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INTRODUCTION 
The WHO defines pandemics, epidemics, and 
endemic diseases based on a disease's rate of 
spread. Thus, the difference between an epidemic 
and a pandemic isn't in the severity of the disease, 
but the degree to which it has spread. 
A pandemic cuts across international boundaries, 
as opposed to regional epidemics. This wide 
geographical reach is what makes pandemics lead 
to large-scale social disruption, economic loss, 
and general hardship. It's important to note that 
a once-declared epidemic can progress into 

pandemic status. While an epidemic is large, it is 
also generally contained or expected in its spread, 
while a pandemic is international and out of 
control (1) . 
So far, mankind has experienced many pandemic 
diseases, from cholera, plague and anthrax to 
typhoid and tuberculosis and the like. Every time 
a new pandemic emerges, ethical questions 
resurface. In recent years, the emergence of the 
Covid-19 pandemic has put fundamental moral 
questions about pandemic diseases and their 
moral dilemmas back in the center of discussions. 
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During the corona pandemic, some doctors and 
nurses did not show up at their workplace to save 
their lives (2). Some of the people in the market 
hoarded their alcohol and masks so that they 
could sell them at several times the price, and 
some, whose pandemic sense was sharper than 
their inhumanity, bought and hoarded these 
goods in bulk. The market of fake vaccines and 
endangering people's lives became hot and people 
tried to abuse the existing situation (3). 
Sometimes the name of Corona became a factor 
of social rejection and some people, fearing this 
negative reaction of others, hid their illness and 
appeared in the social and work environment 
with a sick condition. The lack of ambulances, 
hospital beds, medicine, nurses and doctors were 
also heard and seen at the beginning of the peak 
of the corona virus, especially the peak of the beta 
type (4). All of the above are just some of the 
ethical challenges in the pandemic era. Therefore, 
in the present article, the moral challenges of 
societies during the occurrence of pandemic 
diseases (such as Covid-19, Sars, etc.) have been 
investigated. 
 
MATERIAL AND METHODS 
The method of conceptual analysis has been used 
to write this article. In this article, theories related 
to the field of ethics were presented and examples 
of ethical challenges were analyzed using 
theories. In this article, ethical theories are taken 
from several basic sources such as "Ethical 
Philosophy Foundations" by Robert Holmes, 
"Ethical Philosophy" by James Rachels, the book 
"Ethical Philosophy" by Paul Edwards, the book 
"Encyclopedia of Moral Philosophy" edited by 
Paul Edwards, Thomas Nigel and Donald 
Borchert and other theoretical texts. Then, with 
the help of these theories (utilitarianism, 
deontologism, virtueism, justiceism, 
contractualism, and truth-orientedness), an 
attempt has been made to present moral 
reasoning about moral challenges. Related 

keywords were used to find argument evidence 
and 44 articles were collected from Sciencedirect, 
Pubmed, Proquest and Elsevier databases and 
their examples were used according to the 
purpose.  
 
