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Abstract: 

 

Purpose: This paper aims to explain and present research conditions in the interdisciplinary 

and transdisciplinary approach of researching security sciences. 

Design/Methodology/Approach: The desire for a holistic explanation of research problems 

urges the researchers to conduct transdisciplinary research. Such an approach does not ex-

clude carrying out monodisciplinary research. Still, the interdependence of research sub-jects 

and overlapping of cognitive areas of many disciplines make it necessary to perceive and con-

duct research to explain research problems from a holistic perspective. In the research pro-

cess, the qualitative research strategy was used, including researching the content of the liter-

ature on the subject, dialectics, and constant comparison. 

Findings: Originally, conducting research was monodisciplinary and constituted the unques-

tionable ontological, epistemological, and axiological assumptions of the scientific disciplines 

emerging at that time. Still, it is more and more justified to research a holistic approach be-

cause it broadens the knowledge and results. 

Practical Implications: Due to the widening cognitive scope of scientific disciplines and situ-

ating the research subject on the borderline of many of them and entering the research subject 

into interactions with other research subjects, the necessity of researching the borderline of 

two or more disciplines is more and more frequently observed. It gives the research an 

interdisciplinary character. 

Originality/value: In the security sciences, where security systems are researched, one cannot 

conclude their entirety based on a single subsystem or element. Hence, it is well-founded to 

perform research from an interdisciplinary and transdisciplinary perspective to holistically 

consider and explain complex security problems. 
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1. Introduction 

Examining security is a complex process (Ziarko, 2015). That remains in close con-

nection with science, which "(...) is a historically accumulated and permanently de-

veloping set of statements, relating to reality, aiming at intellectual and practical 

power over phenomena based on explanatory principles, and resulting from acquired 

knowledge, accepted by specialists" (Bogdanienko, 2018). Such a perception of the 

science concept points to its connections with Kuhn's interpretation of "normal sci-

ence" (2012), but it also does not negate undermining and overturning its past achieve-

ments in the view of "revolutionary science" as changes in the perception of social 

reality (Kuhn, 2012). Security requires action at both the national and the international 

levels and can only be sought in the complex balance between the two. Excessive 

attention to national security leads to the self-reinforcing dynam-ic of the power strug-

gle. In contrast, undue attention to international security leads to the unrealistic ideal-

ism associated with the peaceful view. A valid security policy requires states to attend 

both to their stability, vulnerability, and the pattern of relations in the system, with 

particular emphasis on their impact upon it (Buzan, 2021). 

 

After the negative experiences of the twentieth century and the beginning of the 

twenty-first century, there has been a growing scientists' interest in security issues as 

a research subject in the cognitive field of various scientific disciplines. However, 

each of them perceives security issues in terms of its general subject of research. On 

the one hand, it enables perceiving security through the prism of other disciplines and 

increases knowledge in this area. On the other hand, it may cause a "blurring" of the 

ontological, epistemological, and axiological foundations of the security sciences. The 

ongoing discourse on the identity of security sciences (Sulowski, 2015; Czupryński et 

al., 2015; Czupryński et al., 2017; Kośmider and Kitler, 2017; Piwowarski and Gier-

szewski, 2018; Gierszewski and Pieczywok, 2020; Wiśniewski, 2020) emphasizes the 

ever-widening scope of the object of cognition, which causes that cognitive area of 

security com-prises all spheres of social life, which finds its colloquial justification.  

 

However, from the mental point of view, it makes one enter other knowledge areas 

non-professional. It should be unequivocally stressed that researching in an interdis-

ciplinary, transdisciplinary, and multidisciplinary perspective bearing in mind the in-

teraction of the research subject with its environment and other objects and drawing 

knowledge from different scientific disciplines differs from defining the research sub-

ject with such features (Czupryński et al., 2015; Czupryński et al., 2017). If such fea-

tures describe the subject of research, then a premise for the emergence of a new dis-

cipline arises. Simultaneously, the methodological approach does not violate the sci-

entific status of any co-operating field but is determined cognitively by the holistic 

cognition of the studied object. Even though the thesis that security sciences as a sci-

entific discipline cannot take the totality of world perception as its subject of aware-

ness (Kośmider and Kitler, 2017) is valid, researchers should situate and study the 

research subject concerning their closer and further environment in a systemic per-

spective, since security systems are social and open systems (Bertalanffy, 2015; Hys 
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and Hawrysz, 2014; Parsons, 2008; Luhmann, 1984). That means that the object of 

security cognition is not everything, but a specified thing cognized in the conditions 

of the security subject and object's social, political, economic, bio-logical, and civili-

zational environment.  

 

Security research problems are usually perceived separately through the prism of se-

curitization (in the following areas, political, economic, social, military, and ecologi-

cal) and human security (in the following areas, food security, health security, per-

sonal security). However, from the cognitive point of view, it is crucial to perceive all 

the places and conduct research from the systemic point of view using strategies and 

research methods, techniques, and tools in the interdisciplinary, transdisciplinary, or 

multidisciplinary approach in the research process. 

 

The concepts used interdisciplinarity and transdisciplinarity should not be treated as a 

synonym. Still, as a research approach to define and study a research subject that may 

be called the same, each discipline examines this subject different cognitive approach 

(Table 1).  

 

 Table 1. Concepts used in social sciences 

Multidisciplinarity 
Disciplines are working on a research field in parallel, without the 

synthesis of research approaches. 

Interdisciplinarity 
Disciplines are working in a research field, and their cognitive 

structures are synthesized. 

