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Abstract. The main idea of this article is to build a security culture typology
in Romania using an own empirical research. The Romanian Security
Culture Barometer is a nationally representative sociological survey issued in
April 2018 by LARICS-Romanian Academy. The field data was collected
in February 2018 by INSCOP Research using a novel research instrument,
deriving the answers from mixed questions used in an opinion questionnaire
formulated in scale for measuring or ordering. In brief, the article identifies
four types of security cultures relevant for the Romanian public and seeks
to describe their fundamental characteristics, ordering them on a continuum,
from the culture of insecurity to the culture of security itself.
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Romania and the Security Culture

The main idea of this article is to build a security culture typology in Romania
using an own empirical research, with data collected from the field in the first
half of 2018.
The case of Romania is a very special one. Amember of NATO starting with

2004 and of the European Union since 2007, it was and remains one of the most
pro-European – and at the same time pro-American – states within the EU.
Because of the complicating Russian relationship with the Western world after
the occupation of Crimea (2014), Romania finds itself in the eastern border
position of the EU and NATO. Also, many internal political problems are often
interpreted in Romania using the security key.
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All these aspects were reflected in the research instrument used to collect the
data, part of a sociological opinion survey, from a representative sample for the
population of Romania, as described in the respective section. We mention from
the beginning that the indicators included in the research instrument have a
certain degree of stability, it was avoided to anchor them in the strict current
public agenda at the time of the study precisely to obtain a greater validity in
time of the typologies obtained.

Security and Security Cultures

Probably the most discussed concept in the theory of international relations
in the late 1980s and early 1990s, security enjoyed such great attention
immediately after the end of the cold war that an academic discipline was built
around it: security studies. Nearly 30 years of debates and case studies have
followed the concept of security, which have brought sectoral clarifications, but
not generally accepted definitions and agendas. After 1945, “security” began to
replace other terms such as war, “strategy” or “defence” both in academic circles
and in policymaking. This change of concept has helped to study in more detail
some political issues including the importance of societal cohesion and the
relationship between military and non-military dangers and vulnerabilities1. We
see, therefore, that the term security has changed over time and has developed
increasingly complex definitions.
The Copenhagen School, the most well-known school of security studies,

takes particular interest in the non-military aspects of security, and this in itself
was a major shift from older paradigms in security studies, like realism2,
liberalism3, neoliberalism4 or constructivism5, to a more modern and global
approach of security. This major shift also emphasized securitization, rather than
security, and security as a speech act6. The state was the main actor and insecurity
was, by nature, military. The evolution from strategic studies to understanding
security from a multidisciplinary point of view is still a debated issue in
contemporary discussions about physical and structural (or symbolic) violence.
The variety of theoretical and epistemological positions is remarkable, but the
IR influence is still visible7.
A very special section of security studies investigates the security culture.

Whether international8, or with national accents, the security culture must
provide a frame of norms, values, practices and general stock of knowledge of
the population-community-reference system regarding security, military or
nonmilitary. All the more so if we refer to the public security culture, the experts
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in the military area, the secret services, and even the political decision are not
quite eager to invite the public in this debate.
For a sociologist, the security culture is the most empirically researchable

aspect of national security, at least because, as a subject of study, it is best suited
to the generally known instruments of sociology (for example, sociological
inquiry and opinion poll).
The concept of security culture, however, knows great theoretical-empirical

variations, some perspectives on it being further elaborated, in order to investigate
the possibilities of operationalizing the concept and the different perspectives on
the reality that it describes.
Kirk and Luckham9 discussed the two sides of security culture. They envision

a culture of security as having a party that offers and one that demands and defined
the party that offers as a political and social process established and maintained
through official discourses and certain practices of power, including organized
force and other. The party dealing with the application-defined it as the right of
the people to protection against violence or other existing risks. The emphasis
should be placed on empirical studies that observe the tensions between the two
sides of security10. The two sides of the security culture combine people's rights
to protection, but also the political and decision-making aspects of security.

