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The article investigates the opportunities and potential risks of biotechnology
in terms of issues of bioethics, biodiversity, scientist’s moral responsibility for the
consequences of their actions on security biotechnological progress. Modern human,
mastering biotechnology offers potential to free themselves from the dictates of
nature, but at the same time is in danger to bring itself to the role of God, realizing
all the potential dangers associated with the use of biotechnology to interference in
the human genome and so on. While even a superficial analysis reveals the dangers
of such threats to human restriction on his freedom, change its nature, to create a
biological weapon, removing people «of different varieties» and so on. Interference
with the natural process of life can lead to overpopulation of the Earth, and therefore
to commercialization rights to life, the birth of offspring and others. Genetic
engineering irrevocably blurs the boundaries between the artificial and the natural
world and this requires the formation of human conscious and responsible attitude to
it initiated experiments on themselves and the world.
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SYSTEM OF VALUES AS A FACTOR OF SOCIETY
TRANSFORMATION: FUNDAMENTAL VALUES
AND EXISTENTIAL VALUES

The article considers a link between the dominating system of values and the
transformational capacities of communities. An overview of the evolution of teachings
about the fundamental values and a comparison of the basic provisions of concepts by
V. Lefebvre and F. A. von Hayek have allowed to give a definition and to theoretically
substantiate the notion of the «fundamental values» underlying the adversarial types
of moral and ethical systems. A review of the methodologies of research of the systems
of values by G. Hofstede, H. Triandis, F. Trompenaarsa and S. Schwarz has enabled to
reveal the differences of the fundamental values from other types (existential, political
etc.) and the methodological incorrectness of equalling them. An analysis of materials
of the European sociological research of values has revealed the fundamental systems
of values appropriate to established democracies, post-socialist and post-Soviet
countries. It is shown that with all their variability, in all European countries there
is a common core of the fundamental values inherent in the First System dominating
for open societies, which gives rise to a significant transformational potential of these
countries.

Keywords: fundamental and existential values, moral and ethical system,
sociological studies of values, society open and closed, transformational potential.

(cmammsi OpyKyEmMbCsi MOBOIO OPULIHATY)

The fact that human communities — ethnic groups,
nations or countries can differ and really differ from each
other by their cultural characteristics is evident. The fact
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that they differ in the systems of values prevailing at certain
cultural and historical periods is less evident because
such distinctions are inherent rather to larger formations,
such as geo—cultural regions, than to separate groups or
countries. Examples can include such a well-established
term as «European values» which is applied to the core
values common to European countries and different from
the systems of values of non—European countries. Though,
whichever the list of characteristic features included into
this term may be, all the researchers agree that a certain
set of values common to Europe exists and influences
the development of European countries and peoples. But
such influence or such a connection of the current for
the community system of values with transformational
possibilities of separate countries or regions has scarcely
been investigated, and is mainly postulated, i.e. being a
priori the foundation for many researches it has not been
supported by substantial analysis of explicit factual data.

At the same time, the prognostic potential for
uncovering such a connection, in case its determining
features are investigated, can be groundbreaking.

So, the aim of this paper is to exposure and ground
theoretically the connection between the dominating
system of values and transformational possibilities of
communities. Such an aim requires determining and
theoretical grounding for the notion «basic valuesy,
identifying their difference from other types of values;
reviewing factual data bases of sociological surveys of
values to determine their capability in discovering the
prevailing basic values for a certain community; researching
the connection between basic systems of values and
transformational possibilities of societies.

