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AKTYAJ/IBHBIE 3 TUYECKHUE ITPOBJIEMbI
COBPEMEHHOI'O OBIIECTBA B KOHTEKCTE
bOPbbbI C JIIMAEMHEN KOPOHABHUPYCA

JXAHHA ANEKCEEBHA WULLUOBA, xaHaupat lopMaMyecknx Hayk, AOLEHT kadeapbl rocyaapCTBEHHOro U MyHULIU-
nanbHOro ynpasneHus

WHCTUTYT rocyaapcTBeHHOMW cry6bl U ynpaBneHuss Poccuinckoil akagemMnun HapogHOro Xo3siucTBa U rocyaapcTBeHHON
cnyx6b1 npu Mpe3npente Poccuiickon ®epepaumm (119571, Poccuickas ®epepaumnsi, MockBa, npocnekt BepHaackoro,
82). E-mail: za.shishova@igsu.ru

AxHoTaums: B ctaTbe packpbiBaeTC OCHOBHAs aTuveckas npobnema cooTHOLLEeHNs cBOb6OoAb! 1 6e3onacHOCTu, kKoTopas Npro6-
pena ocobyto akTyanbHOCTb B ycrnoBusax naHaemun COVID-19, n psa akTyanbHbIX BONPOCOB, CTOSALUMX Nepes OTAENbHbIMU rocy-
[apcTBamMu 1 BCEM MUPOBbLIM COOBLLECTBOM: «KOrO 3alluLiaTh B NEPBYHO o4epenby, «cracaTb SKOHOMUKY UMK NIOAEN», a Takke
pAa MopanbHO-3TUYECKMX Npobrnem, CBA3aHHbIX C NepPCOHanbHOWM OTBETCTBEHHOCTBIO KaXKAOro YernoBeka 3a XW3Hb 1 H6esonac-
HOCTb COrpaxKaaH.

MpencTaBneH 0630p OCHOBHbIX HaY4YHbIX TEOPUIA (TEOPUM COOTHOLLIEHUS cBOGOoAbI 1 6ezonacHocTu T. Fo66ca u L. MoHTeckbe,
KaTeropuyeckuin nmnepatms B atuke M. Kanta, ytunutapmam W. Bentama n [x. C. Munns, «BaroHeTkonorusy . OyT) npumeHu-
TENbHO K pa3peLleHnto 3TU4ECKMX Npobrnem, ¢ KOTOPbIMU CTOMKHYNOCh YENOBEYECTBO B «3MoxXy KopoHasupyca». Ocoboe BHUMa-
Hue yaensieTcsl B3rnsiiam CoBpeMeHHbIX 3apy6exHbix dunocodos u couuonoros (M. Cunrep, xx. OBepeTT) Ha CroXHbIe Npouec-
Cbl OCMbICNEHUS OBLLECTBOM «HOBOW peanbHOCTU», KOTOpas BO3HWUKNA B pesynbraTe OCTaHOBKW rnobanbHON 3KOHOMUKM 1 Bec-
npeueaeHTHbIX Mep MacCoBOW U30NSALMM U KapaHTUHa.

ABTOP aHanM3npyeT C TOUKWN 3PEHNS ITUKU AENCTBUS, NPEANPUHUMaeMble NPaBMTENbCTBaMK pasHbiX CTpaHax Anst obecneve-
HMs BesonacHOCTU rpaxaaH n peanusaumm 6a3oBoro Npaea Ha XW3Hb B YCNOBUSAX NaHAemMun. B ctaTbe oTMeYeH HEOAHO3HAYHbIN
XapakTep 3TMX Mep, KOTopble MOryT MMETb Aaneko nayLLme NocrneacTBUS Kak Ansa oTaenbHbIX 06WecTs, Tak U A BCero Yenose-
YyecTBa B LIeNOM.

Kniouesbie cnoa: aTnyeckme npobnemel, COVID-19, cBoboaa n 6e3onacHoCTb, yTUNMTapu3M, BaroHETKONorms
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CURRENT ETHICAL PROBLEMS OF MODERN SOCIETY IN THE CONTEXT OF THE FIGHT AGAINST
THE CORONAVIRUS EPIDEMIC

ZHANNA ALEKSEEVNA SHISHOVA, Candidate of Sci. (Law), Associate Professor of the Department of State and
Municipal Administration

Institute of Public Administration and Civil Service of the Russian Presidential Academy of National Economy and Public
Administration (82, Vernadsky prospect, Moscow, 119571, Russian Federation). E-mail: za.shishova@igsu.ru

Abstract: The article reveals the main ethical problem of balancing freedom and security, which has become particularly acute
in the context of the COVID-19 pandemic. The author highlights some other significant issues facing both individual states and
the entire world community: the problem of choosing “who to save first”, “save the economy or the people”, as well as several
moral and ethical problems related to individual responsibility of each person for the life and safety of fellow citizens.