Another relevant contribution in this context is that of Christopher Daase11,
who developed the term “culture of security” with an alternative methodology
for analysing the idea of “security” Daase and his colleagues explain that this
methodology focuses on the security practices guided by the elites, but also on
the fears and attitudes of individuals. This concept of “security culture” emphasizes
strategic culture, both of which are related to the use of power and the nation-
state. While strategic culture focuses on military issues, security culture refers to
a wide range of actions and actors12. Thus, the term “security culture” began to
describe both political decisions related to security and the opinion of the
population. Opinions, fears and how individuals perceive certain social aspects
become important in order to see the level of security culture of the respective
country.
Thus, the security culture can be defined as being composed of material and

non-material elements that aim to cultivate, restore and increase the level of
security of individuals or of a group of social actors13. The same author also
presents what he calls the three pillars of the security culture: the individual
dimension (related to spirituality and mentality), the social dimension (related to
laws and modes of organization) and the material dimension. Thus, the types of
opinions, norms, rules or beliefs that individuals are part of the concept of
security culture and help to measure it in a given society.
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Michael Williams in Culture and Security: Symbolic Power and the Politics
of International Security states that, on one hand, culture and identity in security
relations gained a significant importance and that was due to the constructivist
perspectives.14 On the other hand, the same constructivist perspectives do not
speak much on the issues of power or strategic actions but somehow
overestimate the importance of norms and cultural values. This makes is harder
for the sociologists that try to provide a deeper, more meaningful understanding
of security and state actions.15 Studying the norms and values of one country is
necessary in order to understand how that particular society relates to security
and security issues.
Da Veiga (2019) stresses the need to evaluate the security culture continuously

and to regularly conduct an assessment of the security culture, by influencing the
culture in a positive way and by monitoring the evolution and interfering where
corrective actions need to be done.16 Cybersecurity culture, for instance, is a
growing subdomain of the security issues and there is a significant emphasis on
the ideas used to research and understand the culture of security such as
awareness, training, and education. The unconscious manner in which things are
done in an organization to secure information can be define as a security culture.
The security cultures vary depending on the specific organization and they are
part of a wider organizational culture. The security culture refers to the behaviours,
actions, rules and procedures or the “way things are done”in order to secure
information.17 The security of information, as part of the larger culture of security,
is the subject of different studies that investigate the effect of information on
national culture and security. For example, Waldo Rocha Flores, Egil Antonsen
and Mathias Ekstedt (2014) studied the information security knowledge sharing
in organizations and the behavioural information security governance factors.
The authors collected data from different regions of the world using a mixed
methods research design, qualitative and a quantitative, and the results suggest
that in the association between four of the six proposed relations, national
culture had a significant moderating effect. For example, the authors discovered
that in Sweden (described as a less individualist, feminine country) managers are
more prone on focusing their activities on implementing controls that are
beneficial to the business activities and employees' need; another observed effort
regards the effectiveness of the implemented controls, but in a way in which the
control is not too intrusive. At the other side of the spectrum, the others showed
that US organizations are more formal in their arrangements and structures.18
Their results imply that national culture is important and it should be taken into
consideration in future studies.
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Methodology. Security Culture Barometer

The Romanian Security Culture Barometer (the research report is available
on https://larics.ro/barometrul-culturii-de-securitate/) is a nationally representative
sociological survey issued in April 2018 by LARICS-Romanian Academy. The
field data was collected in February 2018 by INSCOP Research using a novel
research instrument, deriving the answers from mixed questions used in an
opinion questionnaire formulated in scale for measuring or ordering. For example,
for D1 Confidence/Mistrust, in order to assess the trust in institutions, the respondent
was asked to choose one of the following affirmations: “I trust the state
institutions” or “I do not trust the state institutions” thus placing the answer on
one side or the other of the trust spectrum. At D4, military power versus
economic power was analyzed using two different affirmations: “today, military
power is the most important for a country” versus “today, economic power is the
most important for a country” The questionnaire was applied at the home of the
1,000 respondents. The sample was representative for the non-institutionalized
population of Romania, aged 18 and over, multi-stratified and probabilistic. It
was validated based on the official data from the National Institute of Statistics.
The Romanian security culture was divided into seven dimensions commonly

found in the classical specialty literature. Each dimension was assigned five
specific items. Each item was converted in a question, resulting in thirty-five
significant issues that the responder had do address. The polarity of the
dimensions worked under the assumption that the Romanian context could create
not onemajor security culture, but different specific security cultures, each dependent
on different political, economic, social or demographic variables. Also, the
researchers took into consideration the dichotomy between security culture and
insecurity culture, thus resulting:
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Dimension 1
– Confidence/Mistrust

Trust in state institutions

Assessing the professionalism of the state institutions

Evaluation of the performance of public order institutions in connection
to the ascribed legislation

The trust in the Romanian politicians compared to the politicians
connected to the European institutions

The evaluation of the salaries received by the employees of the public
system of public order and security in relation to their performance.