DISCUSSION 
Ethical challenges in pandemics  
The types of ethical challenges in pandemics can 
be predicted either intuitively or by relying on 
texts and sources. Ethical challenges in 
widespread diseases, including the epidemic of 
the Covid-19 virus, can be divided into three 
categories:  
A) Challenges related to sharing facilities: One of 
the challenges in sharing facilities is choosing 
between one person and several people. For 
example, suppose that five new corona patients 
are admitted to the hospital, which can be 
maintained with one oxygen machine. But this 
requires that we take the oxygen device of one of 
the patients in the corona ward and use it for five 
people. In this case, that person will be lost and 
five new people will be saved. What is the right 
thing to do in this situation? 
Some researchers (5) put this real situation in 
front of 1200 French citizens. The majority of 
respondents accepted the utilitarian model and 
voted to remove the oxygen device from one 
person to save five people. This situation is 
similar to the classic "runaway train" situation. 
Imagine that you are a train driver and you realize 
that completely by chance the brake system and 
other control tools such as the horn and brake of 
the passengers are out of order and five workers 
are working on the rail line a hundred meters 
ahead. Suppose you can't stop the train and you 
can't prevent them from dying in any way. But 
you remember that you can turn the lever to make 
the train fall onto another track before hitting 
them. But you can see that one person is working 
on that other rail. You know that if you do 
nothing, five people will die, and if you pull the 
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lever to make the train fall on another track, only 
one person will be killed (6). What is the right 
thing to do in this situation? Under the title, "The 
basis of utilitarianism, we will look at this 
category in more detail. Another situation is 
choosing between two people with different ages. 
For example, suppose there is an oxygen machine 
and you as a doctor or nurse have to choose 
between a young person and an old man or 
woman, or a child and an old man or woman. 
Also, consider that old man in the position of 
having underlying disease and without 
underlying disease, rich and poor, scholar and 
illiterate, statesman and ordinary person, a 
person from the political elite class and a person 
from the working class and the like. If you had to 
choose between a child and an elder statesman 
(for example, a minister or the head of a large 
organization), which one should be chosen? In 
these situations, various viewpoints such as the 
viewpoint of the right to benefit from life, the 
utilitarian viewpoint and social benefit, the 
virtuous viewpoint and the superiority of 
virtuous people over less virtuous people, and the 
like have been proposed that we will discuss it 
further. 
B) Challenges related to providing or not 
providing medical services: Consider a situation 
where the corona disease has reached its peak and 
some doctors or nurses have a weak foundation 
or have an underlying disease, but their absence 
will be a significant blow to the triage, emergency, 
and special corona care departments. Is there a 
right called "the right to avoid evil" (7) in which 
people have the right to avoid evil and save 
themselves? Isn't there such a right and doctors 
and nurses are obliged to provide services to 
doctors and patients even if their own lives are in 
danger and because of the underlying disease, the 
possibility of contracting the corona disease and 
the risk of their lives is high? This is another 
ethical challenge. 

C) The challenge of how to react when faced with 
a controversial and possibly unethical situation: 
For example, suppose the nurse observes a 
situation in which the doctor has given the ICU 
room to an old man who is not in such a bad 
condition and his lungs have about 10% 
involvement. Suppose the doctor in this situation 
took a very sick child out of the ICU room and 
transferred him to the general ward and took this 
rich old man or high-ranking government official 
to the ICU room. Is the nurse morally obligated 
to react? Is he obliged to disclose? 
Arguments of ethical theories about the ethical 
challenges of pandemics 
A) Utilitarianism 
In the previous lines, the challenge of the classic 
position of the unbridled train was raised. In that 
situation, given that 5 people are likely to die, 
should the train be allowed to continue on its 
"natural" course, or should the course be changed 
to cause the death of someone who would have 
survived had the train's course not been changed? 
If you use the famous "cost-benefit" approach in 
this particular situation, you might argue this 
way: changing the direction of the lever will have 
better results overall because more people's lives 
will be saved and not lost (6). So, in this case, you 
conclude that pulling the lever to the other side is 
the right thing to do because the net result is that 
4 more people survive. If the reasoning process 
used in this particular case is extended to arrive at 
a general rule, you get a kind of utilitarian theory. 
But can this theory be generalized to similar cases 
without contradiction and completely stable and 
uniform? To make the meaning of uniformity 
clearer, imagine an out-of-control train again, but 
this time you are the observer of the story, not the 
train driver. Imagine standing on a bridge and 
looking at an out-of-control train running down 
the tracks. You can see that the train is hitting a 
crowd standing on the tracks and around the 
train tracks. Suppose, on the bridge and next to 
you, a very large fat person weighing about 250 kg 
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is standing and bent over to watch the out-of-
control train. You know that if you give him a 
small push when the train is approaching, he will 
fall off the bridge right in front of the train and 
that will be enough to stop the train. In this way, 
you will be able to save the lives of many people 
who would otherwise die. Would you push the fat 
man off the bridge in front of the train? If not, 
why? What has changed in these two scenarios? If 
your argument is from the position of utilitarian 
or consequentialist theory, in both cases you 
should arrive at the same directive because in 
both cases one person dies and several people 
survive. But you probably think it's wrong to push 
someone under a train, even if doing so would 
result in several people surviving. You might 
argue that intentionally causing someone's death 
is morally wrong. You might also say that 
knowingly and actively causing someone's death 
is unfair and unjust, and that this version is not 
the correct instruction. 
It should be noted that withholding medical 
facilities from one person to save five people is 
like pushing one person off a bridge to save train 
passengers. The only difference is that the person 
on the bridge is not involved in the situation, but 
the person who is sick and hospitalized is 
involved in the situation. Therefore, the 
utilitarian version does not consider the rights of 
individuals and may cause oppression to weak 
and marginalized people. 
b) Deontologism 
 The author of the book "Good and Right" (8) has 
defined the duties as much as possible. According 
to him, there are seven duties in the first place 
that should be performed, but these duties may 
not be our final duties, and the final duty is 
determined in the situation based on which one 
has more weight. They are: 
- Loyalty, which consists of duties that are based 
on promises or implicit promises; 