Transdisciplinarity 
Knowledge arises between and above disciplines based on a new 

methodology. 

Neodisciplinarity 
Knowledge arises between and above disciplines based on a new 

methodology. 

Adisciplinarity 
Striving to overcome specialization by recognizing that discipli-

nary boundaries limit the development of knowledge. 

Intradisciplinarity 
Creating a new combination of concepts to explain the problems 

in a new way 

Analytical eclecticism 
Disciplines work in a given research field in parallel, without syn-

thesizing research approaches. 

Source: Czaputowicz, 2015. 

 
To distinguish the research approach, the cited concepts can be illustrated (Figure 1), 

where the basis for their perception in the study of a given problem is the cognitive 

paradigm of one, two or more scientific disciplines. The article aims to present as-

sumptions and challenges connected with undertaking and carrying out interdiscipli-

nary and transdisciplinary research in security sciences on the ground of Polish sci-

ence. The fact is that science does not have national ontological and epistemological 

characteristics, but the development of each scientific discipline has its specific civi-

lisation and cultural sources of the emergence of cognitive areas independently of 

similar approaches in other parts of the world. 
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Figure 1. Distinguishing the research process and results in terms of monodiscipli-

nary, interdisciplinary, transdisciplinary and multidisciplinary in the interpretation 

of the joint research subject in social science 

 
Source: Own study of the authors' team. 
 

2. Research Methodology 

Doing science is an anarchistic endeavour because it assumes scepticism about its 

achievements to date. According to Feyerabend (2010), anarchism helps one progress 

in whatever area one wishes. Since challenging established theories makes us find 

additional arguments for and against the challenged theory or create the basis for new 

knowledge (Feyerabend, 2010). In scientific research, the restriction of not addressing 

problems that have been previously justified does not apply, everything is contestable 

and comes down to argumentation according to assumptions of confirmation or falsi-

fication (Popper, 2002). In such a perception of reality, one can apply dialectical think-

ing, which becomes the first step to identifying a scientific problem and the possibility 

of its investigation. Describing a problem with the adjective scientific suggests that 

the product of this activity should be knowledgeable about the subject under investi-

gation produced in the procedures of scientific perception of reality. Above all, a sci-

entific problem is an identified level of ignorance in existing knowledge or its con-

sistency with reality. The results of research and theories produced are subject to pro-

cesses of confirmation and falsification, which constitutes the essence of science. 
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The scientific world often suggests that security problems should be studied from an 

interdisciplinary perspective; however, it seems that cognitive processes resulting 

from the research subject's interdependence with others should be reviewed even more 

from a transdisciplinary or multidisciplinary perspective. Hence, a research problem 

has been posted, the essence of confirming or denying such a research approach. What 

justifies conducting security research from an interdisciplinary and transdisciplinary 

perspective? The cognitive considerations assume that interdisciplinarity and trans-

disciplinarity of security research results from the necessity of holistic cognition of 

the research subject situated on the borderline with other scientific disciplines, which 

interacts with research subjects from the disciplines. It is necessary to perceive it from 

the cognitive perspective of disciplines with which it interacts to explain the identified 

relationships, dependencies, and processes. The necessity of interdisciplinary and 

transdisciplinary research stems from the origins of security sciences.  

 

The research subject is located on the borderline of political, military, social, eco-

nomic, ecological, food, health, and personal security. At the same time, these are the 

detailed areas of cognitive interest of many other scientific disciplines. In the process 

of cognition of security sciences, it is not about exploring the cognitive area of differ-

ent scientific disciplines but studying one's object of research and considered scientific 

problems also from the perspective of disciplines with which the research subject in-

teracts, as well as from the necessity of holistic solution of the research problem and 

verification of hypotheses.  

 

More and more often, the world of science suggests that security problems should be 

studied from an interdisciplinary perspective. However, it seems that cognitive pro-

cesses resulting from the interdependence of the object of research with others should 

be reviewed even more from a transdisciplinary perspective. Hence, a research prob-

lem has been posted, the essence of which is to confirm or deny such a research ap-

proach. What justifies conducting security research from an interdisciplinary and 

transdisciplinary or perspective? The cognitive considerations assume the hypothesis 

that interdisciplinarity and transdisciplinarity of security research results from the ne-

cessity of holistic cognition of the object of research, which is situated on the border-

line with other scientific disciplines, interact with objects of research from different 

disciplines, and explain the identified relationships, dependencies and processes it is 

necessary to perceive the object of study from the cognitive perspective of disciplines 

with which it interacts.  

 

The necessity of interdisciplinary and transdisciplinary research results from the ori-

gins of security sciences, whose research subject is located on the borderline of polit-

ical, military, social, economic, ecological, food, health, and personal security, and at 

the same time, these are the detailed areas of cognitive interest of many other scientific 

disciplines. In the process of cognition of security sciences, it is not about exploring 

the cognitive area of different scientific disciplines but examining one's object of re-

search and considered scientific problems also from the perspective of disciplines with 
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which the object of study interacts, as well as from the necessity of holistic solution 

of the research problem and verification of hypotheses.  

 

It should be borne in mind that such dependence and the possibility and necessity of 

exploring common cognitive areas pose similar challenges to other scientific disci-

plines interacting with security sciences. Holistic research involves learning about the 

same research subject from the perspective and cognitive methodology of the disci-

plines it interacts with. It can result in the beginning to explore the essence of security 

science from a mental standpoint of another discipline. Not only does such an ap-

proach bring about an increment of innovative knowledge in each discipline but also 

it may cause "blurring" its ontological foundations in favor of the discipline with 

which it interacts or the disappearance of both cooperating disciplines and the for-

mation of ontological, epistemological, and axiological foundations of a new disci-

pline.  

