7,2 South Africa 7,6 | Tunisia 3,3 | Colombia

56 Malaysia 7,0 Mexico 7,2 | Colombia Japan

57 Thailand 7,0 Brazil 7,1 Kuwait Kuwait

58 Japan Qatar Qatar Qatar

THE EXPLANATION OF SUBJECTIVE SECURITY

So far, we have attempted to describe the subjective perception of security in
four levels and in 59 countries grouped into seven geo-cultural world regions. We have
also attempted to explain what leads to perceive more or less security in the different
countries and world geo-cultural regions. To that effect, regression linear models
have been computed with different sets of explanatory (independent) variables. Three
sets of explanatory variables have been used: socio-demographic, attitudinal, and de-
fence and national. A fourth set of variables was used, composed of 16 variables ex-
tracted from the three previous sets that seemed to show strongest explanatory power.
In Table 7 the summary of standardized beta coefficients to explain Total Security for
the total sample of 59 countries are presented and using the fourth regression model
composed of the strongest 16 predictors in the models based on socio-demographic,
attitudinal and national defence independent variables.

It may be observed that this set of variables explains 13% of the total variance of
the National Security Index and 10% of the Total Security Index, but only 4% and 1%
of the Community and the Personal Security Indexes. Most independent variables
show a statistically significant contribution (at least .01 level) to the explanation of
the variance in each of the four indexes, but that is due mainly to the large number of
cases (more than 85,000 in the analysis). However, as already mentioned, the largest
proportion of the variance explained is only 13% for the National and Defence Index.

Table 7
Summary of standardized beta coefficients from regression model
to explain security indexes for the total sample
PSI Csl NSI TSI
Adjusted R® = .013 .045 .127 .103
Feeling of happiness .000 .000 -.043** -.029**
R Family savings .040** .030** .025** .040**
Social class (subjective) -.002 .066** .029** .045**
Future changes: Greater respect for authority -.014** -.030** —-.046** -.051**
Self positioning in political scale -.012** -.006 -.021** -.020**
Confidence: The armed forces -.015** .030** -.033** -.011
Confidence: The police .061** .109** .038** .100**
How important is God in your life -.067** —.083** -.213** —.206**
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End of Table 7

‘ PSI ‘ csl NSI TSI
Satisfaction with financial situation of household -.008 .025** .040** .032**
Information index -.028** —-.055** .021** —-.022**
Post-materialist index (4-item) .010 —.061** .065** .009
Social Position -6 .010 .059** .045** .060**
Willingness to fight for your country -.018** .009 -.074** —-.054**
Interest in politics .027** .007 -.014** .013**
Ho_w democratically is this country 011 014** 082** 059**
being governed today
How proud of nationality -.020** .007 .100** .049**

** Significant at.01 level.

A more detailed analysis of the data shows that there are only two cases where
the percent of the variance explained by this set of 16 variables is greater (6), the TSI
in Anglo Saxon countries (14%) and the NSI in European Union countries (14%). The
analysis of all the regression models that have been computed can be summarized as
follows.

1. The regression model that used 16 selected variables (supposedly with strongest
explanatory power) seems to be better than the separate models that used socio-demo-
graphic, attitudinal or national-defence variables for the explanation of the variance in
each of the four indexes of security. Thus, comparing always the adjusted R* within
the same geo-cultural region and Security Index, it may be observed that, out of 112
adjusted R? only in 13 cases the proportion of the variance explained by the model us-
ing 16 combined variables is lower than that explained by some of the other three re-
gression models.

2. The regression model using the 16 combined explanatory variables seems to
explain better the National Security Index than the other three (TSI, PSI and CSI).
This is true in five of the seven geo-cultural regions. Only in Anglo Saxon countries
the set of 16 variables explains a greater proportion of the variance in the Personal Securi-
ty Index (14% vs. 12%), and in East European and Balkan countries it explains a greater
proportion of the variance in the Community Security Index (13% vs. 7%).

3. The results in Table 7 also suggest that confidence in the police and importance
of God in one's life seem to be the most important variables in explaining the variance
in the four indexes, indicating that the greater the confidence in the police the greater
subjective security, and that the less importance of God in one's life, the greater per-
ception of security. Though this is true for the TSI, PSI and CSI, there are differences
regarding the National Security Index. Thus, importance of God in one's life is the va-
riable with the strongest (and negative) explanatory power of the variance, but national
pride is the second strongest variable, so that those who feel proud of their nationality
feel more secure at the National level. Those who think that their country is democrati-
cally governed feel also more secure. But those who are willing to fight to defend the
country feel less secure at the National level than those who are not willing to fight
(precisely that may be the reason for willing to fight to defend the country, because
they don't think the Nation is secure) (7).
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4. However, there are large differences when comparing geo-cultural regions, al-
ways regarding the explanation of Total Security Index. Thus, each geo-cultural re-
gion seems to have its own and unique pattern of explanation for its Total Security. In
Anglo Saxon countries Total Security is negatively related to importance of God in
one's life and positively related to subjective social class. In European Union coun-
tries, a positive evaluation of how democratically the country is being governed today is
positively related to Total Security, but Importance of God in one's life is negatively
related to TSI. In East European and Balkan countries, the less interested in politics
and the less exposed to information show higher Total Security. In MENA region
countries the less exposed to information and the ones that evaluate positively how
their country is governed show higher Total Security. In Asian countries importance of
God in one's life and exposure to information are negatively related to Total Security.
In Latin American countries, importance of God in one's life is negatively related to
Total Security, but confidence in the police is positively related. In Sub-Saharan Afri-
can countries, positive evaluation of how democratically the country is being governed
is positively related to Total Security, but exposure to information is negatively related.

5. Taking into account the two most important explanatory variables for Total Secu-
rity in the seven geo-cultural regions, it seems that Importance of God in one’s life
and Exposure to information are the ones that appear more frequently, both with a nega-
tive relation.

6. It doesn’t seem to need verification that, if so much variation is found when
comparing the seven geo-cultural regions, much more variation is found when comparing
the 59 countries individually, and much more variation is found when comparing the
explanatory power of the 16 variables for each of the other three Security Indexes
(Personal, Community and National). Of course, it would be impossible to analyze all
these differences in this paper.

7. Table 7 provides information on how each one of the 16 predictors in the re-
gression model contributes to the explanation of each one of the four Security Indexes
for the total sample of 59 countries. Thus, regarding the explanation of Personal Se-
curity, it seems that importance of God in one's life (negatively related), confidence in
the police, family savings, exposure to information (negatively) and interest in poli-
tics are the variables that contribute more to the explanation of its variance. However,
it must be remembered that the model explains only 1.3% of the variance in PSI. The
model explains a greater proportion of the variance in Anglo Saxon countries (6%),
and the least in Asian countries (1%). Besides, six variables do not contribute signifi-
cantly to the explanation of the variance: feeling of happiness, subjective social class,
satisfaction with financial situation of the household, post-materialistic values (8), so-
cial position (9), and evaluation of how democratically this country is being governed
today. However, there are significant differences among the seven regions. Taking in-
to account the two variables with the strongest contribution to the explanation of the
variance in each of the seven regions it may be seen that importance of God in one's
life is mentioned negatively in three (Anglo Saxon, Latin American and Sub-Saharan
Africa), confidence in the police, exposure to information (negatively), social posi-
tion, and evaluation of how democratically the country is governed today, are men-
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tioned among the two strongest in two regions, and family savings (negatively), greater
respect for authority in the future (negatively), and post-materialist values (negatively)
in one region.

8. With respect to Community Security we have already mentioned (see Table 7)
that confidence in the police, importance of God in one's life (negatively), subjective
social class, post-materialist values (negatively) and social position are the variables
that contribute more to the explanation of its variance in the total sample of 59 coun-
tries. However, feeling of happiness, self-positioning in the political scale, willingness
to fight for country, interest in politics and national pride do not contribute signifi-
cantly to the explanation of its variance. And the model explains 4.0% of the variance.
The model explains a greater proportion of the variance in East European and Balkan
countries (13%) and the least in Latin American countries (3%). Taking into account
the two variables with the strongest contribution to the explanation of the variance in
each of the seven regions it may be seen that importance of God in one's life is men-
tioned in three regions (only positively in East European and Balkan countries), and
exposure to information is also mentioned in three regions (negatively in all three).
Social class, confidence in the police and satisfaction with financial situation of the
household are mentioned in two regions each, and interest in politics (negatively),
evaluation of how democratically the country is governed, and national pride (nega-
tively) are mentioned in one region each.

9. Regarding National Security it has been said (Table 7) that importance of God
in one's life (negatively), national pride, willingness to fight for country (negatively)
and interest in politics (negatively), are the variables that contribute more to the explana-
tion of its variance in the total sample of 59 countries. In this case the 16 variables
contribute significantly to the explanation of the variance, and jointly they explain 13%
of it, though the greater proportion explained is in European Union countries (14%),
and the least in Sub-Saharan African countries (7%). Taking into account the two va-
riables with the strongest contribution to the explanation of the variance in each of the
seven regions it may be seen that importance of God in one's life is one of the two
strongest predictors in five of the seven regions (negatively), desire for greater respect
for authority in the future (negatively), exposure to information (negatively), evalua-
tion of how democratically is the country governed today and national pride are among
the two strongest in two regions each, and interest in politics (negatively) is also
present in one region.

10. Finally, Table 7 shows that Total Security is explained in the total sample of
59 countries mainly by importance of God in one's life (negatively) and confidence in
the police. Besides, other variables contributing significantly to the explanation of its
variance are social position, evaluation of how democratically is the country governed
today and willingness to fight for country (negatively). But confidence in the armed
forces and post-materialist values do not contribute significantly to the explanation of
its variance. And the model explains 10% of the variance in the total sample of 59 coun-
tries. The model explains a greater proportion of the variance in Anglo Saxon and Asian
regions (14% and 11% respectively), and the least in Sub-Saharan African region
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(3%). Taking into account the two variables with the strongest contribution to the ex-
planation of the variance in each of the seven regions it may be seen that importance
of God in one's life and exposure to information (both negatively related) are in four
regions among the two variables that contribute more to the explanation of the variance
in Total Security. Evaluation of how democratically is the country governed today is
among the two in three regions. And subjective social class, confidence in the police and
interest in politics (negatively) are present in one region each.

CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION

Security has become a key value in present societies around the world because of
the general change in values since the final years of the 20th century, characterized by
a certain return towards more materialistic values, because of a general reduction of
personal and economic security, which has accompanied globalization. Increase in in-
security was foreseen from two different but complementary theoretical frameworks.
The data from the WVS 2010-14 wave, which includes 59 countries and a total of
more than 85,000 interviews, has allowed replication of several surveys in Spain
in 2007—08, including the batteries of items to measure different dimensions of security
(personal, community and national). Countries were grouped into seven geo-cultural
world regions, so that these regions have been used as units of analysis. The change
in values has implied not only a reduction of post-materialist values, but also an increase
in desires for greater authority in the future, particularly in more developed societies,
as “centre” countries from which the change will be transmitted to “periphery” (less
developed) countries.

Following previous research, four indexes of security have been computed (per-
sonal, community, national and total), each one based on three items, except the total
security index, based on the aggregate values of the other three. A summary of the ten
more secure and the 10 less secure countries based on the four indexes of perceived
or subjective security is as follows: Six of the ten countries with higher Personal secu-
rity are from the MENA region (Qatar, Jordan, Palestine, Yemen, Tunisia and Ku-
wait), two from Sub-Saharan Africa (Rwanda and Ghana), one from Asia (Singapore)
and one from European Union (Spain). But four of the ten countries with the lower
PSI are from Asia (Thailand, Malaysia, Pakistan and China), two from Latin America
(Mexico and Brazil) and two from East European and Balkan (Kazakhstan and
Ukraine), one from Sub-Saharan Africa (Nigeria) and one from the MENA region
(Libya).

With respect to Community security, among the ten more secure countries three
are from each of the three following regions: East European and Balkan, Asia and Eu-
ropean Union (Uzbekistan, Azerbaijan and Armenia; China, Singapore and Japan;
Slovenia, Cyprus and Germany), and one from the MENA region (Yemen). And among
the ten countries with lower perceived CSI five are from Latin America (Brazil,
Mexico, Ecuador, Argentina and Uruguay), two from the MENA region (Egypt and
Algeria), and one each from Asia (Philippines), East Europe and Balkans (Russia),
and Sub-Saharan Africa (South Africa).
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Regarding National security, among the ten more secure countries four are from
the European Union (Netherlands, Sweden, Germany and Slovenia), two each from
Anglo Saxon countries and Latin America (New Zealand and Australia; Argentina
and Chile), and one each from Asia (Hong Kong) and East Europe and Balkans (Uz-
bekistan). And among the ten countries with lower NSI four are from the MENA re-
gion (Tunisia, Yemen, Libya and Egypt), two each from Asia and Sub-Saharan Africa
(Malaysia and Philippines; Rwanda and Ghana), and one each from East Europe and
Balkans (Armenia) and from Latin America (Mexico).

Finally, with respect to the Total security, among the ten more secure countries
five are from European Union (Sweden, Germany, Netherlands, Slovenia and Spain),
two from Anglo Saxon countries (New Zealand and Australia), and one each from
Asia (Singapore), East Europe and Balkans (Uzbekistan), and MENA region (Jordan).
And among the ten countries with lower Total security, four are from Latin America
(Mexico, Brazil, Ecuador and Peru), three from the MENA region (Egypt, Libya and
Algeria), two from Asia (Malaysia and Philippines) and one from Sub-Saharan Africa
(Zimbabwe).

As might be expected, and has been verified with the data from the sixth wave of
the WVS, developed countries seem to feel subjectively more secure than less devel-
oped countries, but variation among countries within the same world geo-cultural re-
gion is very wide.

This paper has focused not only on the description of differences in the values of
security in the mentioned three dimensions (plus one more measure of total security,
built through the sum of other three), but it attempts to search for the variables that
better explain differences in the indexes of security. On the basis of three sets of va-
riables used to explain the four indexes of security (socio-demographic, attitudinal,
national defence and a combination of the previous three) it was found that the com-
bined set seems to be the most robust to explain four indexes of security, but no re-
gression model explains more than 14% of the variance.

The two variables that seem to explain a greater proportion of the variance in the
four levels of security (personal, community, national and total) are the importance of
God in one's life and confidence in the police, implying that people who do not attach
importance to God in their lives and who trust the police perceive in general more
personal security, more security in the community where they live, more national se-
curity and more total security (10). However, in the case of the explanation of the va-
riance in National Security, national pride and willingness to fight for country show
greater explanatory power than confidence in the police. Thus, those who are proud
of their country and those not willing to fight for their country in case of war seem to
feel more secure at the National level than those who feel insecure (11). In general it
can be concluded that the same set of 16 independent variables explains more of the
variance in National Security than in Community or Personal security. In general too,
national and defence variables explain a greater proportion of the variance than attitu-
dinal or socio-demographic variables, something common to all world regions and to
all countries.
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It must be underlined that exposure to information usually leads to less, and not
to more, perception of security. In fact, it is evident in most countries and with respect
to the four indexes of security, that those individuals who are more exposed to media
perceive less security than those who are less exposed to media. This is a very impor-
tant finding that deserves more research, given the growing importance of media con-
sumption in all societies. The first analysis of TV news programs in Spain shows that
the great majority of news conveys messages that have a negative content with respect
to security, which would explain why people more exposed to media (mainly TV)
feel less secure. Another important finding is that there is a great variation in the levels
of four types of security, among the seven geo-cultural world regions, and among the
countries within a region. This implies that the country continues to be the most im-
portant unit of analysis in international comparisons. A second major finding is that
the variables used to explain subjective security in any of the four levels cannot really
explain an important proportion of the variance (14% seems to be the highest). And
this finding supports the idea that to explain perception of security one needs not only
subjective measures, but also objective measures, like crime rates, proportion of the
PIB devoted to defence, personnel in the armed forces and other security institutions,
social and political conflicts, etc. Indicators for these objective measures are more dif-
ficult to obtain, but previous research in Spain has suggested that macro-variables
(properties of countries rather than of individuals) have more explanatory power than
individual properties as the ones deriving from social surveys, as is here the case.

NOTES

(1) World Values Survey is an international comparative research project on social and cultural
values. It has conducted 6 waves since 1981, including a total of more than 100 countries and
about half a million personal interviews (www.worldvaluessurvey.org).

(2) Post-materialist values have been measured through the 4 items scale developed by Inglehart,
in which 1 = materialist values, 2 = mixed values and 3 = post-materialist values.

(3) The distribution of countries by geo-cultural regions is as follows: Anglo Saxon (Australia,
New Zealand and United States), European Union (Cyprus, Estonia, Germany, Netherlands,
Poland, Romania, Slovenia, and Spain.

(4) T was not the only one, not even the first one, to differentiate between internal and external
security, and between subjective and objective security. Without an specific focus on objective
security, the other three terms were already used by Christian Haerpfer in several papers writ-
ten after the fall of the Berlin Wall and the dissolution of the former Soviet Union [25—27].

(5) Bahrain has been excluded because it did not have data to compute the indexes of security.
Japan was excluded from the PSI; Qatar was excluded from the CSI; Colombia, Kuwait and
Qatar were excluded from the NSI; and Colombia, Japan, Kuwait and Qatar were excluded
from the TSI, in all cases because they lacked data for some of the items needed for the com-
putation of the specific index of security.

(6) It must be said that the fourth set of variables always explains a greater percent of the variance
in any index and geo-cultural region than the variance explained separately by the models
based on socio-demographic, attitudinal or national-defence variables.

(7) In fact, it is possible that the relationship is the reverse, that is, respondents who feel unsecure
probably are more willing to defend their country, and they also tend to give more importance
to God in their lives.
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(8) This index is based on the 4 items scale as defined by Inglehart [34].
(9) This index was created by J. Galtung and redefined by J. Diez-Nicolas [11].
(10) As has been said before, the relationship might be reversed in the sense that people who do
not feel secure tends to give more importance to God in their lives.
(11) Probably the relationship is reversed, that is, people who do not feel secure is more willing to
fight to defend their country.
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TPAKTOBKU MNOHATUA «BESOMNACHOCTb»:
MEXAYHAPOOHbIA CONOCTABUTEJIbHbIA KOHTEKCT*

Juac Hukomaac X.