For the first time, the attention to existence of basic
systems of values was attracted, though indirectly, by
Vladimir Lefebvre when he was investigating psychological
mechanisms of people’s behavior, reconstructing and
simulating their motivation constituents by mathematical
methods [4]. He established, exclusively empirically, that
in similar situations of choosing the form of conduct, the
behavioral orientations of representatives of the so—called
«western world» (countries of Western Europe and North
America) and «eastern world» (countries of Asia, countries
with totalitarian regimes) are entirely opposite. V. Lefebvre
called the type of behavior inherent to the representatives
of «western world» (or using the terms of K. Popper,
open societies) «The First Moral and Ethical Systemy;
and, correspondingly, the opposite type, inherent to the
representatives of «eastern societies» (or closed societies)
was named «The Second Moral and Ethical Systemy.

The First System is characterized by the impossibility
to unite good aim and bad means, and by behavioral
orientation for search of compromise and understanding.
The Second System is characterized by the predominance
of the principle «the aim justifies the means» and by
confrontational behavior. The action, aimed at support and
establishment of hierarchy of values, which the individual
has, is experienced by this individual as a proper and
positive one, and entails the increase of ego boost. The
action, though aimed at obtaining of desideratum but not
proper from the point of view of values, leads to decrease
of self-estimation and psychological discomfort. So, the
structure of experiencing certain facts, phenomena, actions,
proper or not, by the individual is the basis for the self—
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establishment and self-reproduction of the system of values
on the personal level. Experiencing the right and acting in
rapport with it differs greatly from experiencing the desired
which not always becomes the trail marker to the action but
the right and the desired can be mutually exclusive which
makes the moral choice difficult.

Deconstruction of the behavioral models given in the
works of V. Lefebvre and their semantic analysis as well
as of numerous examples of typical behavioral reactions of
the representatives of the open and closed societies make
it possible to educe a certain axiological basis for the two
moral and ethical systems and their further reconstruction,
for establishment of basic values directing the person to
achieve what is right, what «it should be» and not what
is desired personally. In accordance with V. Lefebvre’s
terminology the basic systems of values are proposed to
be called the First System (the one inherent to the open
societies) and the Second System (the one inherent to the
closed societies).

As it was shown in our previous works [5], the
original, constitutive value of the First System is a single
(an individual) from whom his/her community (any,
whether it is a state, a society, a nation or ethnos, or even
any other formation based on any grounds) is a derivative.
Consequently, the individual (the single) also has the highest
level of legitimacy. Legitimacy of any single legitimates
the otherness (diversity, distinctiveness) itself and the
Otherness as ontological phenomenon. This basic principle,
this experiencing of the single as a value, the experience
that woke up as far as the times of antiquity (in Ancient
oriental civilization the single is perceived as negative and
inappropriate, as disvalue, and this idea left its imprint on
cultural artifacts of the Ancient East and its religious and
philosophical systems) was saved in the Christian world
of the Middle Ages. The final legitimacy and validity was
given to it in the times of Art Nouveau. It forms, so to say,
the above outlined «applied» or behavioral manifestations
of the First Moral and Ethical System; the founder of the
German classical philosophy Immanuel Kant wrote in the
18th century: a person cannot be the means but only the
aim; one cannot achieve the splendiferous ambition if it is
required to sacrifice other values and people as values in
order to achieve it.

At the beginning of the 20th century this respectful
attitude to a person, to his/her inalienable rights was
radically developed in Albert Schweitzer’s concept: life is
sacred, and «reverence for the infinity of life is the removal
of the alienation, it is empathy and compassion» [2; 8].
The universe and one’s own life can be built on moral
basis only by acknowledging the fact that a single life is
valuable. «We are ethical if we overcome selfishness and
do not look at other living beings as something alien for us,
if we empathize and sympathize to everyone surrounding
us. Only then we transform into human beings in the
true meaning of this word and possess ethics which will
never lose its essence, which is constantly changing and
independently determines the purpose of its developmenty is
A. Schweitzer’s conclusion [8].