 

From the scientific point of view, it is justified to perceive the research process reflex-

ively, to be cognition, truth, knowledge, and realism, not separately but as a whole 

(Woleński, 2007). It must be added that the latter refers to all elements of epistemol-

ogy. If science is based on diversity, then such diversity should enrich security sci-

ences, but different cognitive methodologies should be considered to cognition and 

the problem. Given the essence of the research subject in the security sciences, bor-

rowing research methodology from social sciences or other fields of science is not 

abuse. However, it requires adjusting the adopted cognitive assumptions of methods, 

techniques, and research tools appropriately to the general and specific research prob-

lems, the research subject, and the mental goal. 

 

The adopted research process aims to determine the reasons and conditions of under-

taking interdisciplinary and transdisciplinary research in the security sciences on 

Polish science. On the other hand, the research subject is the ontological, epistemo-

logical, and axiological foundations of security sciences in holistic research condi-

tions. 

 

In the adopted research process, the strategy of qualitative research was applied. It 

assumed that we do not discover facts but only resolve, interpret, and describe them 

in qualitative terms because employing other strategies under such a cognitive as-

sumption is hardly justified. The premise of qualitative research strategy assumes that 

qualitative research is defined primarily by a series of tensions, contradictions, and 

fluctuations (Denzin and Lincoln, 2005), focusing on explaining the causes and con-

ditions of interdisciplinary and transdisciplinary research in security science. As em-

piricists suggest, the essence of the qualitative research strategy is not in opposition 

to other cognitive processes (e.g., quantitative, empirical, and multivariate ones).  

 

However, it constitutes a methodology of cognition, classification, and description of 

research results in terms of the cognitive subject, the considered problem, and the in-

separability of awareness from valuation, which is necessary for security sciences due 
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to the object and subject of attention. Hence, dialectical, and critical thinking about 

the problem and the research subject was applied with the assumption that one should: 

 

− strive for critical perception of describing facts, processes, and phenomena con-

tained in the subject literature; 

− use comparisons of similar problems, facts, phenomena, pre-subjects and their 

conclusions in the research process; 

− use comparisons of similar problems, facts, phenomena, subjects and conclu-

sions drawn from them;  

− perform a comprehensive and in-depth analysis of the data contained in the sub-

ject literature; 

− analyse and compare cases of deviation from commonly perceived cognitive 

assumptions (Silverman, 2001; Silverman, 2005; Denzin and Lincoln, 2005; 

Flick, 2007; Stasik and Gendźwiłł, 2012). 

 

The qualitative research strategy used was the method of examining the content of 

selected subject literature (Babbie, 2015) involving the coherent application of rea-

soning operations (analysis, synthesis, comparison, abstraction, generalization, deduc-

tive reasoning) and strategies of reductive, taxonomic, heuristic, and constructive 

thinkin  (Peräkylä, 200; Czupryński, 2020 ).  t should  e emphasized that the in-

cluded research results do not follow the realization of a scientific project but own 

independent research and the discourse about monodisciplinary, interdisciplinarity, 

transdisciplinarity, and multidisciplinarity of research in security sciences conducted 

by the author's team.  

 

It is worth emphasizing that the author team, through the discourse, excluded cogni-

tive subjectivism or attachment to a methodology resulting from the specificity of the 

individual research conducted. Nonetheless, a certain margin of subjectivism, which 

is its essence expressed in perceiving and interpreting facts, is sure to be included in 

the qualitative strategy. In the security sciences, one does not produce points but ana-

lyzes them from different cognitive perspectives. Since the sciences above apply other 

cognitive processes, somewhat mental eclecticism arises, which also stems from in-

terdisciplinary and transdisciplinary cognition of the studied subject and resolution of 

the problem under consideration. 

 

3. Literature Review 

The cognitive perspective of the Polish security sciences has similar trends in the de-

velopment and study of security as in the world. However, it is classified formally as 

a scientific discipline, arbitrarily established in 2011 and modified by legal acts until 

2018. The development of security sciences has several cognitive currents. Regardless 

of whether such assumptions were or were not directly articulated, the security sources 

were related to the organization of the social life of individuals, social groups, and 

nations in various organizational and systemic forms. Historically, the current is called 

state-centrism, which has evolved to securitization since the 1980s (Buzan and Little, 
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2000). Securitization theory is a relatively few recent genuine advances in security 

theory (Waever, 1995). Central to its successful incorporation in Security Studies is 

its innovative attempt to answer the most crucial question of the discipline: What is 

security? This question seems to divide the field not only because security could be 

called an 'essentially contested concept' (Gallie, 1956) but as well also because it is 

the starting point of many other related debates concerning who the legitimate authors 

of security policy are, which beneficiaries should have priority, or what are the ade-

quate strategies of implementation.  

 

What marks out securitization theory is answering the 'who, what, where, and how' of 

the security research subject. It also allows potential new interpretations of what se-

curity means. Should this promise be delivered, it would indeed significantly contrib-

ute to  ecurity  tudies and    in  eneral (Ciutǎ, 2009). As Baldwin has pointed out, 

there are very few new security concepts (Baldwin, 1994). The general assumptions 

of the Copenhagen, Paris, and Welsh schools, with slight equivocations, fit into that 

current of cognition and concern the conditions of state security as a political entity.  