VYuusepcutet EBponsl B Manpune
Bunnasucvoza oe Odon, 28670, Maopuo

ABTOp paccMaTpuBacT O€30aCHOCTh KaK KIIOYEBYIO LIEHHOCTb JUIS BCEX COBPEMEHHBIX TUIIOB 00-
LIECTB, YTO OOBSCHAETCS PAJMKAIbHBIM H3MEHEHUEM LIEHHOCTHOM CHCTEMBI ¢ KOHIa XX B., CyTh KOTOPOM
COCTOUT B ONPEJICICHHOM BO3POXK/ICHUH MATEPHAIMCTUYECKHIX IIEHHOCTEH U CHIKEHUH YPOBHS JIMYHOM
1 5KOHOMUYECKOHN 0€30I1acCHOCTH MOJ, BO3JCHCTBHEM IIobanu3anun. B cTaThe mpencTaBieHsl ABE pas-
JIMYHBIC, HO B3aMMOJIOTIONHSIOIINE KOHIETITYa bHBIC MOJIEIH COIMOJIOTMYECKOTO aHamm3a mpobieM 6e30-
nacHocTy. [lepBast ohopmiach B koHIe 1970-X IT. B OTBET Ha Ype3MEPHBIH CONMATBHBIA ONTUMU3M, TIO-
POKICHHBIN BHICOKMM YPOBHEM M TEMIIAMH SKOHOMHUYECKOTO PA3BHUTHS B MPEIbIIyIINE AecATHICTHS. B
pamMKax 3TOW MOJENH aBTOp TPyHIHUpYeT 59 cTpaH B CeMb I'e€OKYJIbTYPHBIX MHPOBBIX PETHOHOB, TIIE
LIEHHOCTHBIE M3MEHEHUs COCTOSUTH HE TOJIbKO B COKpAILCHUH MOCTMATEPUATUCTUYECKUX MPENOUTCHUI,
HO W B BO3pacTaHWU 3aMHTEPECOBAHHOCTH B OOJBIIEM COIHMAILHOM KOHTPOJIE, OCOOCHHO B Pa3BHTHIX
cTpaHax. Bropas koHIenTyanbHas MOJENb ONpenesieT Bee (POpMBI COIHAIBHON OpraHM3amiy (IIOJTH-
TUYECKHE, SKOHOMUUECKHE, CeMEITHbIe, 00pa30BaTeNIbHbIC U TIP.), BKITIOYAs [ICHHOCTHBIC CHCTEMBI KaK
HMHCTPYMEHTBI aJjalTalluy OOIIECTBA K CBOEMY OKpY»keHHI0. COOTBETCTBEHHO, 3/16Ch OCHOBHAs THIIOTE3a
COCTOUT B TOM, YTO IICHHOCTH MEHSIOTCS IO/ BJIMSHHEM YPOBHS 0€30MaCHOCTH — W JINYHOM, U 9KOHO-
MHYECKOI — ¥ B CJIydae ero BO3pacTaHus, M B CUTYalllu €ro MaJieHus. ABTOpP paccMaTpHUBaeT Ha Teo-
PETHYECKOM U SMIHMPHYECKOM YPOBHSX YEThIpE MHIEKCA O€30MaCHOCTH — JIMYHBIN, TPYIIIOBOM, TOCY-
JTAPCTBEHHBIA U TI00a bHbINA. COTIacHO pe3yabTaTaM eBpPOIEHCKUX OMPOCOB OOMECTBEHHOTO MHEHHS,
pa3BUTHIC CTPaHBl YyBCTBYIOT ceOsi B OOJbIIeH CyOBEKTHBHOW OE30MACHOCTH, YeM Pa3BHBAIOIIUECS
CTpaHbl, OJTHAKO JAKE BHYTPH KaxJIOT'0 I€OKYyJIbTYPHOIO PETHOHA HAOIIOAAI0TCS CEPbE3HBIE Pa3INyUsl.
Ha 6a3e Tpex rpymm nepeMeHHBIX, OOBEIMHCHHBIX B YeTHIpEe MHACKCAa OE30MacHOCTH (COIHMAIbHO-IEeMO-
rpacgideckre, yCTaHOBOUHBIE, TOCOE30IIACHOCTH M KOMOHMHAIIMN BCEX TPEeX), aBTOp ITOKA3BIBAET, UTO
HAWOONBIIAM OOBSICHUTENFHBIM MOTCHIIMAIOM IO OTHOIICHUIO KO BCEM YEThIpeM WHJCKcaM Oe3omac-
HOCTH 00JTaJiaeT KOMOMHUPOBAHHBIH Ha0Op mepeMeHHbIX. OTHAKO CIeyeT MOMHHUTE O CEPhe3HBIX pa3-
JIMYUSIX YETHIPEX THIIOB 0E30IMaCHOCTH — KaK MEXKIY CEMBIO I€OKYJIbTYPHBIMU PETHOHAMH, TaK U MEXKIY
CTpaHaMH BHYTPH KaXJIOTO W3 HUX. DTO O3HAYaeT, YTO MMEHHO CTPaHa/TOCYIapcTBO OcTaeTcs Hanboree
Ba)XHOW CIMHUIICH aHaN3a B JIOOBIX MEKCTPAHOBBIX COMOCTABIICHUSX, KOTOPHIC, B CBOIO OYCPEIlb,
JTOJKHBI OCHOBBIBAThCA M HA CYOBEKTHBHOM, U Ha OObEKTUBHOM M3MEPEHUSIX OE30MaCHOCTH.

KaoueBble ciaoBa: 6€30MacHOCT, MATEPUATHCTHICCKHE IIEHHOCTH; MOCTMATEPUATHCTHICCKUC
IIEHHOCTH; T€OKYJIbTYPHBIC PETHOHBI MUpA; CYOBbEKTUBHOE M OOBEKTHBHOE M3MEPEHHsI OC30MaCHOCTH;
MHJIICKCHI 0E€30TIaCHOCTH; JINYHAs 0€30MacHOCTh; TPYIIIOBas OE30MacHOCTh; TOCYIapCTBEHHAs Oe30mac-
HOCTb; TNI00aIbHas 0C30I1aCHOCTb.

BE3OMNACHOCTb KAK KJTKOHYEBAA LEHHOCTb
HbIHELLUHUX OBLUECTB

be3onacHocTk Bceraa urpaija BaXHYIO poJib B KU3HM TPAJUIIMOHHBIX OOILIECTB,
HO B COBPEMEHHOM MHpe o0perna (pyHIaMeHTaJIbHOE 3HaYEeHHE JUIsl BCEX TUIIOB CTpaH —
Pa3BUTHIX U Pa3BUBAIOIIUXCS, OCOOCHHO TOCIIe OKOHYaHUS XOJI0JHON BOMHBI. B 3TOT
nepuoy; OONBUIMHCTBO HUCCIIEIOBaHUN 0€301MacHOCTH (DOKYCHPOBAINCH HA HAIMOHAIb-

* JlaHHBIA MaTepuaj NpeCTaBIsieT co00i KpaTKuil pedepaTHBHBIHN IEPEBO IPEABAPSIONIEH €ro
crathu X. [lnaca Hukomnaca Ha aHTIIMICKOM SI3BIKE.
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HOM WJIM rOCYJJApCTBEHHOW 0O€3011aCHOCTH B CUTYAIMHU CJIOXKHOI'O0 BOEHHOTO (S1€PHOT0)
OanaHca MEXIy ABYyMs I'€ONOJUTHYECKUMHU OsiokaMu. OHAKO IOCIE 3aBepIIeHHs JaH-
HOI'0 NepHO/ia TPAKTOBKA 0€30IacHOCTH ObLIa MEPEeCMOTPEHa U BKIIFOUMIIA B ceOs JTMY-
HYI0, COLMATIbHYIO, TII00aIbHYI0, 00IIEYeNIOBEUECKYI0 0€30MacHOCTh, KOTOphIE U OyIyT
KpaTHO pacCMOTPEHBI HUXKE.

Kak npaBuio, nonsitue 6€301acHOCTH IPUMEHSIETCsl CKOpee JUIsl XapaKTepUCTUKU
roCyJIapcTB, YeM KOHKPETHBIX JIFOJIeH, IOCKOJIBKY JUlsl JIF0OOro M3 Hac JM4Has Oe3omac-
HOCTh O3HA4aeT T'apaHTHHU OTCYTCTBHSI yrpo3bl rojiofa, Oone3Hel, 6e3paboTHlibl, mpe-
CTYITHOCTH, COL[MAJIbHBIX KOH(IUKTOB, MOJUTHUYECKUX PENPECCH, 3KOJIOrMYECKUX 3a-
I'PSI3HEHUH U T.J., @ TAaKXKe OTCYTCTBUS COOEB B TOBCEJHEBHOM CYILIECTBOBAHUH JIOMA,
Ha paboTe U B JIOKaJBHBIX coodmiecTBax. Jis corpyanukoB OOH venoBedeckas 6e30-
MACHOCTh — YHUBEPCAIBbHOE MOHATHE, COCTOSIIEE U3 MHOKECTBA B3aUMOCBA3AHHBIX
KOMIIOHEHTOB, a [IOTOMY €€ Jierde 00eCeynTh IOCPEICTBOM PAHHEH TNarHOCTUKY ee
KJIFOYEBBIX MHAMKATOPOB, YeM MOCT(AKTYM, XOTS JIFOAU MPEANOYUTAIOT MOCIEIHEE.
COOTBETCTBEHHO, CErO/IHI ClielyeT OTOWTH OT TPAKTOBKM OE30IIaCHOCTH KaK CBSI3aHHOM
C OMpECNICHHOW TEPPUTOPUEH K YEJIOBEUECKON 0€30macHOCTH, OT 0€30MacHOCTH, Ta-
paHTHpYyeMOH opyXxueM, — K 0e30IacHOCTH, 00ecrieunBaeMOl YCTOHUMBBIM COLUAIIb-
HBIM Pa3BUTHUEM, T.€. Hy)KHO PaCIIMPUTh COZIEpKaHHE 0E30M1aCHOCTH SKOHOMUYECKUMH,
IPOJIOBOJILCTBEHHBIMU, MEAUIIMHCKUMH, 3KOJIOTHYECKUMH, JTUYHBIMHU, T'PYNIOBBIMU
U MOJIMTUYECKUMHU aclieKTaMH. B HacTosiee Bpems B yCIOBHAX Tiio0anu3anuu 0e30-
[IACHOCTh TaKKe JIOJKHA TPAKTOBATHCS Kak IT00anbHAs, U B KaYECTBE Yrpo3 Ii1o0aib-
HOM 0€30MacCHOCTH MOXKHO Ha3BaTh HEKOHTPOJIMPYEMBIH POCT HacelIeHus (B CIIEIyrOIHe
50—60 5eT OHO YBEJNIMYUTCS BJIBOE), SKOHOMHUYECKOE HEPABEHCTBO (COIMATIBbHBIE U IKO-
HOMHUYECKHE Ppa3IMyMsl MPOJOJDKAIOT BO3PACTaTh KaK MEXAY roCylapCTBaMM, Tak
Y BHYTPH CTPaH), MUTPAllMOHHOE JaBJIeHHE (OCOOGHHO BCIIE/ICTBHE HBIHEITHErO IIPUTOKA
B EBpomny 6exeHIieB, criacaroluxcs oT rojoja B peruoHax Appuku K rory ot Caxapbl
U OT BOMHBI U MoJUTHUYECKUX perpeccuii B Cupuu, Upaxke, JIuBun u Adranucrane), sKo-
JIOTMYECKre MpoOieMbl (M3MEHEHHE KIIMMara, TasHue JISAHUKOB), HapKoTpaduk (op-
raHW30BaHHAsl IPECTYNHOCTb, OTMBIBAHHE JIEHET) M MEXIYHapOAHBIH TEeppOpHU3M
(B OCHOBHOM HCJIaMCKHE TPYIITUPOBKH).

I'moGanu3anus u3MeHuIa coJepKaHue MOHATHS 6e30I1aCHOCTH, TOTOMY YTO I10-
BJIEKJIa 32 cO00M cepbe3Hble TpaHCPOopMaIK colMaabHOro Janamadra. Bo-nmepBoix,
NpEeK/Ie UHAUBUIAM IapaHTUPOBAIN OE€30MAaCHOCTh TOPO/IA, 3aT€M aHAIOTMYHYIO (YHK-
LU0 TI0 OTHOUIIEHHIO K CBOMM I'Pa)laHaM CTaJIM BBINOJHATH FOCYApPCTBA, HO CErO/IHS
HaLMOHATBHOE IOCY/IapCTBO YK€ HE B COCTOSIHUM 00€CIeunTh 0€30I1aCHOCTh, YTO 3aCTa-
BWJIO YYCHBIX U MOJUTHKOB OOPATUTHCS K MHBIM MCTOYHHMKAM JIMYHOM M COIMAIBHON
6e3onacHoctu. [1. bunrun [4] npennoxun nmoHsTHE «o0mIast 6€30MacHOCThY, YTOOBI
[OTYEPKHYTh HEOOX0IMMOCTh 0o0OecredeHus: 0€3011acCHOCTH HE MPOTUB TPOTUBHUKOB,
a BMecTe ¢ HUMHU. JTa ujes corjacyercs ¢ KoHuenuueil crabmisHoro mupa 0. INan-
TyHra [22; 24]: oH pa3nu4aeT HeraTUBHbIA MUpP (OTCYTCTBHE BOWHBI) U TO3UTUBHBIN
MUp (CO37aHKEe YCIOBUM JUIs COLMAIbHON CIPABEUIMBOCTH), a TAKXKe MPSIMOE HacuiIne
(pusnueckoe) u HenpsiMOe (CTPYKTYPHOE U KYJIbTYPHOE).