- Reparation, which consists of duties that are 
based on past wrongdoing and the obligation to 
compensate for it; 
- Gratitude or duties that are based on gratitude 
and knowledge; 
- Justice, which is based on preventing unfair 
distribution of benefits and losses; 
- Charity or duties that are based on promoting 
the health, happiness and good of others; 
- Self-improvement or the duties that a person is 
responsible for promoting his own good and 
happiness; 
- Not harming or duties that are based on 
preventing any kind of harm (physical, mental, 
financial) to others. 
All duties before examining the field of action are 
at first glance duties, but after examining the 
context, they may no longer be duties. 
 According to the thoughts of the author of the 
book "Good and Right" (8), the duties of charity, 
gratitude, loyalty, and not harming (the patients) 
rule in favor of the presence of doctors and nurses 
at their workplaces when disasters occur. In 
virtues, virtue is considered the most important, 
and the virtue of courage and self-control has 
priority over other intrinsically good things. 
Therefore, Ras's duty-based approach dictates the 
immorality of leaving one's job when epidemics 
occur. 
Another researcher (9) in the book "common 
morality" defined dutifulness from the point of 
view of what an ordinary person perceives from 
"duty in accordance with the role" and made it the 
criterion of what duty is. According to him, the 
well-known principle of ethics is "do your duty". 
The duty here is the specific obligations that are 
assigned to us through the role we have accepted 
in the society, such as a signatory of a contract, a 
citizen, a parent, an employer, a doctor, a nurse, 
an engineer, an employee, or a worker. Our 
intuitive expectation from the doctor is to cure 
the patient. Performing a role-appropriate task is 
what we naturally expect from every role owner, 
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and our intuitions confirm it. The owners of 
important social roles who are active in 
organizations have given their neck to certain 
professional principles and organizational 
principles and have approved them. For example, 
doctors are bound by the principles of medical 
ethics and hospital organizational ethics, and so 
are nurses. For this reason, if leaving a job at a 
critical time is against the principles of 
professional and organizational ethics, it is of 
course unethical. 
Based on what was mentioned, several methods 
can be listed to determine the task in a difficult 
situation: 
The first method is the abundance of principles 
and components that are placed in front of each 
other. The first criterion is that if a greater 
number of professional and organizational 
principles are in conflict with a smaller number 
of principles, the decision that is based on more 
principles prevails, which of course is not always 
the case and there are exceptions. 
The second method is to consider violation of 
principles (professional and organizational). 
According to this method, a person should check 
if a series of general principles are violated by 
making a decision. If a decision causes a series of 
professional and organizational principles to be 
completely violated, that decision should not be 
taken, but a decision should be taken that does 
not cause a series of principles to be violated. By 
making that decision, it is possible to prevent the 
violation of other principles as much as possible. 
The third method is to examine the effect of the 
decision on other organizational and professional 
principles. If a decision has a positive effect on 
more organizational and professional principles 
or has a negative effect on less professional and 
organizational principles, it is better. 
The fourth method is to examine the rights of 
individuals. If a decision violates the rights of 
people who are not involved in the situation, it is 
not a correct decision, and if it does not cause 