 

Therefore, in Poland (like worldwide), it includes the cognitive scope of martial arts, 

ex-military sciences, ex-defence sciences, political and administrative sciences, man-

agement and quality sciences, legal sciences, economics and finance, philosophy, cul-

tural and religious sciences, social sciences, social communication, and media sci-

ences, and polemology since those non-cognitive areas cover aspects of state security 

within their specificity.  The foundations of the cognitive trend indicate the necessity 

of perceiving state security in connection with many knowledge sectors. Thereby, it 

is not reasonable to consider it from the mental perspective of one knowledge sector 

or those knowledge sectors with which the research subject interacts. 

 

Another cognitive trend in the security sciences has its sources in the socio-psycho-

logical-humanistic direction of perceiving reality related to the UN's position on se-

curity problems as human security. Perceiving a human being as an essential subject 

of protection directs the scope of cognition towards human and civil rights to decent 

and safe conditions for a human being's existence and development. In the socio-psy-

chological-humanistic stream of the security sciences, the subject of cognition is lo-

cated on the borderline with sectoral knowledge, philosophy, political sciences, cul-

tural and religious sciences, health sciences, food and nutrition technology, economics 

and finance, socio-economic geography and spatial management, social communica-

tion and media, politics and administration, management and quality sciences, legal 

sciences, sociological science, pedagogy, psychology, environmental protection, and 

irenology.  

 

Thus, the direction of security sciences, which primarily assumes the protection of 

human rights and dignity and decent conditions for existence and development, has 

cognitive contexts that situate the object of cognition on the borderline of various sec-

tors of social-psychological-humanistic knowledge (Table 2). 
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Table 2. Scientific disciplines and knowledge sectors in which interdisciplinary, trans-

disciplinary and multidisciplinary security research is conducted 
N 

. 

S      f 

k  w   g  
                 b  m  S      f   g       

1 
Security          

sciences 

What factors influence the nature 

and quality of security? 

Areas of security in terms of securiti-

sation and human security 

2 
Cultural an-

thropology 

To what extent do cultural, eth-

nic and civilisational changes af-

fect the security of individuals, 

social groups and nations? 

The cultural dimension of human exist-

ence in its social, ethnic, historical, po-

litical and geographical contexts. 

3 Philosophy 
What are the axiological sources 

and conditions of security?   

Primary problems of the discursive per-

ception of reality. 

4 

Cultural and 

religious sci-

ences 

How do civilisational and cul-

tural conditions affect security? 

Cultural, social, political phenomena in 

relation to social relations of the secu-

rity subject and his/her value system. 

5 
Health  

sciences 

What are the social aspects of the 

identified level of health and 

medical services in relation to 

the state of feeling of safety? 

Impact of social determinants on the 

quality of health security. 

6 

Food  

technology  

and nutrition 

What is the impact of nutrition 

on people and societies in terms 

of existential and health secu-

rity? 

Food production and distribution in 

terms of social, ecological and health 

determinants. 

7 
Economics 

and finance 

How do economic and financial 

factors influence the level of se-

curity?   

The level of wealth of individuals and 

societies and their impact on the secu-

rity systems of individuals, social 

groups, nations, states, political regions 

and the world. 

8 

Socio-eco-

nomic geog-

raphy and 

spatial econ-

omy 

To what extent do geographical, 

social, economic and economic 

conditions determine security?

  

Impact of the geographical, social and 

economic environment on the security 

of individuals, social groups, nations 

and political entities 

9 

Social com-

munication 

and media 

sciences 

To what extent does social com-

munication influence the stabili-

sation of security? 

The importance of communication in 

social processes and civil society build-

ing. 

10 

Political and 

administra-

tive sciences 

How are states involved in guar-

anteeing internal and interna-

tional security?  

Political institutions and organisations, 

political culture, political subjectivity, 

process of political change, formation 

of international relations, state security 

management. 

11 

Management 

and quality 

sciences 

How do security actors manage 

security?   

Instruments and mechanisms of ra-

tional security management  

12 
Legal  

sciences 

What is the impact of legal con-

ditions on the quality of home-

land security?    

Individuals, groups, states, regions, the 

world 

13 
Sociological 

sciences 

How do we explain the impact of 

social interactions on security?

  

Functioning and changes in society in 

terms of security. 

14 Pedagogy 
How do we educate society for 

security?  

Systems of education and training for a 

safe society. 
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15 Psychology 

What factors influence the state 

and process of feeling safe by the 

individual, social groups and so-

cieties? 

Mechanisms and laws governing the 

human psyche and behaviour. The im-

pact of perceptions of security on inter-

personal interactions and interaction 

with the environment. 

16 Irenology 
How do peace processes shape 

security?   

Determinants of individual, social 

groups and societies. 

17 Polemology 
How do armed conflicts shape 

security?   
Aetiology of armed conflicts. 

18 Others 

What cognitive scope of other 

scientific disciplines influences 

the development and promotion 

of security? 

Relationships and dependencies of 

other areas of knowledge with security. 

Source: Authors' team compilation based on the discourse. 

 

To what extent is the ongoing discourse about the importance of any of the currents 

(securitization, human security) justified? The answer seems evident that instead of 

conducting cognitive rivalry, both strands should be merged since they complement 

each other in exploring security in different research problems and the research sub-

ject. That is due to the state's function because the state as a legal entity is responsible 

for its citizens' security. The perceived two main streams of security sciences, in many 

cases, have their location in the same sectors of knowledge. Still, the differences arise 

due to the specific problem considered and the research subject.       