Respectful attitude towards the Other, acceptance of the
Other’s right to be itself entails the necessity in practical
display and fixation of this acceptance i.e. search of mutual
understanding and compromise. If the other is a value, my
personal position on any matter, even if it represents the
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position of a certain group to which I belong and which is
larger than me, is only one of many possible positions. That
is why, another position (the other’s position) also has the
right to exist, not more but at the same time not less than
mine or anybody other’s. So, the principle of value of
the single compels to search compromise and mutually
beneficial, mutually satisfying and mutually responsible
solutions of each particular issue. The First System of
Values, cultivated in the European society, is incompatible
with political and cultural messianism and correlates with
the general adoption of the right (in which the single,
particular and general are the equal parties) over the law
(which puts the general over the singular and specific) and
is embodied in the development of the law—bound state,
political, religious, worldview pluralism, formation of the
civil society and extension of humanistic principles to the
larger set of the Others including the environment. At the
same time, the openness to the Other translates into the
openness to the exchange of information with it, to the
acceptance of novelties (innovational orientation), and, as
a result, intensive technical and technological development
of the society in the whole, its increased transformational
potential.

The societies of closed type inhering the Second System
of Values include the already mentioned Ancient Oriental
civilizations, in many aspects the medieval societies, even
European, to a certain extent the modern Asian states and
completely the totalitarian states. In this case the top of the
hierarchy of values is occupied by a society, for which each
its representative is derivative and secondary. Society is
above all. It means that for the society’s sake all the other
and all the others can be and must be sacrificed. Sacrificing
the single in order to save the society inviolable, including
physical self-abnegation, and, which is much more
frightening, sacrifice the other individuals, is the sacred duty
of each of its representatives.

Totalitarian systems give spectacular examples of the
effect of such a value orientation. This set includes not only
GULAG and the all-out repressive system but also such
every—day life facts from the life of the ordinary citizen as
disrespect for him/her displayed in any sphere. We refer
not even to the characteristics of his/her communication
with the authorities of any level, but to a formal, caused
by the everyday needs act of communication of two
equal in their social standing employees of two different
professions when one of them is at his/her workplace
during this act of communication and the other is in the
role of a private person. The very fact of one communicator
being private and the other being «publicy brings a
«domineering constituent» into communication, disrupts the
communicative balance in favor of the one representing the
«state interests».

The Single when it claims for peculiarity, for peculiar
needs and aspiration to something special, not completely
dissolved in common existence, is perceived and
experienced well in advance as something evil within the
framework of the Second System of Values. Hence, any
seedlings of singularity and peculiarity must be removed
pitilessly as they contradict the principle that the society
is above value and threaten it by the very fact of its
existence. The consequence of this is the disposition of the
bearer of such a system to confront the bearers of the other
worldview, other values, and any otherness as such. From
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the point of view of the one who is not self-constituted and
not self-worth, any claim for lawlessness, even for private
necessity, is subject to punishment which is carried out
into effect by a society representative at his/her workplace
towards another representative of the same society when
the latter is in the status of a private person. In such a
situation the highest value is the one that belongs to his/her
community and whose bearer, advocate and implementer he/
she is. There cannot be two verities and, consequently, the
bearer of the other worldview, other thought, other features,
even the bearer of the other — private — necessities, must be
overcome, destroyed or incorporated into the society—value.
Should there happen a dialogue between the representatives
of the polar value systems a respectful attitude of the
representative of the First System of values towards the
interlocutor will be understood by the latter as cunning, and
the arguments in favor of his/her essential position will be
perceived as confrontation. In return, the representative of
the First System of Values will be surprised and indignant
by the fact that the opponents had agreed to the proposals
and had been disposed affirmatively during the negotiations,
but after the negotiations had been over, they neglected the
agreement. This is because within the framework of the
Second System of Values the achievement of the goal (the
preservation of the over—value) requires application of any
remedies («you can’t make an omelet without breaking
eggs»), which is inadmissible and condemned from the
point of view of the First System of Values.

In the sense of transformational potential it is clear that
illegitimacy of the Other is another side of the uniformity
and invariability, hence, of the passivity and conservatism
in the functioning of the society. So, the societies where
the Second System of Values rules, where the values of the
community dominate over the value of the individual, have
low transformational potential.