such a thing, then it should be examined from the 
other aspects mentioned above. 
C) Virtueism 
Virtueism in ethics considers the basis of judging 
the correctness of actions to be the comparison of 
actions with the actions of a virtuous person. A 
virtuous person is someone who has developed 
an admirable character and temperament 
through practice. Therefore, according to the 
virtue theory, if an action is in accordance with 
the actions of an ideal virtuous person, it is a right 
action, and if an action is not in accordance with 
the actions of an ideal virtuous person, it is not a 
right action (10). An ideal virtuous person has 
qualities such as courage, generosity, chivalry, 
restraint, magnanimity, humility, piety, 
temperance, and the like. In a category, admirable 
characters can be divided into acquired and non-
acquired. Based on this, non-acquired traits that 
have appeared in a person's stature due to 
genetics or natural chance and that person has 
not made an effort for it, are not virtues (11). 
While courage, self-control and anger, generosity 
and the like are among acquired traits that are 
virtues. One of the researchers (12) has 
introduced another group of virtues called the 
virtues of the mind, which are also acquired and 
worthy of admiration and therefore worthy of 
appreciation. According to the virtue theory, if an 
action is in accordance with the virtues of the 
mind, it is praiseworthy and right. For example, 
accuracy, comprehensiveness, partiality, open 
and receptive mind, criticism and criticism, and 
the like are among the virtues of the mind. 
 If we want to use the virtuous theory in difficult 
corona situations, then we should: 
- Allocate the distribution of facilities based on 
the virtues of the patient; 
- To judge whether or not to serve doctors and 
nurses who have an underlying disease or 
physical weakness based on the characteristics of 
an ideal virtuous person; 
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- Regarding the reaction or non-reaction and 
disclosure and non-disclosure of controversial 
and unethical situations in the position of 
supervisor, let's rely on the actions of a virtuous 
person. 
The second and third cases do not cause any 
problems because they are consistent with the 
intuitions of ordinary people. The intuitions of 
normal people and with the mentality that we 
have of an ideal virtuous person, we cannot 
accept that when a crisis occurs, a virtuous 
person, even if he is not in good physical 
condition, leaves the sick and thinks about his 
life. So, this is incorrect. Also, with the mentality 
that we have of an ideal virtuous person, we 
cannot accept that a virtuous person does not 
show courage, remain silent, or disclose when 
observing injustice or an immoral act. Therefore, 
not reacting is wrong. 
But the distribution of facilities based on the 
virtues of the patient is controversial. If, in a 
hypothetical situation, we want to choose 
between a virtuous man and a child, and assign 
him the respirator, which one should we choose? 
The child or the virtuous man? 
Some philosophers (13) state that according to 
Aristotle, reason has two components, which are 
theoretical wisdom and practical wisdom, and the 
most important virtue that can establish perfect 
harmony between these two components of 
reason is the virtue of justice. Virtue in Aristotle's 
philosophy means the rational guidance of 
human and society's physical powers in the path 
of moderation. Now consider whether it is 
moderate to prefer virtuous people over ordinary 
people in difficult situations? Is this action 
consistent with the virtues of a virtuous person? 
Is such a preference consistent with the virtue of 
justice and establishing moderation in society? 
Someone may want to argue in a utilitarian way 
and say that a virtuous person is more beneficial 
to society or has more rights to society. But in this 
case, either virtueism is reduced to utilitarianism 