 

Security sciences as a scientific discipline in Poland combine both streams as the cog-

nitive scope of securitization and human security complement each other and allow 

for a comprehensive perception of the research subject about their closer and further 

environment. Even though defining the subject of research as security and its systems 

is very general and imprecise, it is justified as a cognitive metaphor in this case. Se-

curity as a subject of cognition has no physical characteristics, despite the possibility 

of describing some of its elements in a parameterized way. 

 

Due to the necessity of interacting with the range of knowledge from various scientific 

fields, Security sciences apply research methodologies from different areas. Nonethe-

less, it is necessary to adapt methods, techniques skilfully, and research tools to the 

subject being researched, interacting with other research subjects from other disci-

plines. Therefore, we may pose a thesis that somewhat methodological eclecticism is 

perceived in the security sciences. However, its application must be justified by the 

researched problem and subject, the assumed cognitive goal, and the scope of confir-

mation and falsification of hypotheses. It should be stressed that there are interdisci-

plinary and transdisciplinary security studies carried out. Still, one cannot attribute 

such a hybrid shape to the research subject even if it is understood as a metaphor. 

 

4. Results 

Security, like many other social rights, is an inalienable human right. Social rights are 

the product of moral and political agreements that people make among themselves; 
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they are an expression of compromise that captures the essence of human social de-

velopment. Putting and proving the thesis of the right to security seems evident in the 

context of security theory. Still, when confronted with reality, it turns out that the 

multiple dimensions of security are not unequivocal.  

 

Therefore, from the security point of view, it follows that its cognition by a researcher 

from the security sciences requires reference to selected issues from the field of cul-

tural anthropology, philosophy, cultural and religious sciences, social communication 

and media sciences, political and administrative sciences, legal sciences, psychology, 

irenolo y (Czupryński, 2021), and others. A researcher who wants to refer to the per-

spective of security from the cognitive point of view of their discipline cannot disre-

gard its various contexts resulting from the mental scope of other disciplines because 

the knowledge of the research subject will be limited. There is no doubt that risk esti-

mation and security management cannot be overlooked when studying security con-

te ts from the mana ement and quality sciences point of view (Wiśniew-ski et al., 

2018). Security sciences have their praxeological dimension manifest in the organized 

and effective operation of security systems in crises and the so-called normal condi-

tions in which security systems should act for the security subject with equal effec-

tiveness guaranteeing its survival, continuance, and development.   

 

Security has an axiological and ontological and, from the point of view of cognition, 

a methodological character. In the axiological sense, security is a system of values and 

evaluations pursued by its subject, and therefore cognition and valuation cannot be 

separated while studyin  security (Czupryński et al., 2015).  Security is an autotelic 

value. Ontologically, security is seen as a metaphor, although its selected components 

of security systems in a material sense may have a physical dimension. Whereas meth-

odologically, it defines how to study security. 

 

The contemporary understanding of the essence of security is reduced to human civi-

lizational and cultural standards, and its context varies greatly depending on these re-

quirements. There are also differences in understanding security within the same civ-

ilization and culture areas because one perceives its level subjectively. Hence, what 

can be defined as the standard of 21st-century human security? Conclusions from the 

research literature analysis indicate that security measures result from our place in the 

civilized world and our culture. "It is about political pluralism (multiple states and 

multiple governments) as well as capitalism, freedom of conscience, and the scientific 

meth-od of inquiry; it is about the rule of law and property rights as well as democ-

racy" (Ferguson, 2012). It is about human beings, about making the world they co-

create similarly safe for all people.  

 

Human beings as a social unit are the fundamental subject of security studies on their 

relationship with the environment. Do security studies take over the cognitive field of 

psychology, sociology, and other related disciplines? They do not, but security re-

searchers should perceive and interpret the determinants of social interactions and 

their impact on individuals and social groups' security. Is it possible to avoid value 
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judgment when considering the research subject in this manner, given that the subject 

and the object of research interact? No, it is not, and, therefore, cognitive reflexivity 

will often prevail over cognitive realism. It does not mean that reflexive is as-signed 

a higher cognitive value, but only that the choice of cognitive approach in terms of 

intuitive or cognitive realism is determined by the problem under consideration and 

the research subject and the mental goal. 

 

The origin and evolution of security indicate that we are dealing with multiple under-

standings, leading to ambiguity. Conclusions from the literature research indicate that 

security as a scope of scientific cognition was understood, among others, as: 

 

− a continuous social process with acting subjects trying to adjust mechanisms 

that provide them with a sense of security (Kukułka, 1982); 

− the state and process of security depend on the variability of the power systems 

and essential relations between the security subjects and is understood as a 

standard of living in a specific socio-political environment (Stefanowicz, 1984); 

− the paramount need of an individual and social groups, connected with the sys-

tem of human needs as a social unit (Zię a, 1989); 

− the achievement of individual prosperity and social development ( tańczyk, 

1996); 

− guarantee of inviolable survival and free development of the security subject 

(Czaputowicz, 2003); 

− a state of certainty, peace, and a lack of threat and protection against it (Zię a, 

2007). 

 

The different perception of security requirements has a wide range and depends on 

cultural conditions. Hence, the security standardization appears to result from the per-

ception and application of the same legal norms to every person regardless of their 

status, origin, or residence. The security level is perceived in subjective terms. Sub-

jectivity is not justifiably seen adversely as every person has different expectations 

and requirements resulting from the achieved state and security process. Hence sub-

jectivity is a feature of the evaluations of a specific subject. Therefore, can one speak 

of standards, and if so, can one ascribe specific values to classify them - high, medium, 

or low level of safety. 