X 0TSl NPUHATO pa3iyaTh HAMOHAIBHYIO M MEXIyHapOIHYIO 0€3011acCHOCTb, OHU
TECHO B3aMMOCBSI3aHbl 0J1aroaapst «3aBUCUMOCTH OT TOT'O IOJUTHYECKOTr0, FOpUANYE-
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CKOTO ¥ BOEHHOT'O KOHTEKCTa, KOTOPBIHA MO3BOJISIET UM HE MPOSBIATHCS 0€3 pe3KuxX
npotusopeunii» [32]. Kpome TOro, «IocTerneHHo pa3MbIBAETCsl MOHATUE TOCYAAPCTBEH-
HBIX TPAHUII, BCIEICTBUE YETO BO3POXKIAIOTCS MPEKHUE MOHATUS — BOJOPA3IEIOB,
oOnactelt UM peruoHoB (Hampumep, crpanbl Lllenrenckoro cornamenus)» [3], mo-
ATOMY TEPMHUHBI «BHYTPEHHSISI O€30MaCHOCTb» M «BHEIIHAS 0€301MaCHOCThY CIMBAIOTCS
B €AMHOE «I10JIe Oe30MacHOCTHY, N00 UX 00beauHAET 00muMid Bpar. COOTBETCTBEHHO,
cBO0O/A CeroJiHs — 3TO HE OrpaHUYEHHE OE30IIACHOCTH, a €€ YCJIOBHE: 0€30I1aCHOCTb
HE UMEeEeT I'PaHull, OHa riIo0aibHa.

Wnes causiaust BHyTpeHHEH U BHEIIHEH 0e30MacHOCTH, YTO OTPAXaso peainu Xo-
JIOZHOW BOMHBI, CETOJHSI MPUCYTCTBYET B OOJILIIMHCTBE padOT, HAITMCAHHBIX MOCTIE €€
okoH4yaHus. OHAKO aKaJeMHUYECKOe pa3JielieHre Tpy/ia 3acTaBJIsIeT UccieoBaTenen
B MO3HABATEJbHBIX LENAX MPHUIEPKUBATHCS Pa3HbIX ToYeK 3peHus. Hanpumep, BaxkHbII
050K TUTEpaTyphl GOKYCHUPYETCsl Ha BHYTPEHHEH 0€30MacHOCTH KaK rapaHTUPYyeMOil
MOJIMIMEN U IPYTMMH OpraHaMH OXpaHbl npaBonopsaka [2; 5; 20; 39; 41]. [IpoGnemsl
0€30I1acHOCTH HHUKOTAAa HE ObUIM MPEIMETOM HU3YUYEHHUS! UCKIIOUYUTENBHO HKCIEPTOB
M0 MEXIYHApOJHBIM OTHOLICHHUSIM U MOJIUTUKE, a IPUBJICKAIM BHUMAHHUE COLMAIIbHBIX
YUYEHBIX, KOTOPBIX HHTEPECOBATM MHO)KECTBEHHBIEC ACTIEKThI OE30MACHOCTH — HE TOJIBKO
rOCy/IapCTBEHHbBIE, HO TaKXKe JIMYHBIE M COLIMAIbHBIE. JIUIIL B KOPOTKHI MEepro MEKITY
OKOHYaHueM BTopoii MUpoBOI BOWHBI U MajieHneM bepimHCcKoli cTeHbl 6e30MacHOCTh
paccMarpuBaiach Kak He MMEIoLIasi MHIUBHIyaJIbHOIO U3MEPEHUs], B OCHOBHOM B Pa3-
BUTBIX CTpaHax. DTOT MEPUOJ] COBIAI C NEPEXOJOM OT MHIYCTPUAIBHOTO K IMOCTUH-
IyCTPUAILHOMY OOIIECTBY, OT MPOMBIIUICHHOTO KamUTaau3Ma K (pUHAHCOBOMY, YTO
MO3BOJIMJIO BBIACTUTH B MPOOJEeMax OE30MacHOCTH COIMOJIOTUYECKOE COICpIKaHUe
Y 3aCTaBWJIO YYCHBIX 3a/IaThCS BOIIPOCOM, ITOYeMy O€30MacHOCTb CTajla CTOJIb 3HAYMMOM
LEHHOCTHIO B COBPEMEHHBIX O0IIECTBaX.

[lepBast KOHIENTyalbHAs CHCTEMa KOOPIUHAT B U3Y4YEHUH 0e30macHOCTU 0op-
MUIach B KoHIE 1970-X IT. KaK peakiyst Ha Ype3MEepHbBI ONMTHMHU3M, 00YCIOBICHHBIN
BBICOKMMH TEMITaMH YKOHOMHUYECKOI'O POCTa B MPEbIAYIINE MATHAIATH JIET, U €€ Ha-
9aJji0 MOXHO CBsI3aTh C IEPBBIM HEPTIHBIM Kpr3ucoM 1973 1. u myOnukaiuen mepBoro
nokiana Pumckoro kimy6a «IIpenenst poctay [38]. MHOXKECTBO U3BECTHBIX JOKIAI0B
TOTO BPEMEHH ONHCHIBAIM Oyaylee Kak pe3yJlbTUPYIOIIee U3 MOCIeI0BATEIEHOCTH
coOBITHH, 3amynieHHbIX (1) OecrnpeneIcHTHBIM pOCTOM MHPOBOTO HaceseHus, (2) Ko-
TOPBIN MPUBEAET K MHTEHCUBHOMY HOTPEOJICHHIO €CTECTBEHHBIX PECYpPCOB, 0COOCHHO
SHepruu, (3) CHU3UT KAa4eCTBO JKU3HHM (HECMOTPS Ha B3PBIBHOE Pa3BUTUE TEXHOJIO-
ruii), (4) yBeIMYUT COLMATBHO-YKOHOMUYECKOE HEPABEHCTBO CTPaH M OTIEIBHBIX 00-
miecTB (MOCKOJBKY MHIUBUIBI, TPYIIBI U TOCYAAapCTBa, 00JIaaloIIie BIacThio, CTpe-
MSATCSI COXPAaHUTh M YJIYYIIUTh CBOE€ KAuyeCTBO YKU3HU 3a CUET Te€X, Y KOIrO BJIACTU
MEHBIIIE), U 3TO (5) MOPOAUT CKPHITHIE U SIBHBIC COITUAILHBIC KOH(IIMKTHI MEXKTy CTpa-
HaM{ ¥ BHYTpHW HEX. lIpearonaraisoch, 9To poCT YMCIIa U MACIITAa00B COLMATBHBIX
KOH(JIMKTOB 3aCTaBUT BJIACTHBIE CTPYKTYPHI BEPHYTh ceOe MPEKHUE MIHUPOKUE MTOTHO-
MOYHS M YCTAaHOBUTDH 0OOJIee aBTOPUTAPHBIE MOTUTHIECKHE PEKUMBI (JIEBOTO WM MPABO-
'O TOJIKA) B KAYeCTBE MAaKCUMaIbHO OBICTPOTO ¥ 3(hPeKTHBHOTO criocoda paspenieHus
KOH(IMKTOB. DTa TUIOTE3a OKa3ajaach B 3HAUUTEIBHOU CTEIEeHHU MOATBEPKAEHA, 0CO-

250



Jluac Huxonac X. TpakTOBKH MOHATHS «O€30MACHOCTEY: MEXTyHAPOIHBIA COMIOCTaBUTENBHBIA KOHTEKCT

6enHo ¢ HauanoMm (uHancoBoro kpusuca B 2007 T., KOTOPBINA MOPOIHII BHICOKHIA YpO-
BEHb COLIMAIbHO-3KOHOMUYECKOI'0 HEPaBEHCTBA M, COOTBETCTBEHHO, OECIOKOMCTBA Ha-
CEJICHHUs, 3aIlyCTHB HOBBIN BUTOK JIUCKYCCHi 0 mpobiiemax Oe3zonacHocTH [10; 16].

HanHas rumnoresa, chopmyaupoBanHas B 1970-e rr., co3ByuHa teopun P. MHri-
XapTa 00 U3MEHEHUU CHUCTEMBI IIEHHOCTEH COBPEMEHHOT0 OOIEeCTBa: B JIOMHIYCTpH-
aJIHBIX 00IIECTBAX NMPEBATUPYIOT TPAJUIIMOHHbBIE U MaTEPUATUCTUUECKUE LIEHHOCTH,
IIOCKOJIBKY JIFOJIY TIPEUMYILECTBEHHO 03a004€Hbl COOCTBEHHON M 3KOHOMHUECKOH 6e30-
nacHocTbio [33]. [Tocne BTopoit MupoBOii BOWHBI 3TH /IBa UCTOYHUKA YTPO3 OKA3AIMCh
OoJsiee WM MEHee MOAKOHTPOJbHBI Oarofapsl yCTaHOBJIEHHIO MUpa B OMIIOJIIPHOMN
cucreMe XO0JI0HOM BOWHBI M peaM3allid MOJIENM rocyJapcTBa BeeoOlero 0maroco-
crosiHus. OnHako BeemupHoe uccienoBanue nenHocreit ¢ 2005 no 2010 rr. nokasa-
JI0, YTO MHOTHME pa3BUTHIE CTPaHbl HAuyaJld HEpexo]l OT MOCTMATePUATUCTUUYECKUX
LIEHHOCTEH CBOOO/IbI M CAMOBBIPAYKEHUS, YCUIIMBIIMXCA [TOCIe OKOHYaHus Bropoit mu-
poBoii BoriHbl K 2000 T., K OUEBUAHBIM MATEPUATTMCTUYECKUM MTPUOPUTETAM U KEJla-
HUIO 0OJIBILIEr0 KOHTPOJISI BCIEICTBHE CHUKEHUS YPOBHS IMYHOW 0€30MacHOCTH (J10-
KaJbHbIe BOCHHbIE KOHGIMKTHI, BoiHa B [lepcuackom 3anuBe, Ha bankanax, Mexay-
HapOJHBIA ¥ BHYTPEHHUI TEPpOpPU3M, OpraHU30BaHHAs MPECTYMHOCTh, HAPKOTPAPUK
U T.J.) ¥ IKOHOMHUYECKON Oe3omacHocTH (6e3paboTHiia, paHHUI BBIXOJ HA MEHCUI0, MHU-
rpauusi, GUHAHCOBBIM KamUTaIu3M, rI100aau3alus u mp.).