and, like the utilitarian versions, it causes people's 
rights not to be considered. Or virtue is translated 
into rights that cause the loss of other people's 
rights (such as the right to life). Secondly, 
virtueism does not show a way to determine 
which virtues are superior to the other in 
situations where two virtuous people are subject 
to a choice to allocate facilities. 
D) Contractualism 
Moral contractualism has its roots in the ideas of 
contract holders, Hobbes, Locke, Rousseau and 
their followers. According to them, social life 
becomes possible when people agree to give up 
some of their rights and freedoms and hand it 
over to a government or government. Instead, by 
accepting the rules and regulations that are 
agreed between the people and the government, 
they gain security and order (6). Therefore, if 
such an agreement does not happen, society will 
not be created. This agreement is not an official 
agreement, but is established informally, 
implicitly and unspoken, and it is not like the two 
parties sit down and sign an agreement. The 
existence of an agreement shows itself when 
people start an uprising and revolution, and this 
means that they do not accept the existing default 
agreement. Because the establishment of social 
life is based on the agreement between the 
government and the people, therefore, morality 
acquires its meaning in the context of social life, 
and without social life, morality basically does not 
find its true meaning. For this reason, 
contractarians believe that the basis of ethics is 
the contract, and if it was not the primary 
contract, ethics would have no meaning. The 
norms that have spread unspoken among people 
in social life are a kind of secret contract. For this 
reason, according to them, morality means a 
contract, and the contract between the 
government and the nation, which is the 
observance of laws and regulations, is also 
morality. Therefore, whatever is legal is moral. 
According to contractarians, a moral statement is 
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justified only if a large number of people agree on 
it under certain conditions, and it does not matter 
if this agreement is compatible with other values 
of that group or society or not (10). If there is no 
agreement on a norm, or if a norm is not in 
accordance with the law and regulations, it 
cannot be said that it is ethical, and furthermore, 
it cannot be claimed that not doing that norm is 
unethical. The problem with the theory of 
contractarianism is that it is minimal. For 
example, the agreement between the government 
and the people is that when there are fights and 
conflicts in the city, the police will intervene to 
end the riots. There is no agreement between 
people to intervene and end the conflict when a 
fight occurs in the city. Therefore, according to 
moral contractualism, intervening in a fight and 
preventing harm or chaos is a neutral act and it 
cannot be claimed that it is a moral act. Also, 
based on contractualism, it cannot be claimed 
that picking up garbage from the ground and 
throwing it in the trash can is a moral act because 
according to the social contract, this work is the 
responsibility of the municipality and people pay 
taxes for the municipality to cover these matters. 
In big cities, we have seen many times that a 
strong man or a thief attacks a weak person and 
steals his property, and instead of intervening, 
people film and call the police. While our moral 
intuitions say that if there is an ability to deal with 
oppression, a person is obliged to intervene and 
prevent harm. This lack of intervention shows 
that the basis of morality of some of us humans is 
contractual and minimal. If we look at the three 
categories of difficult corona situation from the 
point of view of contractualism, we can see that: 
- Ethical action in allocating resources and 
facilities to patients is an action that is carried out 
according to hospital protocols, even if these 
protocols are utilitarian and against the moral 
intuition of conventional people; 
- Ethical action in helping patients is an action 
that corresponds to the shift and working hours. 

If a nurse or doctor completes his work shift and 
leaves the hospital despite the need of the hospital 
and the presence of patients in need of help, and 
the patients die because of leaving, he has not 
acted immorally; 
 - If a person witnesses a controversial situation, 
he is not obliged to react because the monitoring 
of the affairs of doctors and nurses is the 
responsibility of the hospital monitoring and 
evaluation board according to the regulations, 
and if he does not do anything, he has not 
committed an unethical act. We can see that none 
of the above three cases are compatible with 
conventional human intuitions, because this way 
of thinking may be understandable in normal 
conditions, but in crisis conditions, it is not only 
acceptable and not a solution to the crisis, but 
may increase the crisis. Therefore, contractualism 
cannot be a suitable basis for facing the ethical 
challenges of pandemics. 
E) Justiceism 
Justiceism in its modern sense owes a lot to 
Rawls's thought. Three types of justice can be 
distinguished: compensatory justice, which 
means efforts to restore the state of balance when 
violations occur; Procedural justice, which means 
diligence in establishing fair procedures; and 
distributive justice, which means diligence in the 
fair distribution of benefits and losses (14). In the 
theory of justice presented by John Rawls, he 
considers distributive justice more important 
than other types of justice. But through a series of 
arguments, he states that distributive justice and 
compensatory justice are not possible except 
through the realization of procedural justice. 
Rawls presupposes a systematic and orderly 
society in which regulations are supposed to be 
established with the consent and informed 
consent of the people. Rawls' emphasis on 
conscious consent is because he bases ethics on 
the concept of consent. Consent is everything that 
flows between the people and the people, or the 
government and the people, and the people 
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consent to it, whether spoken or unsaid, formally 
or implicitly. In order to achieve the rules and 
regulations that are acceptable to everyone, he 
proposes a test, which is actually a procedure to 
achieve fair policies. He says, suppose people 
intend to create a society and there is no 
government yet, and a social contract between the 
government and the people has not been 
concluded. In this case, people are in the "first 
state". In this situation, people logically seek to 
create a society to promote the good of all 
members, fair, have general rules for all, and have 
stability. It is certain that rules should be chosen 
among the people in the first place and be 
generally accepted, which should not be 
contaminated by the interests and purposes of 
individuals. Rawls considers the condition of 
choice to be in the state of "veil of ignorance". The 
hypothetical situation of the veil of ignorance is a 
situation in which policy makers or anyone who 
makes decisions must assume that they are 
waiting to be born behind the veil of ignorance 
along with a group of people who have exemplary 
bodies and have not yet been born. It is assumed 
that people in this situation do not know whether 
they will be born black or white, poor or rich, 
female or dead. Rawls claims that in the state of 
veil of ignorance, each person makes decisions or 
policies based on two principles: 
- Basic freedoms should be maximal and 
everyone has an equal right to have freedom, 
provided that these freedoms do not limit the 
freedom of others; 
- Social and economic inequalities should be 
arranged in such a way that firstly it can 
reasonably be predicted that it benefits everyone 
and secondly it is related to positions that are 
open to everyone (15). Now, if we look at the 
three difficult situations mentioned at the 
beginning of the article from the perspective of 
justice, then: 
- Unequal allocation of hospital facilities are 
justified only if all people actually benefit from 