 

The thesis that everything can be classified, reduced to a common denominator, and 

given a parameterized dimension can be put forward. Is this approach valid for prag-

matic human functioning and, scientifically, social sciences? Perception of security as 

a state and a process causes that the context of the subjectivity of feeling the security 

level does not allow for its parametrization because each security subject feels its level 

differently as a mental state. There is no doubt that security has its standards in the 

context of pragmatics and science; it has determinants of security in the process con-

text, such as the subject's ability to survive and independence from threats and 
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development (Koziej, 2006). What, therefore, is security for its issue? Is it a standard 

of the 21st century? Furthermore, if so, can this standard be identified and explained? 

 

The outcomes from the security concept analysis and its pragmatics indicate that it is 

first and foremost its subject's need, value, and right. One might argue that the security 

subject's natural state is the accepted threat level, assuming that there is no state of no 

threats. Therefore, the security subject functions in a world of permanent threats, the 

level of which allows or prevents them from achieving their goals. Applying a positive 

approach to the description of security, one may argue that security is a need, a value, 

and a law of nature, not just the opposite of threats. 

 

5. Examining Security as an Autotelic Value  

If the security subject functions in a world of permanent threats, their immediate need 

is a condition for survival and development and the opportunity to achieve their exis-

tential goals. Identifying the level of achievement of existential goals requires refer-

ence to their categorization in terms of a hypothetically created satisfaction level with 

the accepted level of security to manage it rationally.   

 

Depending on how much influence a security actor has on achieving their objectives, 

one may define security management as perceived levels: accepted, critical, or unsat-

isfactory (Table 3). The different security management levels mean they are debatable, 

as each security actor defines its boundaries subjectively. However, based on the as-

sumption that one can categorize the security management levels (accepted, critical, 

unsatisfactory), they were explained from the relationship between the expected sub-

jective system of the security su ject’s needs and the possi ility of achievin  it in the 

objective security environment.    

 

A need is something the security subject neither can do without nor can give up. There-

fore, the need for security is perceived as a necessary condition defining the generally 

dichotomous possibility of the security subject's existence or non-existence. Security 

is a state that gives a sense of certainty and guarantees preservation and the chances 

of improvement. It is one of the basic human needs; it is characterized by the absence 

of a high risk of losing something that one values, particularly health, work, respect, 

feelings, or material goods. Thus, security is an existential need. One can talk about a 

need when the security subject cannot function "normally" without a specific object: 

the proper relationship between a human and the environment is satisfied when the 

person in need has access to what they need (Zawadzki, 2009; Dacko-Pikiewicz and 

Walancik, 2016). Security has always been a primary human need.  

 

According to Maslow (1970), human beings have the following needs, physiological, 

safety, love and belongingness, respect and recognition, and self-realization. In the 

problem theory, the hierarchy of needs, as defined by many theorists, but had roots in 

Maslow's theory. Alderfer's hierarchy of needs includes existence, interpersonal con-

tacts, and human growth and development (Alderfer, 1969). In the situation of 
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pandemic restrictions in many countries, direct interpersonal contacts are disturbed. 

Therefore, the level of feeling of security is lowered in this category. In contrast, 

McClelland's theory of needs distinguishes between the need for achievement, power, 

and belonging (McClelland and Burnham, 1977).  

 

Table 3. Relations of the subjective state of feeling of security to the objective condi-

tions of its occurrence 

No. Relationships 
Level of 

satisfaction 

with safety 

Security 

 management 

level 

1 

The system of the security su ject’s needs, and values 

is lower than the objective conditions for survival and 

development of the security subject  

Revealed 

Accepted 2 

 he system of the security su ject’s needs, and values 

is lower or equal than the objective conditions of sur-

vival and development of the security subject 

Very good 

3 

 he system of the security su ject’s needs, and values 

is equal than the objective conditions for survival and 

development of the security subject 

Good 

4 

 he system of the security su ject’s needs, and values 

is higher or equal than the objective conditions of sur-

vival and development of the security subject 

Average Critical 

5 

 he system of the security su ject’s needs, and values 

is higher than the objective conditions of survival and 

development of the security subject  

Poor 

Unsatisfac-

tory 

6 

 he minimum system of the security su ject’s needs, 

and values is difficult to achieve in the objective condi-

tions of survival and development of the security sub-

ject 

Dire 

Source: Developed based on Czupryński, 2014. 

 

The issue of belonging to a given community is not a declaration that one belongs to 

the same group, it is the possibility of active functioning in the group, and thus, simi-

larly to the need for interpersonal contacts, the lack of achieving this value lowers the 

level of feeling of safety, which is different for each individual and is felt differently. 

The need for power can be perceived and achieved in Maslow's aspect of self-realiza-

tion. One can put forward a thesis that the system of needs defines a specific set of 

values, perceived as a feature of what is suitable for the security subject in some re-

spect. What is vital for the issue of security is the possibility to survive and develop 

freely.  

 

Security is subjective and objective. Each security subject's state of security is differ-

ent and always personal, depending on their value system. The subjectivity of feeling 

security means that the scale of freedom from threats for each security subject varies 

despite functioning in the same conditions. Maslow's psychological concept is not 

only about needs, but it serves as the basis for constructing security. Maslow's system 

of needs has a broader scope than psychology defines because the process view of 

security is founded on the assumptions of achieving basic needs and values. If the 
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security subject provides only physiological and safety needs, it maintains the conti-

nuity of their existence. Self-thinking beings have a broader range of needs and a di-

versified value system, which forms the basis of their security. In biological terms, 

one can argue that it is enough to preserve the species, but in psychological terms, a 

specific security subject must have acceptance, recognition, and development oppor-

tunities. Hence, the human's system of needs and values constitutes the basis for de-

fining their safety as an independently thinking individual. In a process view, one can 

transfer the psychological approach of human needs to other security subjects as the 

security su ject's a ility to persist, survive, and develop (Czupryński, 2014; 

Czupryński et al., 2015).    