Dimension
– Localism /Globalism

National (Romanian) Identity vs. Globalism European identity

The good intention of the Romanian political institutions compared to
that of the European institutions

The European Union as a federal state or a European union of national
states

The chances of self-realization and a good quality of life locally or
abroad

Trust in NATO
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Dimension 3
– Realism/Liberalism

Military power or economic power

The efficiency of the UN

The reconciliation of the interests of the different national countries

The increase of defense budget vs. increasing the budget allocated to
social areas

Defending the interests of Romania by calling for international support
or by using own resources

Dimension 4
– Optimism/Pessimism

The chances that Romania can defend itself in case of a security threat

The probability of a military conflict in the area

The extent of the terrorist threat in Europe

The impact of EU/NATO integration on the tensions/conflicts between
neighbors in the region

The existence of bad intentions from neighboring countries

Dimension 5
– Security/Rights

Restriction of certain rights to increase security

The importance of respecting private life

Verification of the use of information obtained from interceptions

Collection of personal information by commercial entities (banks,
corporations and hypermarkets)

Assessing the idea that offenders have too many rights

Dimension 6
– Involvement/Apathy

Personal availability to respond to an appeal by the army or other state
institutions in case of an emergency

The need for increased involvement in the political and social life of the
country versus going abroad for a better living

Level of knowledge regarding international politics

The need for volunteer activities to solve problems in society

Facilitating the payment of taxes and duties by introducing new ways of
payment



A few words about how the security culture index works described by the 35
indicators listed above. Each question/indicator had three answer options in the
questionnaire an option that indicated rather the culture of insecurity (mistrust,
pessimism, etc.) that we coded with 0; a second option that sends rather to the
culture of security (confidence, optimism, etc., depending on the specificity of
the question), coded with 2 and the compulsory sociological answer, DN/DA
(indecision, lack of interest, non-response), coded with the number 1 in database.
Basically, if we score the possible answers to our questionnaire, they will

range from a minimum of 0 points (for a hypothetical subject who chooses
insecurity culture variants to all 35 questions) to a maximum of 70 points (for an
equally hypothetical subject that chooses the positive option to all 35 questions
and obtains a score of 2x35, so 70 points).
We decided that based on these scores, for a total sample, we would consider

the following groups, in the idea of ??highlighting four categories of security
cultures: those with very low scores (0-25, so dominated by a culture of
insecurity), two medium categories (26-34, respectively 35-44 points) and a
fourth category, which rather proves a culture of security (45-70 points according
to our questionnaire).
Below you will find a table that tells us howmany cases in the sample are in each

of these types, a characterization of the four cases according to how they answered
the questionnaire and, of course, the final conclusions regarding the typology.

Number of cases according to scores
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Dimension 7
– Conspiracy/Reason

The way of selecting the read / watched news

The evaluation of the credibility of a press material

The tendency of the press to manipulate vs. the objective presentation of
information

The existence of a hidden global government

The chances of small states to be heard and to assert their interests in the
world

Frequency Percent

0-25

26-34

Score: 35-44

45-70

Total

86

533

346

35

1000

8,6

53.3

34.6

3.5

100.0



Category Analysis

We will try to describe the four scores categories selected and mentioned in
the previous section (0-25, 26-34, 35-44, respectively 45-70). We mention that
in the table above, the total number of cases corresponding to each category is –
86 for the first, 533 for the second, 346 for the third and 35 for the last. The first
and last category, the most “eccentric” is naturally to have fewer cases, being
more radical in answers.
After this description, we will try to discuss to what extent these four categories

of scores can indicate, at least tendentially, four types of security cultures of the
Romanian public.

The score section 0-25

The subjects who score 0-25 (8.6% of the sample) say they do not trust the
state institutions (94.2%) and believe that these institutions are not as
professional as they want to leave the impression (95, 3%). They also believe
that the Romanian legislation is adequate and the salaries of those in the field of
public order, national security and defence are quite high, the real problems of
these areas being rather the incompetence and disinterest of the employees.
Related to the second dimension, localism vs. globalism, the subjects from

this section of opinion think that we should consider ourselves first Romanians
and then Europeans (91.9%), they are supporters of an EU rather configured as
an organization of national states (72.1%) than as a federation and they do not
trust NATO as a security guarantee (64%), which is quite unusual for the general
public in Romania.
The same subjects see the UN as a rather inefficient organization (61.6%) and

consider that the international environment is described as an irreconcilable
competition between states pursuing their own interests (76.7%). Somewhat
surprisingly, however, subjects in this category believe (77.9%) that Romania
should increase the budgets for health and education rather than for defence. On
the other hand, 84.9% of this segment of subjects considers that Romania should
rely on its own forces to ensure its own security rather than on its international
alliances.
However, according to the present situation, the respondents consider that