that unequal situation. For this reason, it is fair to 
allocate unequal facilities to doctors and nurses 
with corona, or scientists whose existence is 
necessary for the production of medicine and 
other types of resources and public facilities; 
- If we are obliged to make policies and set laws 
behind the veil of ignorance, we cannot agree to a 
policy or a decision in which people have the right 
to avoid providing services to patients when 
epidemics occur. Because firstly, there is a small 
possibility that the person who is behind the veil 
of ignorance is one of the nurses and doctors, and 
secondly, we cannot accept that avoiding service 
is open to everyone; 
- If we are required to make policies and decisions 
from behind the veil of ignorance, we cannot 
limit the freedom of others and oblige them to 
react or disclose. And if there is no reaction or 
disclosure, we will prosecute them. Our intuition 
dictates that we consider reaction or disclosure as 
a right for humans, not as a duty. Therefore, the 
policy we will establish will be to react and make 
disclosures, and no one has the right to deprive us 
of our other rights due to disclosure and reaction. 
F) Truth-orientedness 
Truth-orientedness theories have been formed on 
the basis that humans have rights in existence, not 
duties. According to this theory, humans have 
three types of rights: 
- Personal rights include the right to have clean 
air to breathe, the right to walk on the ground, the 
right to eat, the right to read, the right to write, 
the right to express one's opinion, and the like. 
- The rights that a person owes to others and the 
rights that others owe to a person include the 
right of a friend to a friend, the right of a child to 
a parent, the right of a parent to a child, the right 
of a wife to a wife, the right of a neighbor to a 
neighbor, and the like; 
- The rights that the government owes to man and 
the rights that man owes to the government. The 
rights of the government are on the shoulders of 
the citizens to comply with the laws and 
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regulations of the government, and the rights of 
the citizens on the government are not to limit the 
freedoms that do not limit the freedom of others, 
to ensure security and order (16). The rights 
between the government and the people can be 
positive rights or negative rights (6). Positive 
rights are rights that are the duty of the 
government and the government deems it 
necessary and the people demand it from the 
government. For example, in America, educating 
people under the age of 18 until the end of high 
school is a positive right, and the government is 
obliged to provide these people, whether they are 
rich or poor, with the opportunity of free 
education until the end of high school. A negative 
right is a right in which if someone tries to have 
something or act, no one has the right to prevent 
it. For example, buying a computer or voting is a 
negative right, and no one has the right to prevent 
someone else from buying a computer or voting. 
Based on the basis of Truth-orientedness, it is a 
moral act to consider the above three rights and 
not violate them, and it is an immoral act to 
violate the rights. 
One of the rights that has been considered among 
the personal rights of humans is the right to 
benefit from all seasons of life as a negative right 
(17). This right is derived from the right to 
human life, which according to many thinkers 
(except for people like Peter Synge who have a 
utilitarian position) is one of the natural rights of 
humans. And it has been emphasized in the 
declaration of human rights and international 
laws for a long time. In defense of this right, many 
thinkers have argued against the death sentence, 
abortion, and euthanasia, but there are other 
thinkers who have recognized this right as a 
negative right. That is, if someone wants to use his 
life, no one has the right to take it away from him 
(18). According to this right, every human being 
born from a mother has the right to use all 
seasons of life. According to this idea, man has 
four seasons of life: childhood, youth, middle age 