The legitimacy of the other and of the diversity for
the First System of Values and their illegitimacy with the
over—value of the totality for the Second System of Values
are the «axiological coresy, invariants of the systems of
values, the practical embodiment of which can be rather
varied as it is connected with their transcribing through the
cultural patterns typical for certain communities (nation,
ethnos, local group, etc.). Variability of political practice
of European countries, as well as the difference of their
cultures, taking into consideration all the commonness of
the value core, are determined by the vast field of variability
and nonidentity of sign—symbolic rows with the help of
which the common value core can be manifested and
manifests itself.

These polar basic systems of values, on which the
corresponding political and economic systems feed, appear
under different names in different «systems of worldview
coordinates» of different researchers: «individualism»
and «socialismy», «individualism» and «collectivism» (S.
Bruner), «democracy» and «totalitarianismy, values of the
open or of the closed society (K. Popper), «mechanical
or organic solidarity» (E. Durkheim), community
(gemeinschaftliche) or public (gesellschaftliche) relations
(F. Tonnies). The critical consideration of the transformation
of notions which cover the polar systems of basic values
was given by F. A. von Hayek as far back as in 1948
in his work «Individualism: True and False». The true
individualism, based on European System of Values, as
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F. A. von Hayek argues, is not limited by economic or
political explications and represents a certain system
of values according to which the individual opts for
freedom, including the freedom of associations and the
freedom to choose certain rules and observing them, or
compulsory submission. The theoretical grounding of such
an individualism dates back to J. Locke via B. Mandeville
and D. Home, B. Tucker, A. Ferguson, A. Smith and E.
Burke. Value individualism is based on a fundamental
thesis: admission of the fact and at the same time of the
inherence as well as legitimacy of «boundless variety
of people’s talents and skills». «This thesis, — points out
F. A. Hayek, — does not presume that all people are equal
in their inborn talents and aptitudes, it only means that
nobody is authorized to provide a final judgment about
aptitudes another person possesses, neither can he/she give
a permission for these aptitudes application», and here is
«all the difference between the equal attitude towards all the
people and the attempts to make them equal». Whereas the
first is the requirement of the free society, the second means,
according to Tocqueville, «a new formula of slavery» [7, p.
4]. At the same time this individualism does not confront
collectivism, but it accepts cooperation only as voluntary:
«in any case unless it degenerates into violence against
other people and leads to assumption of exclusive power»
[7, p. 5]

Thus, the fundamental contrast between the value
principles of what F. A. Hayek calls «true individualismy»
and the other system of values is in the fact that in the first
case the original value is the Individual having the right
to establish a community (Society) voluntarily, and the
function of the State is to «inform the individual what his/
her sphere of responsibility is» [7, p. 5], while the contrary
system of values acknowledges boundless right of the whole
(Community) to rule the single and make him/her act with
the help of orders. The similarity of the value system of
democratic societies described by F. A. Hayek to the First
System of Values derived from V. Lefebvre’s concept is
obvious.

How well do the modern sociological surveys of values,
which are systematically carried out within the territory
of Europe and all over the world, allow eliciting the
dominating basic system of values and its transformations?
Let us make a short review of such surveys.

The first global and the best-known survey of
transformation of the systems of values in the countries of
the world was the World Values Survey (WVS) which was
held systematically over three decades since 1970s. Their
results were summarized in 1997 by R. Inglehart in his
famous work: «Modernization and Post-modernization:
Cultural, Economic and Political Change in 43 Socicties»
[10]. The scientist demonstrates the existence of relationship
between the level of the welfare in the society and the
life strategies of an individual in a well-argued manner.
According to his conclusion, having achieved -certain
sustainable level of wellbeing, the society and the individual
begin to function not in the survival mode with its values
of material welfare but in the mode of self-actualization.
«Dematerialization of wvalues» takes place: values of
spiritual and cultural kind substitute the «earthbound values
of wellbeing» [10].