Romania can only defend itself at this time with the help of NATO and the USA
(69.8%). 67.4% also believe that the expansion of NATO and the EU in this part
of Europe has failed to reduce the historical tensions in the region (73.35 also
considers that some of Romania's neighbours have clearly hostile intentions).
There is a certain mistrust in these subjects about the way in which greater

surveillance by the state ends up being used even by the agents who do it (69.8%
consider that “whoever listens to the phones can use this information as they
wish and no one can verify it”. On the other hand, 87.2% believe that in Romania
the criminals have too many rights, which affects our security and public order.
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The category includes an audience that declares itself rather uninformed
about events and international politics (72.1%). Most do not consider that it would
be their duty to be available to the state in case of an emergency. However, they
do believe that Romanians should get more involved in the political and social
life.
The group is rather vulnerable to fake-news, seeking unusual and interesting

news in the wake of the well-documented (60.5%). Also, 80.2% consider that
they can figure out whether a news is true or false, not needing to verify its source.
They consider that, in general, the press manipulates or presents the information

as it suits best. They believe that in the international system, only the big and
powerful states (80.2%) are important. It is a vision of realpolitik rather than a
conspiratorial one, only 52.3 % of them considering that there could be a world
government that “rules the planet without us knowing”.

Score section 26-34

As it is normal with scores closer to the average, there are far more cases here
than in the “eccentric” categories. There are, however, attitudinal and opinion
differences between the two score slices located to the left and to the right of the
average of 35. Can we identify there, at least tendentially, two different security
subcultures?
69.2% of the subjects in this group do not trust the state institutions (less than

in the previous category). 73.4% say that the state institutions are not as
professional as they want to appear and their activity leaves it to be desired.
Also, most believe that the law in the field of national order and security is good
and sufficient (but the specialists do not know how to deal with it) and that the
workers in the field do not have why to complain about wages – but these
opinions appear to be significantly lower than to the previous category (about
20% less).
And these subjects consider that today we should consider ourselves first

Romanian and then European (but 76%, not 91.9% as above group). Almost
perfect equality between those who believe that the European political
institutions will benefit us and those who believe that the national ones (the
simple majority of those from the previous group were in favour of the
Romanian political institutions). Most (50.3%) prefer an EU as an association of
nation states rather than a federative one, but those who would accept a
European federation are almost twice as many as in the previous group – 29.1%
compared to the previous group 16.3%.
The lack of confidence in NATO is lower than in the previous score section

(44.5%), but still quite high.
For the third dimension (realism vs. liberalism) this group has about the same

profile of responses as the previous group, with the observation that the majority
are more temperate – 49.5% believe that the UN is not an efficient organization,
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60.2% believe that the specificity of the international system is a competition
between countries, 70.4% believe that our country should increase the budgets
for education, health and development rather than for defence. Also, a majority,
but much smaller than the previous group (56.1% against 84.9%), believes that
Romania must rely on its own forces for defence and less on its international
alliances.
62.3% consider that Romania cannot currently deal with a conflict without

US and NATO support. The last three items of the fourth dimension have a much
more unclear profile than the previous group, with majority opinions much
harder to describe.
If the question of choosing between rights and security is raised, subjects in

this category are rather inclined towards rights and freedoms (50.5%), and
51.8% say that privacy should be protected under any conditions. 69.2% also
consider that in Romania the criminals have too many rights.
They are somewhat more altruistic than the previous category – an almost

equal proportion of those who believe that it is their duty to make themselves
available to the authorities in cases of extreme urgency and those who think they
do not need this. They consider, in a much larger proportion than the previous
category, that Romanians could change their jobs for the better through better
socio-political involvement in their own country. They declare themselves a
little more informed and interested in international events and news than the
previous scoring group. They are supporters of volunteering and I think that if
there was a better infrastructure for collecting Romanian taxes, they would prove
better than today (both differences from the previous group).