 

Conclusions from the dependency analysis indicate that the basis of security is the 

conscious system of the security subject's needs. It should be expected that along with 

the social development, the security subject's level of needs and value system will 

systematically increase about the objective conditions of their existence. Hence, to 

guarantee an acceptable security level, it is imperative to focus on the security sub-

ject's legitimate needs and expectations and manage their social, economic, and polit-

ical aspects to aim to fulfil their needs to at least a reasonable level.  

 

Security is an ambiguous concept. "In a general social sense, security encompasses 

the following needs: existence, survival, certainty, stability, identity (sameness), inde-

pendence, protection of the standard of living, and quality of life. Security, being the 

human beings and social groups' main need, is at the same time the basic need of 

states and international systems; its absence causes anxiety and a feeling of threat" 

(Zię a, 1989).  ecurity in a narrow sense means the a ility to resist threats; in a broad 

context, it means the security subject's ability to survive and develop. Thereby, there 

is a fundamental difficulty in its categorization because of the variety of classification 

criteria. Security has accompanied humankind since the dawn of time and is an ele-

mentary, primordial need for individuals, social groups and nations, and their institu-

tions. 

 

6. Cognitive Multidisciplinary of Security  

 he sources of security sciences are situated in many co nitive areas, the ran e of 

which refers to various scientific disciplines cited in  a le 2.  nterdisciplinarity and 

transdisciplinarity of research in security sciences have their justification in the 

sources of security sciences (Czupryński, 2020).  he comple ity of security and the 

desire to know it scientifically makes it le itimate to research an interdisciplinary and 

transdisciplinary approach to  ain holistic knowled e a out the studied su ject.  he 

multidisciplinary approach does not limit security sciences, as conclusions from inter-

disciplinary research in other disciplines can  e used in security sciences.  imilar use 

of findin s from security research can  e used in different fields.  

 

 hus, interdisciplinary research results provide conclusions in each discipline in terms 

of its research assumptions and do not enter direct co nitive cooperation.  till, the 
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 eneral research results can  e implemented into other fields, includin  security sci-

ences. 

 

 he literature and co nitive pra matics draw attention to the interdisciplinarity of re-

search in security sciences ( ulowski, 2015; Balcerowicz, 2015; Aleksandrowicz, 

2015; Żukowska, 2015) as seekin  to o tain a much  roader ran e of knowled e a out 

the su ject under study,  ut it should  e emphasized that this does not e clude trans-

disciplinary and multidisciplinary approaches.  f we study state security pro lems 

(Czupryński, 2020a), a transdisciplinary and interdisciplinary approach is justified  e-

cause one should refer to the political, economic, social, military, and environmental 

determinants of security when considerin  the co nitive scope of the pro lems.  

 

 n turn, the study of security in terms of human security requires addressin  issues 

from the fields of irenolo y, food security level, health security, personal security 

a out respect for human ri hts, opportunities for individual and societal development, 

and the level of freedom and civil li erties.  f one perceives security holistically, one 

must consider its conditions from the perspective of many scientific disciplines and 

separate specialist areas within them.  he research assumptions presented in  eneral 

re ardin  the supposed pro lems and researched the comple  su ject and the research 

aim indicate the co nitive scope.  t should  e emphasized that as far as security is 

concerned, it is increasin ly difficult to make a precise mental  oundary of a  iven 

discipline.  he limits of co nition are fluid and impossi le to determine unam i u-

ously. Perhaps one should make such an assumption, like when esta lishin  system 

 oundaries, where the discipline throu h self-limitation can evaluate the internal lim-

itations  ut does not specify the e ternal ones, as is conditioned  y the entropy of 

co nition.  

 

Hence, it is considered reasona le that an interdisciplinary, transdisciplinary, or mul-

tidisciplinary approach should  e employed if the scope of awareness requires it.  up-

pose the research su ject is homo enous and does not interact with other similar o -

jects, which does not require knowled e from outside the discipline.  n that case, the 

research is usually conducted from a monodisciplinary approach.  herefore, it means 

that the scope of co nition and the research approach is not determined  y any re-

search directive  ut  y the research pro lem, su ject, and  oal.  he researcher intends 

to investi ate a determinant of the research approach, monodisciplinary, interdiscipli-

nary, transdisciplinary, or multidisciplinary. 

 

Openness towards inference on the  rounds of the achievements of scientific disci-

plines other than hitherto provides an opportunity to increase the a ility to use  oth 

knowled e and scientific creativity in e plainin  undou tedly comple  security issues 

from different perspectives ( osłoń and  roszczyńska, 2017; El Ghamari, 2017a; El 

Ghamari, 2017 ;  opóci and  zczepańska-Woszczyna, 2015).  t consequently en-

riches scientific understandin  and interpretations of the social phenomena occurrin  

in that area. Disciplines, theories, and paradi ms are interpretative frameworks that 

reflect a particular manner of lookin  at the world or the dominant specific periods or 
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societies.  uch different perspectives can  e complementary when they hi hli ht var-

ious dimensions of the same phenomenon or appear contradictory when their funda-

mental assumptions are opposed (Korporowicz, 2017;  tefanski, 2017; Czaja, 2017).  