But R. Inglehart’s research, as well as the empirical
surveys themselves which he used as a basis, did not
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mean to establish any connection and correlation between
the values shared by the citizens of a certain country or
interrelation between concrete sociopolitical models, the
possibilities of their development and the ruling system of
values. It was aimed at the revealing of the tendencies of
changing of the values themselves in the modern world.
So, it is not possible to use either the WVS surveys or R.
Inglehart’s conclusions for our purpose.

There are also several long—term European monitoring
social surveys aimed at identifying the value orientation of
the population and its change as well, namely, the project
European Values Survey — EVS, Eurobarometer — EB, and
its analogue in the former Soviet states named Eurasian
Monitor (EM), the International Social Survey Programme
(ISSP), and, at last, the newest of the European projects
European Social Survey (ESS). The results of all the waves
of surveys carried out by EVS were summed up in a unique
document — Atlas of European Values [12]. Even a quick
overview of the Atlas gives us an opportunity to observe the
existence of a certain value zoning, segregation of separate
«value regionsy, the differences between which correlate
with the extent of the democratic development in these
countries. The data analysis proves that there exist certain
value divergences between the countries with consolidated
democracy, countries with socialist past and post-Soviet
countries. At the same time the countries with consolidated
democracy (West—European) have «internal» division which
can be conventionally drawn along the line North—South.

We shall give only one example, and for this purpose
we shall use the consolidated data about the public
activeness and evaluation of democracy as political system.
The idea of the level of social activeness is represented by
the detected proportion of those who expressed readiness
to participate in the allowed protests. According to this
index the highest activeness (at the level of 60 per cent and
higher) is traditionally displayed by the countries of Western
Europe, among which the highest indices are shown in the
North of Europe. During the first survey in 1991, the leader
of social activeness was Iceland with its index of 78%.
The next waves of surveying show the growth of social
activeness in the European countries as a whole: the survey
in 1999 showed much higher indices in the countries which
were included into the first survey, the indices in the new
countries, mainly in the countries of Central and Eastern
Europe, are also rather high. At that, the countries which
were the members of the socialist block, including the
republics of the USSR, displayed the highest activeness
(at the level of 75-85%, the first group) or close to it
(64-74%, the second group) typical to the countries in the
north of Western Europe. It should be mentioned that such
a high activeness of post—socialist countries and of those
which were the members of the USSR can be explained by
the heady events of the 90s of the last century: breakup of
the socialist system and the USSR, and by some kind of
revolutionary inspiration and great expectations, belief in
the possibility of the changes for the better shared by the
peoples of those countries.

In 2008, the level of activeness began to decrease
on the whole. For illustration purpose, let us arrange the
differences between countries not into four (as it was done
by the authors of the survey) but into three groups: the first
one with the activeness from 80% and more, it included the
countries of European North: Iceland, Sweden (84% each)
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and Norway (80%). Let us place the countries with the level
of activeness from 50% to 79% into the second group. Its
leaders were France (78%) and Macedonia (76%). Poland
and Austria (52% each) and Montenegro (51%) completed
the list. The third group of the lowest activeness comprised
post—socialist and post—Soviet countries: Moldova (47%),
Ukraine and Estonia (43% each), Slovakia (37%), Bulgaria,
Russia, Belarus, Azerbaijan (34% each), Romania (33%),
Armenia (32%), Hungary (25%); they were joined by Great
Britain (48%), Northern Ireland (46%) and Turkey (34%).