and old age, which are spring, summer, autumn 
and winter of life. Based on this right, anyone who 
has benefited from less seasons of life has priority 
over others who have benefited more from these 
seasons of life. For example, a child has priority 
over an adult because the child has benefited from 
only one season of life, while the adult has 
benefited from three seasons of his life. Based on 
this right, being and living is a gift that happens 
only once to every human being and it is a gift 
that cannot be repeated. Therefore, it cannot be 
limited or ignored based on social benefit, virtue 
or anything else. If we base this theory on our 
moral policy, then in pandemics: 
- In allocating facilities and especially when a 
dilemma occurs, children have priority over 
young people, young people over middle-aged 
people, and middle-aged people over old people, 
which is in line with our intuitions; 
- In the issue of providing services and not 
providing services, the right to benefit from life 
cannot be the basis of action and no instructions 
can be derived from it, and other rights must be 
referred to, including the mutual rights of the 
patient and the doctor or the patient and the 
nurse; 
- In the matter of reaction to controversial 
situations or revelations, as in the second case, 
other rights should be referred to, including the 
mutual rights of the patient and the doctor or the 
patient and the nurse. 
 
CONCLUSION 
In this article, we tried to examine three types of 
difficult situations based on different ethical 
theories. The effort was to study which ethical 
theory provides a better answer in the situation of 
allocating limited hospital facilities to patients, 
the situation of providing service or leaving 
service when weak or underlying illness, and 
disclosure of controversial decisions. In fact, 
utilitarian, deontologism, virtueism, 
contractualism, justice-oriented, and truth-
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oriented theories each have implications for the 
mentioned three situations. And what version do 
they offer for the above situations and which 
version of the proposed theory is compatible with 
the moral intuitions of conventional people. 
Based on what was discussed in this article, 
utilitarian theories ignore the rights of 
individuals. Because they are based on the 
greatest pleasure for the greatest number of 
people, therefore, the proposed versions of this 
theory may harm the rights of marginalized 
people or minorities, and even those who are not 
in a position may suffer for the benefit of the 
majority. It was also mentioned that the theory of 
duty orientation is a good idea to solve difficult 
situations because it emphasizes on tasks that are 
consistent with the social role, but duty 
orientation has complications that make it 
difficult to determine the main duty from two 
duties. In addition, we mentioned that the 
version of contractualism is minimal and the 
versions that we listed relying on contractualism 
for triple positions were not consistent with our 
intuitions. For example, it was not acceptable for 
people to stop reacting or revealing due to the 
lack of a contract or agreement between citizens, 
or between citizens and the government. It was 
also mentioned that Rawls' theory of procedural 
justice is also a good version for resolving 
conflicts in difficult corona situations. Because it 
recognizes the discriminatory allocation of 
facilities to people useful to society (such as 
doctors and scientists). It considers not serving as 
immoral. And he considers disclosure as a right 
that, if used, no one has the right to attack or 
impeach. Finally, we have seen that the rightist 
theory is not a good idea for ethical policy in 
ethical challenges related to pandemics because it 
does not provide a specific prescription for the 
situation of serving or leaving the service, and the 
situation of reaction and disclosure. 
In general, we can say: 
In the situation of bottleneck in the allocation of 

facilities, the right to benefit from all seasons of 
life is the focus of resource allocation, and people 
who have benefited from fewer seasons of life 
have priority over people who have benefited 
from more seasons of life. Nevertheless, the 
inequality in the allocation of facilities is justified 
when this discrimination has a tangible practical 
effect on the lives of other members of the society. 
For this reason, discrimination in the treatment 
of doctors, nurses, and hospital staff involved in 
corona situations is acceptable. 
Due to the fact that not doing the duty is 
considered an unfair act for us, any kind of 
avoidance of service under the excuse of 
weakness, fear of illness, the right to take leave, or 
travel and the like is unethical. And conventional 
human intuitions do not accept that the owner of 
a job leaves that job in sensitive situations and 
only provides services in normal situations. 
In situations where a person observes a 
controversial situation as an observer, he has the 
right to disclosure, and this is a negative right, 
and if he does not use his right, he has not 
committed an immoral act. Also, if he discloses, 
no one has the right to hinder him or disturb him 
or make inquiries and disturb him. But in order 
to disclose, one must first have enough evidence 
to defend himself and secondly, have relative 
confidence that public disclosure will bring about 
good changes, and finally, public disclosure 
should be considered as the last step. 
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