Score section 35-44

We will underline those aspects that can differentiate this group 35-44 from
the previous score group 26-34.
In this group also the distrust in institutions is evident, but in a smaller proportion

than in the group of score 26-34: 50% compared to 69.2%. We have here a
majority (54%) disappointed with the professionalism of the state institutions
but, as it can be seen, the percentage gradually decreases from the first score group
(0-25) to this third group. However, unlike the previous groups, the subjects
think that the institutions in the field of national order and security would act
better if they had better legislation (58.7%).
Another different situation from the previous two categories comes from the

fourth indicator of the first dimension, where members of this section tend to
have the opinion that employees in the field of national order and security should
be better paid (47.1 %). Unlike the previous two groups, we have a much smaller
percentage of subjects (35%) who believe that the EU should be a union of
national states and a much larger percentage (45.7%) who adhere to the idea of
a Federal Europe, with unique leadership.
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A huge difference from previous sections of the score is also linked to NATO
confidence. 58.1% of the subjects in this category trust NATO as a security
guarantee (compared to 35.8% in the 26-34 score group, or 20.9% in 0-25).
Also, 49.4% of the subjects in this group believe that the UN manages to

maintain global peace, as opposed to the subjects in the above categories, which
tended to consider it a rather inefficient organization. Similarly, 45.1% believe
that Romania must rely first on international institutions and then on their own
forces in defense of their own interests, a real reversal of the situation in the
opinion of the previous groups.
The subjects in this group believe to a much lesser extent that a military

conflict could occur in our region, but they also believe that the expansion of
NATO/EU has reduced the risk of conflicts in our area.
Unlike the previous two categories, the subjects we are discussing do not

believe that offenders have many rights, but that this idea is used by law and
security structures to gain more power.
The majority (59.5%) consider that it would be normal to be available to the

state institutions in an emergency situation, and 78% say that Romanians should
get more involved in the socio-political life in order to live better, instead of
leaving the country. 62.4% of the subjects in this category believe in volunteering,
many more than in the previous categories. Also, 64.5% believe that Romanians
would rather pay their taxes if they did not have to queue.
More than in previous groups, these subjects are looking for “well-documented”

not “interesting”news. They also say that they are very interested in the source
of the e-articles they read, a situation that appeared to a much lesser extent in the
two previous categories.

Score section 45-70

Out of the four, the last category is the most positive. 60% have confidence
in state institutions, only 31.4% do not (the rest being non-answers). 71.4%
believe that the state institutions are professional and do their duty, only 28.6%
saying that the institutions are not as well prepared as they seem. The differences
are visible from the previous categories.
62.9% consider that the institutions of national order and security would work

better if these workers were well paid. Only a quarter of this category believes
that the EU should remain a union of national states, 68.6% opting for the idea
of a federation, with stronger supranational leadership. 80% have confidence in
NATO, only 11.4% claiming that they do not (much higher percentage of confidence
in NATO compared to previous categories).
Also, subjects in this category tend to believe that economic power is more

important for a country today than the military, that the UN is not an efficient
organization and that Romania must rely first and foremost on international
institutions, which can defend her interests better than herself.
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It is also believed, to a greater extent than in the previous categories, that a
significant military conflict is excluded in the region. In addition, 74.3% believe
that Euro-Atlantic integration has reduced tensions between neighbours in the
region (much more than the other three categories of score in this answer variant).
The answer is consistent with the general optimism regarding the relation of

Romania with the neighbours: 60% of these subjects say that “the neighbouring
countries no longer have bad intentions regarding us” while in the three categories
of score previously, this answer variant obtained between 22 and 37%.
Most do not support the restriction of rights in order to gain security – in fact,

it is the only category in which most respondents (54.3%) consider that the
authorities use the “offenders have too many rights” discourse to gain more power.
82.9% – a huge percentage in the context of the obtained results – claim that

they would consider it their duty to be available to the army or state institutions
in an emergency situation. They are supporters of volunteering and they think
that Romanians should get involved a lot in the social-political life instead of
trying to leave the country. Also, to a greater extent than in the other categories,
they state that they are regularly informed about international politics and events.
To a much greater extent than the other types of subjects, they say that they

are oriented towards well-documented (80%) news rather than interesting or
unusual in their media consumption.
They are fewer believers in “conspiracy” than the others – only 34.3% believe

there is a world government somewhere (57.1% think there is none).