Such a division of the countries according to the index
of their social activeness shows rather the dependence of the
index itself upon the current social and political situation
in these countries than the affinity of the value factors of
these or those countries (though there exists such an issue
to a certain extent). Similar dependence is illustrated by
other data: for example, the results of estimating democracy
as a good political system (having a democratic political
system would be a very or fairly good idea). Let us arrange
the countries into the above groups again. According to the
results of the survey in 1998, the first group included all the
countries of Western Europe and a significant part of post—
socialist and even post—Soviet countries, basing upon this
index. Its leaders were Iceland and Denmark (98% each),
and it was closed by Ukraine and Armenia (85% each)
and Poland and Slovakia (84% each). The second group
consisted only of two countries: Moldova (75%) and Russia
with the lowest level of democracy estimating — 63%.

The survey in 2008 illustrated some changes in the
positions which can be explained on the basis of analysis of
the current political situation in each separate country. The
strongest support of democracy was inherent to Denmark
(99%), Italy, Greece, Switzerland (97% each), Austria,
Iceland, Norway, Spain and Georgia (96% each), Sweden
(94%); Slovakia, Croatia, Albania, Montenegro and Belarus
(88% each), Poland, Great Britain, Ireland (86% each),
Estonia and Romania (84% each) closed the rear. Russia
(78%), Latvia (77%), Ukraine (72%) and Azerbaijan (66%)
made the second list.

As it can be seen the change of both the level of
social activeness and the level of support (estimation) of
democracy in all the groups of countries depends, to a great
extent, upon the current domestic political issues in those
countries. But one can notice that the «democratic indices»
in the majority of countries of consolidated democracy
(countries of Western Europe) are higher on the average
than the indices in post—socialist countries (countries of
CEE). They are the lowest (at the average) in the post—
Soviet countries. The Balkan countries boast very high
indices of social activeness and democracy support among
the CEE countries. The other indices manifest similar trends.

Unfortunately, the given projects of the monitoring
social researches did not take into consideration the fact
that, first of all, it was necessary to investigate the basic
system of values in this or that country but were aimed
at identification of the people’s systems of values and at
determination of existential values (attitude towards family,
job, friends, hobby, satisfaction with life, etc.) into which
to a large extent we can also include the «political» values,
the results of estimating which are given above. Existential
values as «important elements of the individual’s inner
structure are fixed by the individual’s life experience and by
all his/her rueful feelings» which «separate important for a
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certain person issues from the unimportant ones» [1, p. 202—
203], reflect something desired by a certain person, whose
wishes are, to a large extent, determined by the peculiarities
of the current economic, political, etc. situation and that is
why are alterable depending on it. On the contrary, the basic
values target at the right but not at the desired.

In order to find out how «individualistic values» and
«individualistic worldview» (which correspond to basic
values of the First System of Values) spread in the modern
societies G. Triandis offered a special term «idiocentric»
which denotes the people, for whom their own beliefs,
feelings and emotions mean more than relations with
other people, the persons concentrated on their own
satisfaction, on the effectiveness of their own efforts
and acknowledgement of their results. The technique of
determining the level of spreading of «individualistic
valuesy and measuring of «culturological indices»
developed by G. Hofstede has widely spread within the
European and post-Soviet territories. G. Hofsted is very
close to G. Triandis in his understanding of «values of
individualism»: in his concept, individualism is also
displayed in the priority of self-caring and caring about
his/her family and inclination to form such associations
where this care is given to the society in exchange for

. subordination of the person to the group values. As
we can understand such a psychological individualism
can be inherent to the representatives of both the First
and the Second basic values systems and its quantitative
measurement does not add anything to understanding
of the basic system of values underlying the public life.
The same approach is inherent to F. Trompenaars whose
research is based on the opposition «individualism —
communitarianism»: when individualism prevails, the
interests of the individual are placed ahead of the interests
of the group, when communitarianism dominates, it is vice
virsa.