 

 t is dan erous to luck oneself in one field and discipline of science in the case of a 

comple  pro lem and research su ject with numerous determinants in different disci-

plines.  n such a situation, theory can quickly  ecome an intellectual limiter rather 

than an instrument for a more comprehensive understandin  of security conditions.  t 

should  e emphasized that interdisciplinarity in the security sciences is e -pressed in 

research su ject that is comple  and has numerous determinants in many scientific 

disciplines, the methodolo y of e aminin  a  iven su ject, the application of various 

non-co nitive perspectives of cooperatin  disciplines, and the a ilities and skills of a 

researcher perceivin  the influence of other disciplines on the researched topic. Alt-

hou h interdisciplinary research enriches the knowled e a out the studied su ject, it 

may lead to its ontolo ical, epistemolo ical, and a iolo ical " lurrin " in the case of 

the formin  discipline. On the other hand, if interdisciplinarity and transdisciplinarity 

as a co nitive paradi m in security sciences are accepted, we  e in to stren then the 

foundations of the discipline. Nevertheless, there is a risk that such an approach may 

su  est that y security sciences appropriate co nitive areas from other disciplines, 

which is hardly justified.         

 

 he principle of openness has methodolo ical implications.  nstead of choosin   e-

tween quantitative and qualitative methodolo ies, it should  e assumed that the ap-

propriate method depends on the  iven pro lem and su ject of research. Moreover, 

methodolo ical monism is unlikely to enrich the understandin  of the comple  and 

hi hly varia le social processes in security. 

 

7. Conclusions 

Many sciences increasingly broadly contribute to the understanding of the phenome-

non of security. The circumstances make security an ambiguous category, which re-

fers to securitization issues that were initially assumed and to human security prob-

lems.    

 

Security is understood as a state of consciousness in which a person feels free from 

threats; it combines the feeling of peace and comfort of life and the tranquil co-exist-

ence of a human being with other people and the natural environment (Kwiatkowska, 

1999). Freedom from threats does not mean their absence, but only one's ability to 

organize their life despite their presence. One may argue that it is an accepted level of 

threats, which does not condition the security subject's functioning. Security is a com-

plex issue in which the state of security and its organization is subject to dynamic 

change following its natural changes and conditions. Therefore, security does not have 

a fixed value of its organization level (Jakubczak and Flis, 2006). Hence, the thesis 

may be put forward that the organization's security level evolves along with the needs 

and values of the security subject and the objective conditions of its state. 



Andrzej Czupryński, Magdalena El Ghamari, Jacek Zboina 

  

 

451 

Security is both a state and a process. The state of security defines the situation in 

which it exists, its dimension, the scale of permanence, and territorial range. On the 

other hand, the security process is its continuous evolution, transformation, strength-

ening, and dynamics, where its subjective, objective, and spatial scope is constantly 

growing. Whereas security means a state of consciousness that one possesses and that 

influences our perception of the environment. Meanwhile, it is a process of transfor-

mation under the influence of civilizational growth to develop a specific security state.  

 

The concept of security is very diverse. That is due to the increasing number of actors 

participating in it, from individuals to the international community. The idea of secu-

rity belongs to a category characterized by a wide range of meanings in every classi-

fication and context. Understanding the processes and phenomena that influence the 

formation of security requires its actors' complex knowledge. Hence, it is a process 

subject to constant transformations of varying dynamics and intensity, constantly 

changing. 

 

Nowadays, the concept of security is constantly expanding, which causes difficulties 

in identifying its areas. That is because it is subject to dynamic changes as part of an 

ongoing human effort to achieve the desired level of security, which evolves in both 

scope and quality. The evolutions in question are subject to recurrent, intensive devel-

opments resultin  from natural environmental impacts and conditions (Wiśniewski, 

2020). 

 

One can perceive the development of a scientific discipline as its evolutionary pro-

gression resulting from the broadening and deepening of knowledge; however, such 

an approach does not guarantee a "leapfrogging" but stable knowledge growth based 

on recognized and accepted cognitive assumptions in terms of "normal science" 

(Kuhn, 2012) and a clarified research subject. Even though the achieved paradigm of 

the scholarly world's consensus on the scope of the epistemology of security sciences 

brings about the strengthening of its foundations, it will see and interpret to a small 

extent what accelerates science through revolutionary discoveries. The paradigm of 

normal science and revolutionary science do not contradict each other (Kuhn, 2012) 

as through the development of the discipline in the aspect of normal science, and one 

comes to know its essence, and doubts arise from the depth of cognition, which may 

cause an impulse to cross hitherto impassable limits causing revolutionary paradigm 

shifts. If scientific development consists of overthrowing theories incompatible with 

reality, then the proponents of normal science and its extreme changes complement 

each other. That is because the accepted revolutionary changes in science require their 

clarification, consolidation, expansion, which the advocates of normal science typi-

cally do.  

 

However, in the initial period of making extreme changes in paradigms, some ordinary 

science supporters usually take a sceptical stance until the so-called scientific author-

ities accept the revolutionary transition or reach such a level that the modification 

appears obvious. It is a conservative cognitive stance that characterizes every social 
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group towards processes of change in all spheres of social life. It remains an open 

question whether the demolition of the standard science paradigm is due to its igno-

rance or considering its development impossible?  

 

The monodisciplinary, interdisciplinarity, transdisciplinarity, and multidisciplinary 

research in security sciences is due to the specificity of the research subject. The re-

search subject in security sciences is situated on the borderline of many disciplines. 

Still, each of them should perceive them in the aspect of its cognitive specificity, on-

tological, epistemological, and axiological foundations.   
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