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About a century ago, Husserl coined the term “life-world” to highlight the limitations of 
standard scientific methods in handling the problems of life-world (Husserl, 1936/1970). A key 
methodological problem in the sciences dealing with living systems is how to use of objective 
scientific methods for investigating the “subjective perspective” of living systems. 
Phenomenology was proposed and developed for this purpose but that was insufficient to solve 
the problem because of the complex value systems living systems rely on. Different species 
have different value systems (preferred habitat, hiding places from danger, favorite food source, 
time of mating, etc.) and there is also variability in the use of a value system within species. 
Human societies also have their complex value systems with differences for various social 
groups and for each individual. Moral principles are part of the value systems of human 
societies. Ethical behavior is guided by these principles but there is no evidence of unified 
morality across different societies even though there are some similarities across culture with 
respect to some abstract values such as conformity, hedonism, security (Schwartz, 1994). 
Differences between ethical principles of various cultures are evidenced by differences in 
religions.  These differences create tension and possible conflicts between cultures and social 
groups, but globalization seemed to facilitate reducing these tensions and during the past few 
decades international organizations made some progress in establishing common principles in 
human rights, international laws, etc. Nevertheless, managing and understanding the value 
systems humans rely on in everyday life is a difficult task. In sociology and social psychology, 
empirical research of value systems relied on the assumption of static values and 
multidimensional scaling was their popular research method from the 1980s (Bilsky & Janik, 
2010). Despite fine-tuning this method for 2-3 decades, it became apparent that the use of human 
value system is highly contextual and the relations between different values are not fixed 
(Tormos et al., 2017). However, context-dependency is not sufficient to understand the 
complexity of value systems. Some researchers, for instance, distinguish between fixed and fluid 
values (Sirris, 2020), but even fundamental human values such as human life and human 
freedom do not seem to be fixed.  Recent pandemic experiences provided numerous examples 
how various countries tried to minimize mortality whilst trying to find a trade-off between 
human freedom and restriction of freedom to save lives. Political decision-making is only one 
side of the same coin. The other side is the social acceptance of and compliance with the political 
decisions. Countries with similar cultures (e.g., Scandinavian countries or Anglo-Saxon 
countries such as Australia, U.S. and UK) had different policies and the majority of population 
accepted their government’s policies even though there were different associated risks to human 
life (different levels of expected and actual mortality).  These differences seem to suggest 
fluidity of the core value of human life. Nevertheless, it was shocking to realize that large 
number of people showed rigidity in favoring freedom at the cost of human lives (e.g., in mask 
wearing, compliance with lock down rules, accepting the need for vaccination, etc.). Robotic 



194

researchers should be keenly aware of these complexities of value systems whilst designing 
autonomous agents that fit into the life-world. In particular, it is imperative to take the value 
systems of the life-world seriously in safe and ethical designs of robots and their reliance of 
ultimate responsibility of human controllers. However, empirical findings suggest that the 
fluidity of using value systems (including objective social rules and norms of behavior control) 
is often biased “subjective interpretation” for the benefit of the specific agent.  This is in contrast 
with the behavior control of autonomous robots that are expected to comply with safety and 
moral standards. In addition to assess these issues from scientific perspectives, it is important to 
keep an eye and learn about the views and concerns of the public on the use of robots. 
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