Though such an approach is false from the point of
view of methodology the employment of G. Hofstede’s,
F. Trompenaars’ or Schwartz’s methods confirmed the
idea of difference between the «individualisticy West and
the «collectivisty East. According to G. Hovstede, the
indices of individualism are the highest in the countries of
Western Europe (Anglo—Saxon civilazion: the USA and
Great Britain, in particular) and they are the lowest in the
countries of Asia, Africa and Latin America [12]. According
to F. Trompenaars the countries with the high level of
individual independence (over 50%) are mostly European
(the exceptions are Nigeria and Venezuela), and the
countries having the opposite orientation — collectivism are
mainly the countries of the East (the exception is France)
[6].

The major part of the proposed methods displays the
approach basing on detecting existential values and ignoring
the basic ones. The method developed by S. Schwarz
and used in the ESS project is not an exception. In order
to characterize the relationship between the individual
and the group he uses the value items «inclusiveness»
and «autonomy», where the first denotes harmonious
relationship of the individual and the society, and the second
one denotes the opposition of the individual and communal
interests [3]. According to S. Schwartz’s methodology the
respondent is offered to choose between several typological
value items, and the respondent chooses the one which
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is the closest to him/her. We can give the phrasing of the
orientation which is to reveal the craving for power as an
example. The answer which the respondent can choose
consists of two parts: «It is important for him/her that he/
she is respected. He/she wants people to do as he/she
says». That is, two parts of the description which according
to S. Schwartz belong to one and the same type of values
according to the system of basic values which underlie
them, obviously contradict each other. The need to be
respected by the others is inherent to the First System of
Values while the need to dominate the others is inherent to
the Second System. The majority of S. Schwartz’s items are
phrased in this way, according to our calculations they are
12 types from the offered 21 types. Therefore, S. Shwartz’s
methodology makes it impossible to determine the basic
value systems because of the methodological incorrectness
contained in it, and the answer, which the respondent
chooses, contains the value parts which cancel each other.

Altogether, the question formulated in the project EVS
is much more correct in the given sense though it obviously
tends to find out the political values. One of the parameters
which was investigated in the surveys in 1999 and 2008
determined the percentage of people who agree that equality
and freedom are equally important. But if they were to
choose between them both they would prefer equality.
According to the data in 1999 when choosing between
equality and freedom people would prefer the first one:
Turkey (58%), Italy (55%), Hungary (55%), and Iceland
(54%). Belgium (51%) rounds out the list of those who
evaluated equality more than freedom. The second group,
where freedom as a value dominates over the equality, is
headed by France (46% supported equality), Finland and
Spain (45% each), Ukraine (44%) and Germany, Belarus
(32% each) and Denmark and Slovakia (28% each) close
the rear. The Balkan countries, Romania, Moldova and the
countries of Trans—Caucasia were not included into the
survey. In the survey in 2008, the first group adhering to
equality versus freedom was headed by France and Portugal
(58% each). The last on the list were Switzerland, Turkey
(51% both), and Croatia (50%). The group of freedom
supporters consisted of Russia, Latvia (49% both), and
Ukraine (48%). Bulgaria, Serbia, Denmark, Lithuania (36%
of respondents supported equality), and Macedonia with
Monte Negro (30% of respondents preferred to support
equality versus freedom) turned out to be the most freedom—
loving.

What turned out to be indicative in determining the
basic values was the division of countries in accordance
with the prevalence of paternalistic attitude. The assertion
stating that people should take more responsibility for
their own provision (0), or the state should take more
responsibility for guaranteeing the provision of everything
(100) was proposed for evaluation. During the survey in
1999 Macedonia (76), Armenia (72) and Georgia turned out
to be most paternalistically disposed. The citizens of Austria
(33), France (33) and Switzerland (25) turned out to be most
responsible. Azerbaijan, Serbia, Monte Negro, Bosnia and
Herzegovina did not participate in the survey. In its turn,
the survey in 2008 showed a somewhat changed picture: the
general level of paternalistic attitude significantly decreased
on the whole. At that time, the highest level of paternalism
was characteristic of Georgia (63) and Azerbaijan (62),
though in Georgia it decreased for 8 points. Germany (32),
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Great Britain (31), Northern Ireland (28) displayed the
lowest level of paternalism.