Hapacranue ypoBHs onacHOCTel BO BceX 001acTAX KHU3HHU XOPOIIO MPOCIIEKHU-
BAETCSl B HOBOCTHBIX BBIITYCKaX M MOPOXKAAET BAXKHOE U3MEHEHHE B IIEHHOCTSIX, B Ya-
CTHOCTH, NIOTPEOHOCTh B 00JIee XKECTKOU pyKe, KOTOpas MOXKET cTaTh (PyHIaMEHTOM
aBTOPUTAPHBIX MMPABUTENILCTB JIaXKe B TPAAULIMOHHO JEMOKpPAaTHUYECKHUX cTpaHax [14].
PesynbraTsl onpocHbix BosiH BeemupHoro uccnenoBanus neHHocTed B nepuof ¢ 1981
no 2010 r. JEMOHCTPUPYIOT 3HAUUTENBHOE CHUXKEHUE NPHBEPKEHHOCTH HACEICHUS
[OCTMATepHATUCTHUECKUM HEeHHOCTSM ¢ 2000 r., a Takke CyIIeCTBEHHBIH poCT 3arpo-
ca Ha OONBIIMH KOHTPOJIb, OCOOEHHO B CaMbIX KOHOMHUYECKH Pa3BHUTHIX CTpaHaX.
[IpuueMm najgeHure 3HaYUMOCTH TOCTMATEPUANUCTUYECKUX LIEHHOCTEH MPOI0JIKUIOCH
1 B 2010—2014 rr. B GOJIBIIMHCTBE PETHOHOB MUpA, HE3aBUCUMO OT YPOBHSI MX SKOHO-
MHUYECKOTO M MOJIMTUYECKOTO Pa3BUTHUS, MOPOXKAasi Bce Ooyiee BBIPAKEHHBIA 3ampoc
Ha Oe3omacHOCTb ¥ KOHTpoub (Kurp, Dcronus, ['epmanus, Hunepnannel, CrioBenus,
Wcnanwst, AzepOaiimkan, Apmenus, ['pys3us, Keipreizcran, Kutaid, SInonus, Manaiizus,
Cunranyp). Hekoropele cTpaHbl Bce elle AeMOHCTPUPYIOT POCT 3HAYEHHUs MOCTMaTe-
PHATUCTUYECKUX LIEHHOCTEH, TOCKOJIbKY BCE €Ille MPOXOAAT Yepe3 dTallbl UHIyCTpUa-
m3auun 1 MoaepHuzaimu (Ilonpima, Pymbiausa n Yipauna, TaiiBans, Maaus, [lakuctan
n Owmunnuuel, Ynmn 1 Mekcuka). CHIKEHHE 3HAUYEHUs MOCTMATEPUATUCTUUECKUX
[EHHOCTEH XapaKTepHO Uisi Ooyiee Pa3BUTHIX CTPaH, XOTs aHAJOTHYHAS TCHICHIMS,
IIyCTh M MEHEE BBIPAKEHHO, NpociexuBaercs B JlatnHckoir Amepuke (AprenTusa, Ile-
py, Ypyrsaii) u peruonax A¢puku K rory ot Caxapsl (I'ana u Pyanna).

CunTaercs, 4TO U3MEHEHHE B IEHHOCTSAX BBIPA3UJIOCh HE TOJBKO B BO3BpAILIEHUU
OT MOCTMAaTEPHAIMCTUIECKOIO MUPOBO33PEHUS K MAaTePHAIUCTUIECKOMY, HO U B BO3-
poxxaeHnn «0e3MepHOro yBaskeHus K Biactny. CornacHo MHIIxapry, yBakeHHE K Bia-
CTU U JOCTHKUTENIbHAS MOTUBALMS — BayKHEUIIME HEHHOCTH, ONPEAESITUBILINE BO3ZMOXK-
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HOCTb WUHYCTpHAU3alUN U MOJICPHHU3AIUH, T.€. TIepeXoa OT TPATUIIMOHHOTO 00IIIe-
CTBa K MHAyCTpuanibHOMy. O/IHAKO 3aTeM Mepexoj] OT MHIYyCTPHAILHOrO OOIIecTBa
K IMOCTUH]IyCTPHAIbHOMY OBbUI OCYIIIECTBIJIEH, HAPOTUB, MOCPEICTBOM CHIKEHUS aB-
TOPUTETA BIACTH B OOJBIIMHCTBE COLMATIBHBIX MHCTUTYTOB (CEMbs, pelurus, o0pazo-
BaHue, paboTa, MOJMTHKA U T.JI.) M aKIIEHTUPOBAHUSI 3HAYCHUS JIMUHOU YIOBJIETBOPEH-
HOCTU M Onaronomyuusi. be3ycnoBHo, 10 cux MOp OOJBIIMHCTBO OOIIECTB MPEIOvH-
TAlOT MEHBIIUNA KOHTPOJIb, CUUTAs YTO «OOJBIIKME BJIACTHBIC MOTHOMOYHUS — 3TO
mwioxo» (ABcrpanus, CILIA, Dcronus, Ilonbia), HO B OCHOBHOM UMEHHO OoJjiee pas-
BUTBIE CTPaHbI PEANOYUTaIOT OoJbIINi KoHTposb (HoBas 3enanaus, Kunp, ['epmanus,
Hunepnannel, Ucnanus, [lBenus, Poccus). [lonydaercs, yto B 0003puMoM Oy y1iem
pa3BUTHIE CTpaHbl OyAyT UATH B aBaHTap/ie Mepexosia K MaTepHaTMCTUYECKUM IIEHHO-
CTSIM U 3aIpocCy Ha «OoJIblllee YBaXKEHHE K BJIACTU», MMOATBEPKAast TEM CAMbIM TEOPHIO
neHntpa-nepudepun [21; 23; 28]: u3MeHEeHHE IEHHOCTEH HAYMHACTCS B COMMAITBHOM
ueHTpe (B 0ojee pa3BUTHIX CTpaHax), a OTCIOJa PaclpoOCTPaHIETCsl Ha COLIMAIBHYIO Te-
pudeputo (MeHee pa3BuThie cTpaHbl). TakuM oOpa3oM, eciii XX B. BOLIEN B UCTOPHIO
KaK CTOJIKHOBEHHE JIBYX BaXKHEHIIIMX LIEHHOCTeH — CBOOO/IbI M paBeHCTBA, TO B X XI B.
ero cMeHus1a 6opbda IeHHOCTEN CBOOOAbI U OE30MaCHOCTH: BOIIPOC B TOM, KAKKUMH CBO-
00/1aMH TOTOBBI MOXKEPTBOBATH OOIIECTBA, YTOOBI TAPAHTHUPOBATH CeOE OIMpeIeIEHHbII
ypOBEHb 0€30MaCHOCTH.

Bropas koHnenrtyanbHas MOJETh aHaM3a 0€30MacHOCTH (TEOpHUsl COLUATBHOM
skocuctemMsl [29; 30]) paccmarpuBaeT Bce (hOPMBI COLMAIBHONW OpraHU3aIMu (TIOIH-
TUYECKHE, JKOHOMUUECKHE, CEMEIHbIE, 00pa3oBaTeNbHbIE U I1P.), BKIIFOYAsi IEHHOCTHYIO
CHCTEMY, KaK MHCTPYMEHTHI aJlanTaliy oOIIeCTBA K OKPYKEHHIO, TOCPEICTBOM KOTO-
phIX 00IIeCcTBa, UCTIONB3YsI TaKXKe TEXHOIOrHIeckue n3ooperenus (0cobeHHo B cdepe
KOMMYHHUKAIIMM U TPAHCIOPTA), CO3AI0T MAaTEPHATIbHYIO U HEMATEPHATIBbHYIO KYJIbTYpY
JUTSl BBDKMBAHUS. JTa TEOPETHYECKask MOJENb MO3BOJISIET MPENOI0KHUTE, YTO Mbl HaX0-
JMMCSI B TOM UCTOPUYECKON TOUYKE, KOTOPast ClIOCOOHA U3MEHUTh HBIHEIIHIO MOJIEh
HKOHOMHYECKOH (KamUTaIn3M, 0COOCHHO (PMHAHCOBBIIA) U MOJIUTHYECKON OpraHu3auu
(mapnaMeHTCKasi IeMOKpaTus). TU JIB€ MOJIEIM MEHSUIUCh B UCTOPUU YEJIOBEUYECTBA
MHO>KECTBO Pa3, U BPSIIL JIM COXPAHATCS HaBEUHO, YUUTHIBAS, YTO TPU JPYTHX AJIEMEHTa
COLIMAJIbHOW SKOCUCTEMBI (HaceJIeHue, MpUpoaa U TEXHOIOIMH) PaJUKaIbHO U3MEHHU-
JIMCh 32 TPOIIEIINE AeCITUIIeTHs. HbIHeIHUI HU3KUI YPOBEHb 0€30MacCHOCTH MOXKET
OBITH CJIEICTBHEM OOBEKTHBHOTO M CYOBEKTHBHOTO BOCIIPHSTHS U3MEHEHUH B IBYX
COLIMAJIBHBIX MOJIENIAX — YKOHOMHYECKOW U MOJIUTHYECKOU, Pe3yIbTaThl KOTOPBIX BCE
ellle HerpenckasyeMsl. S mosararo, 4To HEHHOCTU MEHSIOTCS BCIIEACTBHE U3MEHEHUS
YpOBHS 6€30MaCHOCTH — KaK JIMYHOM, TaK U SKOHOMHUYecKor. Cremys noruke MHr-
XapTa, rmocjae BTopoii MupoBOI BOMHBEI BO3POC YPOBEHB OOIIECTBEHHON O€30MaCHOCTH,
HO TIOCKOJIbKY B IOCJIEHEE BPEMSI OH CHU3WIICA, LIEHHOCTU BHOBb MEHSIOTCS, IEMOH-
CTpUPYS NPUBEPKEHHOCTh HACEJICHUS PA3BUTHIX CTPaH MAaTEPUATIMCTHUYECKUM LIEHHO-
CTSIM U UJIE€ KECTKOTO MOJIUTUYECKOTO KOHTPOJISL.