Conclusions and Interpretations

As we said when we described the research tool, each of the 35 questions had
two options of polar answer: a positive one (trust, openness, cooperation, optimism,
rights centering, involvement, reason) and a negative one (mistrust, isolation,
centering on competition, pessimism, security by restricting rights, apathy,
conspiracy), and, of course, each question also had the option of unanswered, which
is absolutely sociologically compulsory.
Beyond this, the analysis of each question separately, as we have shown in

the previous section, dedicated to the scoring categories, can show us how
concrete the answer patterns can be for each of the four categories, where these
patterns exist. This way we will be able to answer the initial question of our
study. Do we have, according to these data, in Romania, a security culture or
several security cultures identifiable according to the mentioned scores? At least
at the trend level, we should be able to see how things are.
We are not interested in how many cases are in the four categories – we

worked under the assumption that, if the score is relevant, it should be possible
to identify differences between the four categories that can describe one, two, or
even four subtypes of security cultures correlated with the scores in question and
with the logic described above the questionnaire was built. How many cases are
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in each group (see table at the beginning of the previous section) is not very
relevant. It is expected that in the first and last group (those with extreme scores)
we will have fewer cases, while in the two groups immediately to the left and
right of the average we will have a much larger number of cases. For this article,
however, we are not interested in the groups of subjects, not even their socio-
demographic structure, but what dominant attitudinal, valuable features express
the answers of the four score sections to the questions in our questionnaire. So
we aimed to analyze the four security cultures, not the people who populate
those categories. Does the hypothetical distinction we talked about at the
beginning of the article work between the culture of insecurity (small scores)
and the culture of security (high scores)?
In summary, the conclusions, from this point of view, would be the following:
1. The category with the lowest score (0-25) is clearly dominated by a culture

of insecurity. Of course, this is obvious, even from the nature of the coding
system. The “negative” variants, the ones that we said refer to the idea of
“culture of insecurity” were coded with 0. What are the most powerful features
of this culture of insecurity (the answer variants that meet most options of the
subjects in this category and which clearly differentiates them from the following
categories): very low degree of trust in state institutions; seriously question their
professionalism and their ability to work with the instruments provided by law;
workers in the field of national order and security are considered to have sufficiently
high salaries, especially in relation to what they offer in return; subjects see the
EU as a union of national states rather than a federation and rather they do not
trust NATO; The UN is not an effective organization and has a symbolic role;
rather, they think a military conflict is possible in the area, but not with a high
score (52.3%, with 19.8% non-answers); they think that the integration in NATO
and the EU has not reduced the tensions in the region and that among the
neighbors of Romania there are some with clearly unfriendly intentions; they
agree very strongly with the idea that criminals in Romania have too many
rights; do not consider that volunteering is normal nor would they be available
to the state in an emergency situation; they are not interested in international
news and politics; when they watch news, they look for the sensational rather than
question their source; they believe in existing conspiracies in the international
system.
2. The category with the best score (45-70) is definitely dominated by a

culture of security. As above, this was to be expected since the “positive” variants
were coded with the highest score (2 points). The attitudinal-value profile is
diametrically opposed to the above category: they rather trust the state institutions
(not to an exaggerated degree, however) and consider them professional; they
think that the security and public order institutions would work better if they had
better legislation and if their workers were better paid; believe that the EU
should be codified as a federal state and have a very high confidence in NATO
(80%); rather, they believe that the UN is an institution that manages to maintain
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global peace; in this group we have the highest percentage of subjects, compared
to the other score groups, who do not believe in the event of a military conflict
in our region in the future; also, the subjects consider in a very high percentage
(74.3%) that the integration in NATO and the EU reduced the tensions between
the states in the area; most of the respondents (54.3%) say that today the
neighboring countries no longer have bad intentions regarding us. In dimension
5 (Security/Rights), this category certainly shows an application to rights rather
than to their restriction in favor of security. Other indicators to which this scoring
group responds diametrically opposed to the first group are the availability to be
there for the state in emergency situations, the option for social-political involvement
rather than for leaving the country, the interest for news from international politics,
the focus on volunteering, prefer the documented news and from a credible
source to the sensationalists, they are rather non-conspirators in evaluating the
international system (they do not think there is a world government and do not
think that the big states control everything in the system).
3. Taking into consideration that the largest number of subjects are in categories