As it can be seen from both surveys of the level of
paternalism its prevalence is more characteristic of post—
socialist countries. If we divide the countries into two
groups: with the level of more than 40 points and the level
of less than 40 points, the countries of Western Europe
(mainly northern countries) will form the group of the
«most responsible countries» according to the survey in
1999. The second group will consist of all the countries of
CEE (including the post—Soviet countries), the countries of
European South (Mediterranean) together with Turkey, and
Norway, the Netherlands and Belgium. We can observe the
same regularity in the survey in 2008 but there are great
changes in it: the group with low level of paternalism (and,
consequently, with prevailing of the value of the individual
over the value of the state—community) included Slovakia,
Moldova and Romania, which were followed by the Czech
Republic, Belarus, and the Baltic countries.

At the same time, the transformational processes,
taking place in the countries of CEE, demonstrate the
rapprochement of these countries and the countries of
consolidated democracy. But, though the countries of CEE
lived in conditions of domination of the Second System of
Values for a long period of time, they did not lose the basic
value resource of the First System and use it more and more
productively nowadays.

The methodological conclusion which can be drawn
from this research is the necessity of including into the
monitoring projects not only social psychologists but also,
first of all, the experts in the field of philosophy, cultural
and political sciences who can concentrate on the exposure
of basic value systems.
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Cucrema niHHOCTel IK YHHHHK CyCHiJIbHOI TpaHcopMaii:
uiHHOCTI 0a30Bi Ta eK3MCTeHUiliHI

Posenanymo 36’330k Midc NamieHolo cucmemoro yiHHocmel ma mpancgop-
mayitinumu modciueocmamu cninbrom. O2nso esomoyii 6uenv npo 6azosi yinnocmi
ma 3icmaegnenns oCHOSHUX nonodiceny kKonyenyit B. Jlepespa it @. A. pon laeka
003607UNU HAOAMU GUIHAYEHHS 1 MEOPeMUYHO OOIPYHIY8AMU NOHAMMA «OaA3061
YinHOCMI», WO 1edcamb 6 OCHOGI KOHMPAOUKMOPHUX MUNIE MOPANbHO—eMUYHUX
cucmem. Poszensad memoodonoziii docniovcens yinnicnux cucmem I, Toghemeoa,
I Tpianoica, ®. Tpomnenaapcu ma L. [lleapya ymoocnusus sungienns giominnocmel
6azo06ux yiHHOCmell 8i0 THWUX MUNIE (€K3UCMEHYIUHUX, NOAIMUYHUX MOWo) ma
Memooon02iunol HekopekmHocmi ix omomovicnenns. Ananiz mamepianie c6poneicokux
COYIONOTUHUX OOCTIONHCEHb YIHHOCMEl BUABUE DA3061 CUCMeMU YIHHOCMEl, 61ACMUBUX
Kpainam 3 ycmaienolo 0eMOKpamicio, nOCMCOYianicmudnum ma nOCmpaosHCbKUM
Kkpainam. IToxkaszarno, wo 3a eciei ix eapi ocmi 6 ycix eep ICOKUX KPATHAX ICHYE
cninvhe 0po 6a306ux yinnocmet, NPUMAMAHHUX NAHIGHIT OISt BIOKPUMUX CYCRITLCME
Iepwiii cucmemi, IKA 3yYMOBIIOE 3 i mpaucgop {HUIL o ian yux Kpain.

Kniwouogi cnosa: 6azosi ma exsucmenyiiini yiHHOCHI, MOPATbHO—eMUYHA
cucmema, coyiono2iyHi O0CIiONHCeHHA YIHHOCMel, CYCRITbCMBA 8IOKPUMI | 3AMKHEHI,
mpancghopmayiiinuil nomenyian.
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