JlocTHTHYTBIN paHee ypoBEeHb 0OE30MacHOCTH CHHU3MWICS B Havaine XXI B. mo Toi
MIPUYXHE, YTO BJIACTh — HEOOXOMMBIN 3JIEMEHT JIF000T0 00IIECTBa, OHA MOXKET OBITh
SKOHOMHMYECKOW — PEryJIMpoBaHUe IPOU3BOJCTBA U PACpEAEIEHUsI PECYpPCOB, U TO-
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JIUTUYECKON — YIpaBJIEHHE COIMATbHBIMU OTHOIICHUSMU TIOCPEICTBOM HOPMATHBHBIX
CHCTEM, M B UICTOPHUH YEJIOBEYECTBA 3T B (POPMBI BIACTU MO0 COTPYIHUYAIH, THOO
KOH(IMKTOBAIM, HO HEM3MEHHO aJIANITUPOBAIMCH K COLIMAIBHBIM U3MEHEHHSIM, a B T10-
clieiHee BpeMsl Mbl HaOMI0JaeM pacxokieHne (PMHAHCOBOM M SKOHOMHYECKOM BJacTeH.
B pamMkax mpOMBINIIEHHOTO KanmuTaau3Ma SKOHOMUYECKas BIACTh (KOMITAHUU) KOHT-
ponupoBana OaHku ((puUHAHCOBas BIAcTh), HO MO MEpPe CTAHOBJIEHUS (PUHAHCOBOTO
KanuTaau3Ma (UHAHCOBas BJIACTh MOJUMHIIIA ce0e IKOHOMHYECKYIO, YUEMY CIIOCOOCT-
BOBaJIa TJ100aIM3aIus, OTMEHUBIIAS MPUBS3KY (DMHAHCOB K TEPPUTOPHH, T.€. K MOJIHU-
Tryecko Biactu. CeroaHs (MHAHCOBAas BJIACTh OTHOCUTEIHHO CBOOOIHA OT MOJIUTH-
YeCKOro KOHTPOJISI U IOTOMY IJ100ajbHa, TOT/Ia KaK SKOHOMUYECKasl BIacTh MPUBsI3aHa
K TEPPUTOPUH U TIOTUUHACTCS TTOIMTUIECKUM HHCTUTYTaM, B YACTHOCTH MIPABUTEIbCTBY,
4TO JenaeT ee pparmeHTapHoi. byayun rimobGanbHOM, (pMHAHCOBAS BIACTh CTPEMUTCS
MaKCUMHU3UPOBaTh NPUOBLIL B €IMHON MUPOBOI cHcTeMe, epemMelias Mporu3BOACTBO
B CTpaHHbI C JICIIEBOI paboyell CHIION | 3aIlyCKasi METPAIIMOHHBIE TIPOIIECCHI — BMECTE
OHHU YBETMYUBAIOT 0€3pa0O0THILy B Pa3BUTHIX CTPaHAX U, COOTBETCTBEHHO, CHIDKAIOT
HSKOHOMHMYECKYIO 0€30IIaCHOCTh CPETHEr0 U pabovero KJacCoB, HO MPUHOCIT MPUObLTH
WHBECTOpaM U (PMHAHCOBOMY KallUTATy B IIEJIOM.

B ronpr XonoaHoii BoHHBI «CBOOOHAS pIHOYHASI 5KOHOMHUKa» Oblila BBIHYK/ICHA
nepepacrpeessiTh HAMOHATBHBIE PECYPChl CIPABEUINBO, YTOOBI N30€XKATh IKCIIOPTA
«TIPOJIETAPCKOM PEBOIIOLMIY U3 «MHpa TOCYIAPCTBEHHON MIaHOBOW SKOHOMHUKNY, 0CO-
6enno B 1960-e u 1970-e rr., cineacTBUEM Yero craia NOTpeOUTeNnbCKask peBOIIONNS,
HKCHAHCHUS COIMATIBHOTO TOCYIapCTBa, POCT CPEAHEro KJIacca U COKpAIIeHUE YKOHO-
MHYECKUX M COLMANBHBIX Pa3W4yMii B pa3BUTHIX cTpaHax. OpHAKO Mocie MaJleHHS
Bepmunckoii ctensl B 1989 r. 11 iCYe3HOBEHHUS YIPO3bI «IKCIOPTA MPOJIETAPCKON PEBO-
JOIMMY (PUHAHCOBBINA KalUTaN YK€ HUYTO HE MPUHYKJAJI0 K CIPaBEIMBOMY pacipe-
JeTIeHuIo pecypcoB — ¢ 1990-X IT. ¥ 10 HacTosIee BpeMs Mbl HaOJII01aeM POCT COIH-
aJTbHO-DKOHOMHUYECKOH AU PepeHIMalng 1, CIICI0BATENFHO, CHIKEHUE YPOBHS JIMYHOM
Y DKOHOMUYECKOM 0e30MaCHOCTH, YTO HE MOXKET HE MOBJICYh N3MEHEHHE IIEHHOCTHBIX
CHCTEM B I0JIb3y OOJBIIEro MaTepualn3Ma M aBTOPHUTAPH3MA U COIHAJIbHBIE KOH-
bkt [19].

M3MEPEHUA NOHATUA «BE3OIMNACHOCTb»

B 2007 r. B Vicnanuu Obl1 MPOBEJIEH MEPBBINA ONPOC HA PENPEe3eHTaTUBHON Ha-
MOHaNbHON BbIOOpKE B 1200 yeraoBeK METO0M JIUYHOIO UHTEPBBIO, YTOOBI CKOHCTPY-
UpOBATb CUHMEMUYECKUll UHOeKC CYObeKmueHol 6ezonacHocmu, OOBEIMHUBIIUN
BHYTPEHHIOIO U BHEIIHIO Oe3onacHocTH [15]. IlonsTHe cCyOBeKTHBHOM 6€301acHOCTH
PEKOHCTPYHUPOBAIOCH Yepe3 U3MEPEHUE O0LIeH caMOOILIEHKH PECIIOHIEHTaMHU JIMYHON
0€30I1aCHOCTH, a TAKXKE C MOMOILbIO 17 pa3IMYHbIX TapaMeTpoB OE3011aCHOCTH, KOTOPbIE
MOTJIM OOBSICHUTH YPOBEHb OOIIEH CaMOOIEHKH: 1) yJOBIIETBOPEHHOCTb >KHU3HbIO;
2) caMOOIIeHKa 3/I0POBbS; 3) BOCIPUSITHE U3MEHEHUN B CaMOOIIEHKE JIMYHON Oe3omac-
HOCTH 3a MOCJeIHUE ECATh JeT; UHACKCHI: 4) apdekTrBHON 0e30MacHOCTH, 5) coce-
CKOI 6€30I1acHOCTH; 6) BOCTIPUSATHUS MPOOJIEM TI0 COCECTRY; 7) €KETHEBHBIX OMaceHUI
U TpeBor; 8) OECMOKONCTBA O 3/10POBbE M JIMYHOW HEMPUKOCHOBEHHOCTH; 9) TpeBoru
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O BHEIIHUX W SKOJOTMYECKUX YCioBHsX; 10) JHMYHBIX Mep NPEeAOCTOPOKHOCTH;
11) aBTOMOOMIBHBIX MEp MPEIOCTOPOKHOCTH; 12) HKUIHUITHBIX MEP MPEIOCTOPOKHO-
cry; 13) gocrymna Kk opyxuto; 14) TMYHBIX CEMEWHBIX SKOHOMHUYECKHX TpeBOT; 15) nmy-
HBIX COIMATIbHO-D)KOHOMHUECKHX MEpeKUBaHMA; 16) BHEITHUX-MEXTyHAPOIHBIX yTPo3;
17) nuuHoro omnelta BUKTUMU3alMu. Kaxaslii mapaMmeTp u3Mepsics ¢ MOMOIIBIO He-
CKOJIBKUX 3aKPBITUH WA UHIUKATOPOB, KOTOPBIE 3aTEM MOCPEICTBOM CTATUCTUYECKUX
nporuenyp (4acToTHbIE pacnpeesieHus, KOpPesILIMOHHAs MaTpHILIa, (PaKTOPHBINA aHATIN3
METOJIOM TJIaBHBIX KOMIIOHEHT) ObUTH 00BbEIMHEHBI B UH/ICKCHI.

[IpoBeneHHbIN aHaNM3 MOKa3all, 4YTO OOIIYI0 CAMOOLIEHKY JIMYHOM 0€30MacHOCTH
OTIPENIeNIAI0T TPU UHJEKCa — BOCHPUSATHE O30MaCHOCTH COCE/ICTBA, MPOOJIEMBI IO CO-
CEJICTBY U €XKETHEBHBIC JIMUHBIE CTPAXH U TPEBOTH, IOATOMY OBLIIO MPUHSATO peLIeHUE
CKOHCTPYHPOBAaTh UH/IEKC CYOBEKTUBHON 0€30MaCHOCTH Ha OCHOBE ATUX TPEX MHJIEKCOB.
[TockonbKy KaKABIH MHAEKC ObUT pe3yJbTaTOM KOMOHMHAIMHM PAa3HBIX HHIUKATOPOB
WJIM BOIPOCOB, ObUIO CKOHCTPYHPOBAHO HIECTh MHAEKCOB, YTOOBI OLEHUTH BaJIUTHOCTh
pe3ynbraToB. HecMoTps Ha cepbe3Hble pa3nuyusl B UX KOHCTPYKIHUAX, 0Ka3aJI0Ch, UYTO
BCE IIECTh UHAEKCOB CXOXKHM 00pa3oM OINpeaessuid OOIIyI0 CAMOOLIEHKY JTUYHOM 0e30-
MACHOCTH, T.€. UCIOJb3YEMblE B U3MEPEHUHM MHAMKATOPHI OBLIM B3aMMO3aMEHSEMBI.
WupiMu crtoBaMu, B U3MEPEHHH O€30MaCHOCTH Ba)KHA KOHIICTITYaJIbHAs MOJENb H3Me-
peHHsI, a HE KOHKPETHbIE BOINPOCHI-MHIUKATOPhL. TeM He MeHee, MCIONIb30BaHHbIE
B UCCJIEZIOBAaHUHU 25 MHAMKATOPOB MO3BOJISIOT OLEHUBATH CyObEKTUBHBIA HHAECKC 0€30-
MAaCHOCTU B Pa3HbIX KyJIbTYypax, IOTOMY YTO JIOCTaTOYHO BBIOPATh 6 KIIFOUEBBIX WH-
JMKAaTOPOB U 3aMEPUTh UX MOCPEICTBOM JUXOTOMUYECKHX IIKAJI.