26-34, respectively 35-44, it remains to be seen if we can identify specific
response patterns as far as scores: we rather find ingredients of the culture of
insecurity in the first and of security culture in the second? Of course, the
boundaries between the two middle groups are not very strong, but statistically,
it should be seen if there is a difference between them.
4. If we take into account the indicators mentioned immediately above as

making a definite difference between the first and fourth category of score, we
reach the following conclusions regarding the answers to these indicators in
categories 26-34 and 35-44. The subjects in the category of score 26-34 tend
rather to choose the variant that indicates a culture of insecurity, while respondents
from 35-44 mainly choose variants that show, as we said, a culture of security.
However, the percentages recorded are more temperate than in the first categories
discussed. For example, if we talk about NATO trust, in group 0-25 I had 20.9%
confidence (64% mistrust), in group 26-34 I had 35.8% confidence (44.5%
mistrust), at 35-44 58.1% confidence (24% mistrust) and 45-70 80% confidence,
11.4 mistrust. And the examples can continue. For most of the indicators in the
questionnaire the obtained percentages are ordered, from the score group 0-25 to
the group 45-70 (so passing in order through the four groups) ascending on the
positive (safety culture) and decreasing on the negative one (culture of insecurity).
5. What features differentiate the score group 26-34 from the group 35-44? It

is sufficient to follow the indicators in which the first group chooses the variant
of the culture of insecurity, and those of the second group on the opposite, of the
culture of security and so we will get a relatively good idea about the response
options that are common to each group./“cultures” in part and at the same time
differentiate between them.
The table below contains this information:
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Score group 26-34 Score group 35-44

Option Percent
agreement Option Percent

agreement

Appropriate legislation exists, but
people in public and security institutions
(police, constabulary, intelligence
services, etc.) do not know how to
work with it.

52%

Belief that if they had proper
legislation, the institutions that ensure
public order and security (police,
constabulary, intelligence services,
etc.) would work much better

58.7%

Given the performances and the fact
that they have more financial benefits
than most employees in Romania
anyway, they do not think that wages
are the problem of these employees

59.5%

Given the field in which they work,
those who deal with public order and
national security (policemen,
constabulary, intelligence services,
army) should be better paid

47.1%

The European Union should remain as
it is now, rather a union of national
states

50.3%
The European Union should become
more united and have a unique
leadership, just like a federal state

45.7%

I don't have much trust in NATO lately 44.5%
I trust NATO because it is the best
security guarantee for the member
countries

58.1%

The UN is not an effective organization
and has a symbolic role

49.5%
The UN manages to maintain global
peace

49.4%

Romania must first of all rely on its
strengths and then on international
support

56.1%
Romania must first of all rely on
international institutions (NATO, EU,
UN) that can best defend its interests

45.1%

I think in the future it is possible to
have a military conflict in our area

40.5%
It is excluded that there will be a
significant military conflict in our
area in the future

49.7%

EU and NATO integration failed to
reduce historical tensions and conflicts
between neighbors in our region

46.9%
EU and NATO integration reduced
tensions/conflicts between neighbors
in our region

45.7%

Banks, corporations and big
hypermarkets gather a lot of
information about us, their customers

46.9%

Banks, corporations and big
hypermarkets gather customer
information for commercial purposes
only and this is no danger

52.3%

I do not think that it would be my
obligation to make myself available to
the army or other state institutions if in
our country there was an emergency
situation (war, natural calamity, etc.)

41.1%

I think it would be my obligation to
put myself at the disposal of the army
or other state institutions if in our
country there was an emergency
situation (war, natural calamity, etc.)

59.5%

When reading an article or watching a
news program I especially look for
news that seem unusual and interesting

39.6%
When reading an article or watching a
news program I look for news that
seems well documented

57.5%

In general I follow the press materials
that interest me and I find out whether
it is true or not

59.5%
Whenever I read or see a press material
I am interested in its source to see if it
is credible

44.2%



In summary, we can identify, in general lines, using the data of the Barometer
of the security culture, four subtypes of the security culture in Romania:
A. The culture of insecurity, corresponding to the score segment 0-25, with

the characteristics described in point 1 of this section, representing about 8.6%
of the population, according to our survey.
B. The security culture, on segment 45-70, according to the profile from point

2 – 3.5% of the population.
C. A moderate culture of insecurity (score segment 26-35), covering 53.3%

of the population
D. A moderate culture of security (score 36-44), present to the rest of 34.6%

from the public. Both are described, by their defining features, in the table above
(point 5 of this section).
In a later paper, we will discuss the sub-demographic characteristics of these

four subtypes of security culture.
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