[IpennoxeHHast MOJENIb U3MEPEHUS MTO3BOJISIET IPOBOAUTH PErPECCUOHHBINA aHa-
JIU3 Ha OCHOBE PA3HbIX COYETAHUN HE3aBUCUMBIX MEPEMEHHBIX — KaK MUKPOYpPOBHS
(commanbHO-eMorpauuecKie mapameTphl, COLUAIBHBIA CTAaTYC, YCTaHOBKU/HIEOIO-
TMYECKUE MPEANOYTEHUs, MECTO KHUTEIbCTBA), TAK U MAKPOYPOBHsI (CTPYKTYpPHBIE CO-
[UATEHO-9)KOHOMUYECKHE TapaMeTpbl) — JUISl OLIEHKH CYOBEKTUBHOTO HHIEKCa 0e30-
MAacHOCTH KaK 3aBUCHMOM NepeMeHHOH. MOKHO TaKKe MCIONIB30BaTh HHICKCH CyObheK-
THUBHOW 0€30MaCHOCTH KaK HE3aBUCHUMBIC MEPEMEHHBIE B PETPECCHOHHBIX MOJEISX,
MPU3BAaHHBIX OOBSCHUTH BapHallMH 3aBUCHMBIX TIEpEMEHHBIX (Hampumep, o0Imas y10B-
JIETBOPEHHOCTH KU3HBIO, TPEBOTH O 370POBBE, 00 HKOJOTHYECKUX YIrpo3ax, JOCTYI
K OPYKHIO U JIp.) B COUYETaHUH C JPYTHMHU HE3aBUCHMBIMHU ITIEPEMEHHBIMH (COLUATLHO-
neMorpaduuecKue XapakTepUCTHKH, COIMATbHBINA CTaTyC, YCTAHOBKU, MECTO JKHTEINb-
CTBa U JIP. COL[MAIBHO-3KOHOMUYECKUE CTPYKTYPHBIE TOKA3ATEIIH).

B 2008 r. B Magpue no uJeHTUYHOM METOAOJOTHH (BOCHPOU3BOAUIACEH TOIIA-
TOBO) ¥ HHCTPYMEHTAPHIO TIPOIIIENT BTOPOI onpoc — BeIOOpku B 8600 dyenoBek B 21 ro-
POJCKOM OKpyTe, YTOOBI IMETh BO3MOYKHOCTh TIPOBECTH CPABHUTEIBbHBIN aHAN3. bbutn
MOJTyYEeHBI MPAKTHYECKH aHATIOTUYHBIE PE3YIbTAThl C HE3HAYUTEILHBIMU PA3ITHYMSIMA
0 PsITy OKPYTOB B CHIIy cOCTaBa HaceneHHs. [10CKOIbKy Ompoc MpOBOAMIICS TOJIBKO
B ropojiax, ObTO J00aBJICHO elle OJHO M3MEpPEeHHe 0e30MacHOCTH — BOCHPHHHMA-
eMble Ha YpOBHE T'OPOJICKOTO OKpYra yrpo3bl, KOTOPBIE 3aMEPSIINCh C TOMOIIBIO
13 3akpbrTuii/mHIKaTOPOB. KOHCTpYKIWS CyOBEKTHBHOTO MHAEKCA O€30MacHOCTH OblIa
HECKOJIBKO U3MEHEHA, TOTOMY 4TO (DaKTOPHBIN aHAIN3 METOAOM TJIaBHBIX KOMIOHEHT

254



Jluac Huxonac X. TpakTOBKH MOHATHS «O€30MACHOCTEY: MEXTyHAPOIHBIA COMIOCTaBUTENBHBIA KOHTEKCT

BBISIBIJI J[Ba aCMEKTa JOMOJHUTEIBHOTO M3MEPEHUsT 0€30IaCHOCTH — OIIEHKA Cepbe3-
HBIX YTPO3 U OIICHKA HECEPhE3HBIX YIPO3.

ITo uToram nByX He3aBUCHUMBIX OrpocoB B Mcnanuu B 11es10M U Majpujie MOKHO
CHIeNIaTh CIICAYIOIINE BBIBOABL: 1) OBUIM MIPOJAEMOHCTPUPOBAHBI BAIMTHOCTh M HAICK-
HOCTb CYObEKTUBHOI'O MHJEKCa 0€30MaCHOCTH Jja’ke€ Ha OCHOBE Pa3HBIX MHIUKATOPOB
MIPU YCJIOBHH, YTO OHHM XapaKTePU3YIOT TPU M3MEPEHUsI OC30IMaCHOCTH, YKa3aHHbIC BbI-
11e; 2) CyIIECTBYET CUIbHAS CBA3b MEXIY CyObEKTUBHBIM MHIEKCOM O€30MacHOCTH U 00-
el caMOOLIEHKOM JINYHOM 0€30MacHOCTH, YTO CBUAETENBCTBYET O 3aBHCUMOCTH
olIyIieHns 0e30MacHOCTH OT TPeX TPyI (PaKTOpoB — BOCHPHUATHS OE30MACHOCTH CO-
CEJICTBA, OLIEHKH MPOOJIEM COCEICTBA U €KEJHEBHBIX CTPAXOB U TPEBOT; 3) UHIUBUIY-
aNTbHbIE MUKPO-TIEPEMEHHBIE (COLMaTbHO-IeMOrpaduueckre U IEHHOCTHBIE) MAJIO BIHSIOT
Ha 3HaYCHUs! CyObEKTMBHOTO MHAEKCA 0e30MacHOCTH; 4) HA0OOPOT, MAaKPO-TIEPEMEHHbBIE
COLIMAJILHOTO KOHTEKCTa UMEIOT OOJBIION MpecKa3aTeIbHbI MOTEHIMA TPUMEHHU-
TEIbHO K 3HAYCHHSIM CYOBEKTUBHOIO MHAEKCA OE30MMaCHOCTH; 5) PETHOH MPOKUBAHUS
B Vcrianuu He BiMsieT Ha CyObEKTUBHBIN MHACKC 0€30MaCHOCTH — Ba)KHO, B KAKOM TO-
POJICKOM OKpYT€ MPOKUBAET PECIIOH/ICHT, T.€. KAKOBO €0 COCENICKOE OKPYKEHUE.

I[To pesynbraram onpocoB B Manpune, Mcnanuu 1 B pamkax BOJIH BcemupHoro
WCCTIeIOBaHMS LIEHHOCTEH OBLJIO BBIIENICHO TPH YPOBHSI O€30MACHOCTH: JIMYHBIN, TPYII-
MOBOW M HaMOHAJBHBIN. [locie psia CTaTUCTHYECKUX TPOLECAYP Al K&KIOTO YPOBHS
0e30macHOCTH OBbLT CKOHCTPYHUPOBAH COOCTBEHHBIH MHJIEKC, a TAK)KE YETBEPTHIA MHIICKC,
OOBEIMHSIONINI KITFOUEBbIe KOMIIOHEHTHI BCEX TPEX W Pa3Hble M3MEpPEeHUs Oe30rac-
HOCTHU:

& Unoexc nuunoii bezonacnocmu (Personal Security Index — PSI): npenmounraro
HE BBIXOJHMTbH M3 JIOMa 110 HOYaM, HE HOIIY C COOOH MHOTO JICHEr, BCEr/ia NMEI0 MpU
ce0e HOX, MUCTOJIET WU IPYTOe OpYyKHUE.

& Unoexc epynnosoii 6ezonacnocmu (Community Security Index — CSI): nipo-
JlaXka HApKOTHKOB Ha YJIHIAX, TPa0eku, MOTpeOIeHUE alKOros Ha YIIHIaX.

¢ Unoexc nayuonanvroii bezonacnocmu (National Security Index — NSI): 60roch
MEXyHApOIHOW BOMHBI, TEPPOPUCTHUECKHX aTaK, TPAXKTAHCKON BOWHBIL.

¢ O6wuit unoexc 6ezonacnocmu (Total Security Index — TSI): cymma tpex uH-
nekcoB. [TockonbKy 3HaYeHHE KaKAOTO U3 BXOMSIIUX B €0 COCTaB HHICKCOB MOXKET
MEHSATBCS OT 3 (HU3KUU ypOBEHb 0€301macHOCTH) 10 12 (BBICOKHI YPOBEHb 0€30I1acHO-
CTH), TO 3HAYEHUS O0IIEeTo NHIeKca 0€30MaCHOCTH MEHSIOTCS OT 9 10 36.

Crnenyer OTMETUTH, YTO OILIyIICHHWE 0€30IacHOrO COCENCTBa (B OTHOCHTEIHHO
HEOOJIBIIIOM POCTPAHCTBE, II€ MPOTEKAET MOBCETHEBHAS KU3Hb YEIOBEKA) IOJIOKHU-
TEJILHO BJIMSET Ha OOMIMK WHAEKC OE30MacCHOCTH M BCE TPU €ro KOMIIOHEHTa, XOTs
B HanOOJIbIIIEH CTENEHH BCE JK€ Ha MHIEKC TPYNIIOBON 0E30MacHOCTH, a B HAaMMEHb-
1€ — Ha MH/IEKC HAIIMOHAIBLHOM 0€30MaCHOCTH, OJJHAKO MOIOOHBIC Pa3iIMyHMsl, BUIUMO,
OOBSICHSIIOTCSI TEM, YTO COOTBETCTBYIOILIME BOMPOCHI aHKETHI Pa3IMYaliuCh B paMKax
MCMAaHCKOTO M €BPOMEecKoro onpocoB. Hanboree cyiecTBEHHBIE pacX0XISHHS B pe-
3yJIbTaTax OMPOCOB B Pa3HBIX PETHOHAX MUPa OOHAPYKUBAIOTCS IO MapaMeTpy «HO-
IICHUS] HOXKA WJIH OPYIKHS», KOTOPBIM UCTIONB3YyeTCs sl KOHCTPYUPOBAHHS MHIIEKCA
JTMYHOU 0e30MacHOCTH, OyIy4r WHIMKATOPOM KpaifHEeH CTENeH! JTUYHON TPEBO>KHOCTH.
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Pervonanshbie pa3nnuuns 3/1eCh CYIIECTBEHHBI: CaMblil BBICOKUM MOKa3aTelb Mpocie-
KUBAETCSI B aHTJIOCAKCOHCKUX cTpaHax (8,6%) u pernonax Adpuku k tory ot Caxa-
psl (8%), on cHmxkaercss B Boctounoii EBpone u Ha bankanax (4%) u EBpornetickom
Coro3ze (2,6%).

B nenom o BceM BbIOOpPKaM ypOBEHb I'PYIIIOBOM 0€30MaCHOCTH BBIILIE, YEM JIPY-
rHe JBa MHJEKCa, a YPOBEHb HALIMOHAIBHOW O€30MaCHOCTH — CYIIECTBEHHO HUIXKE,
YeM JIMYHOM Oe30macHOCTU. Pa3nuuns MexXIy reoKyJIbTYpPHBIMH PETHOHAMH HE3HAYM-
TEJIbHBI IO MOKA3aTeNsAM JIMYHOW U TPYIIOBOM 0€30MaCHOCTH, HO CEPbE3HO BO3PACTAIOT
B Cllyyae HallMOHAIBbHOM Oe3omacHocTH. B pe3ynbrare oOumuil nHaekc 6e3onacHoCTH
Boie B EBponeiickom Coro3e U aHITIOCAKCOHCKUX CTpaHaX, CHUkaeTcst B A3uu, Boc-
tounoil EBpornie u Ha bankanax, B Jlatunckoit Amepuke, Ha biamxkaem Boctoke, B Ce-
BepHOU Adpuke u pernoHax K tory ot Caxapbl. B aHITIOCAKCOHCKHX CTpaHax BBILLIE
ypOBeHb JIMYHOM OezomacHocTH, YyeM B EBponeiickom Corose, Ha bamxknem Bocroke
u B CeBepHoil A(prke — OH erie OO0JIbIIe BO3PACTAET, OJJHAKO CAMBIC BBICOKHE TO-
Ka3aTelH XapaKTePHbI st perioHoB Adpuku K rory oT Caxapel. YpOBEHb TPYIIIOBOI
Oe3omacHoCcTH, Ha000pOT, BhIIIe B EBponelickom Coro3e u A3uu, 4eM B aHTJIOCAKCOH-
CKuX cTpaHax, Boctounoit EBpone n Ha bankanax, a camble HU3KUE €ro MOKa3aTeinu
JIEeMOHCTPUPYIOT cTpansbl JlatrHCckol Ameprku u Apuku B rory ot Caxapbsl. YpoBeHb
HaMOHAIBHOM Oe3omacHocTH BbIie B EBporneiickom Coro3e U aHTTIOCAKCOHCKUX CTpa-
HaX, 4YeM BO BCEX MPOYMX PErHOHax, a caMble HU3KUE €ro MOKa3aTelH XapaKTEpPHbI
crpan s Appuku u brmxaero Bocroka.

U3MEPEHUE BE3OIMNACHOCTU
B MEXXAYHAPOAHOM COMNMOCTABUTEJIbHOM KOHTEKCTE

B GonbIIMHCTBE CTpaH ypoBEHb I'PYIIIOBOM O€30MaCHOCTH BBIIIE, YEM JTUYHON HIIH
HALMOHAIBHOM, ¥ JIMIIb B JIBYX CTPaHaX U3 BOLIEIIMX B BEIOOPKY YpOBEHb HallMOHAb-
HOH 0€30I1acHOCTH OKa3aICs BBIIIE BCEX NMPOYMX MHIEKCOB — B Aprentuse u llIBeruu.
B 17 cTpanax uHIEKC JIMUHOM 6€3011acHOCTH MPEBBIILIAET Bee Ipodune: B Aipkupe, ABCT-
pamu, bpazunuu, DxBanope, [lanectune, ['ane, Mopnanuu, Jlusane, Mekcuke, Oumnmr-
nmuHax, Karape, Pyanne, FOAP, Mcnanun, Tynuce, Erunte u Ypyrsae. Cpenu 10 ctpan
C HAUBBICIIUM MHJEKCOM JIMYHON 0€30MacHOCTH OKa3ayioch mects u3 CeBepHoil Ad-
puku u bimxaero Bocroka, onHa u3 Asum u octanbHblie U3 EBpormeiickoro Coro3sa,
YTO TOBOPUT JIMOO O TOM, YTO MEHEE Pa3BUTbIE CTPAHbl HACIAXIAIOTCS TOBCEAHEBHOM
0€30MacHOCTBIO JINOO K€ YTO OHU MPHUBBIKINM K BBICOKOMY YPOBHIO OIACHOCTH U HE
OCO3HAIOT €€ KaK TAaKOBYIO.

HeynusurensHo, yro Mekcuka u bpasunus okasamuce Ha 53 u 52 mecrax
n3 59 cTpaH Mo MHAEKCY JMYHOW O€30IacHOCTH, €CIM BCIIOMHUTh HOBOCTHBIE COOOILIE-
HUs 00 yOuICTBaxX M BCeX BUAX HACUIIMA, KOTOPbIE IIMPOKO 3/1€Ch PAaCIpPOCTPAHEHBI.
To xe camoe moxxHO cka3zaTh 0 Kurae, ITakucrane, Manaiizun u Tamnange, oqHaKo
[0 JPYT'¥M IpUYMHAM — MOJUTHYECKON HecTabUiIbHOCTH, Hanpumep. Kpome Toro, omn-
POCBI [IOKA3bIBAIOT CEPHE3HBIE PA3INUMs MEXIy CTpaHAMH BHYTPH I'€OKYJbTYPHBIX pe-
T'MOHOB, HanpuMep, Mexay Mcnanuel (BTopoe MecTo B peHTHHIre JTUYHON Oe30IacHo-
ctu) 1 Hunepnangamu (42 mecto). Borpoc B TOM, HACKOJIBKO 3TH Pa3IuiMsl pealbHbI

256



Jluac Huxonac X. TpakTOBKH MOHATHS «OE30MIACHOCTY: MEXTyHAPOIHBIH CONIOCTAaBUTENLHBIH KOHTEKCT

WY JK€ OHM 3aBUCAT OT TOTO, KAKOW ypOBEHb HEOE30MaCHOCTH IpakJaHe KaxXK/I0H cTpa-
HbI BOCHPHHUMAIOT KaK YTPOKarOLUI WM He yrpoXarouil. 910 ob1as npodnema Bcex
CyObEKTHBHBIX MH/MKAaTOPOB, IOATOMY BCET/ia ClIelyeT BhIIENIATh CyObEKTUBHBIA 1 00b-
eKTUBHBIA YPOBHHU 0€30M1aCHOCTH U MIPOBOJUTH UX CPAaBHUTEIIbHbIIN aHAIU3.

Bbpazunusa u Mekcrka npoaeMOHCTPUPOBAIN U CaMblii HU3KMI MHAEKC IPYNITOBOM
0€e30MacHOCTH, 3aHSAB JBE MOCIEIHHE MO3UIUH COOTBETCTBYIOLIETO PEUTHHIa, IIepes]
Humu uayt IOAP, DkBanop m Erumer, Heganeko OoT HUX yIUIM cTpaHbl JIaTMHCKOMR
Awmepuxu. HeyauBuTenbHO, 4TO JUI aHITIOCAKCOHCKMX cTpaH U EBponeiickoro Coro-
3a XapaKTepHbI caMble BBICOKHE [TOKAa3aTeIN HAallMOHAIbHONW 6€30I1aCHOCTH, TOTja KaKk
B KOHIIE JAHHOTO PEHTHHIa OKa3aJ0Ch OOJBIIMHCTBO MEHEE pa3BUTHIX CTpaH. U, Ha-
KOHell, o0t MHJIeKC 0€30MacCHOCTH BBIBEI B JIMJIEPbI peiTHHTa Hanbosiee pa3BUThIE
CTpaHbl (QHTJIOCAKCOHCKUE U €BPOIEHCKUE), XOTS BHYTPH KaKJOr'0 T'€OKYJIbTYPHOIO
perroHa HabroIaeTcs cepbe3Has auddepeHumanys o ypoBH0 6e30macHOCTH (Harpu-
Mep, Mexay Cunramypom u Manaizueii B Aszun). Kaxxaplii perioH oTIn4aroT CBOM YHH-
KaJIbHbIE XapaKTEPUCTUKH B c(hepe 0€30I1aCHOCTH: HapUMep, B aHIIOCAKCOHCKHX CTpa-
Hax oOIMI MHAEKC 0e30MaCHOCTH OTPULIATENIBHO KOPPETUPYET C BaKHOCTBIO BEPHI
B bora u, Ha000pOT, MO3UTUBHO — € CYOBEKTHUBHON KJIACCOBOM HACHTU(UKAIUEH;
B Bocrounoii EBpone u Ha bankanax HauMmeHee 3aMHTEPECOBAHHBIC B IIOJIUTHKE U HaM-
MeHee MH(OPMUPOBAHHBIE PECIIOHIEHTHI JIEMOHCTPHPYIOT 00JIee BHICOKYIO YBEPEHHOCTh
B oOmeit OezomacHocTH, Toraa kak B CesepHoil Adpuke u Ha bimxaem Bocroke
HauMeHee MH()OPMUPOBAHHBIE U JIOBOJIbHBIE TEM, KaK BBICTPOEHA CUCTEMA YIIPABJICHUS
B CTpaHe, 00JIaJaf0T CaMbIM BBICOKMM YPOBHEM 00111eii 0€30MacHOCTH U T.1.

B 1enom nosryyeHHbIe JaHHBIE MTO3BOJIIOT YTBEPIKAATh, UTO JIBE HANOOJIEe BaXKHbIE
(x0T ¢ 0OpaTHBIM BO3ACHUCTBHEM) TSl OOIIET0 MHAEKCA 0€30MacHOCTH OOBSICHUTEb-
HbIE TEPEMEHHBIC BO BCEX I'€OKYJIBTYPHBIX PErMOHAX — 3TO Ba)KHOCTh Bephl B bora
1 UH(OPMUPOBaHHOCTb. Yem Gosiee HHPOPMUPOBAH YETIOBEK, TEM BbIIIE, KaK IPaBUJIO,
OH OLIEHMBAET YPOBEHb OMACHOCTH. B OOJBIIMHCTBE CTpaH, €CIM OLIEHUBATh YEThIPE
uHJIeKca 6e30MacHOCTH, Haubosee MOoJBEP)KEHHbIE MEAUHHOMY BO3JIEHCTBUIO PECIIOH-
JICHTBl OOBIYHO HIJKE OIICHHMBAIOT YPOBEHb OE30IAaCHOCTH, YeM He OOpallaroliuecs
K CpeIICTBaM MaccoBOM MH(OpMAIUK. DTO OYEHb BAKHBINA PE3YJIBTAT, KOTOPHIA TpeOyeT
JaTbHENIIero U3y4eHusl, yUUThIBask BCE BO3PACTAIOLIYIO POJIb MEIUMHOIO NOTpeOIeHUs
B )KM3HM BCEX OOIECTB.