The article provides an overview of the main scientific theories (“Freedom is good, but security is better” by T. Hobbes,
correlation of freedom and security by Ch. Montesquieu, the categorical imperative in ethics of I. Kant, the utilitarianism of I.
Bentham and J. S. Mill, and the “trolley problem” by P. R. Foot) concerning the ethical problems faced by humanity in the “epoch
of coronavirus”. Special attention is paid to the views of modern foreign philosophers and sociologists (P. Singer, J. Everett) on
global society’s comprehension of the “a new reality” that has emerged as a result of the global economic shutdown and the
unprecedented introduction of mass isolation and quarantine measures.

The author analyzes from the point of view of ethics the actions taken by governments in different countries to ensure the
safety of citizens and the guaranteeing of the basic right to live at the peak of a pandemic. The article notes the ambiguous nature
of these measures, which can have far-reaching consequences for society and humanity.
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...........................

...........................

Gosudarstvennaya sluzhba. No. 6. P. 68-71.



FOCYOAPCTBEHHAA CNY>KBA 2020 TOM 22 Ne 6

69

XK.A. Wnwosa. AkTyanbHble aTn4eckme npobnembl coBpemMeHHoro obLecTsa B KOHTEKCTe 60pbObl C anuaemuen KopoHaeupyca

Introduction

During the COVID-19 pandemic, civil society in all countries
faced the heightening of common ethical problems as well
as the emergence of new challenges that face not only doc-
tors, politicians, officials, and businessmen but also ordinary
citizens. Search for optimal ethical solutions in the context
of time-tested and new social theories can become one of
the primary conditions for overcoming the global crisis and
returning to sustainable development.

The fundamental ethical problem is the dilemma of free-
dom and safety, which manifests itself in the form of finding
an optimal balance between unlimited freedom and guaran-
teed safety in the context of an existential threat to the life of
each individual (COVID-19 infection).

There are some other ethical issues which can also be
identified, namely:

the problem of choosing “who to save first”, which con-
sists in making quick decisions on the provision of first aid
to patients in conditions of limited resources available to
doctors and the medical system as a whole;

the dilemma of choice to “save the economy or the peo-
ple” that arises before the leaders of states and representa-
tives of the political class, since they are responsible for the
safety of their fellow citizens and their well-being;

a wide range of moral and ethical issues corresponded
to responsibility for the life and safety of all citizens and
authorities at all levels, in particular, in the face of severe
restrictions that the state is forced to impose in a pandemic.

These ethical problems are not new because, in different
epochs and different historical moments, mankind has tried
to solve them. The COVID-19 pandemic only once again
demonstrated their global, common human nature and,
at the same time, revealed fundamental differences in ap-
proaches to its solution that are suitable for different states,
societies, and cultures.

Return to the logic of the common good

The ethical dilemma of freedom and safety was consid-
ered in the works of such philosophers as Thomas Hobbes,
Charles-Louis Montesquieu, and Georg Hegel. In the 17th
century, scientists were interested in the question of whether
the restriction of freedoms leads to increased safety [Hobbes,
2001]. Later, in 1748, the following statement appeared -
“safety is the first form of freedom” [Montesquieu, 1999]. For
Hegel, the actions taken by the state do not pose a threat; their
necessity is obvious to everyone, which means that they do
not violate the established order in civil society. The measure
of safe actions of both individuals and the state is the safety of
the whole [Hegel, 2007]. The dilemma of freedom and safety
is closely related to individualist and collectivist theories. The
problem of the collective and the individual is fundamental to
sociology as well as to ethics. For example, the founder of the
French sociological school, Emile Durkheim, raised the funda-
mental question of how to combine individual liberation of a
person, on the one hand, and collective life, on the other. In the
case of a pandemic, we are talking about whose interests are
protected by the state - an individual or a collective. Does the
state really violate human rights?

In most countries, to combat the spread of the coro-
navirus, strict surveillance has been introduced over the
actions of an individual. Authorities of states control the
main spheres of people’s life: health condition, freedom of
movement, economic activity, and even contacts with other
people. Most citizens are forced to give up many familiar
comforts in the interests of society. This is where the in-
terests of the individual and the collective collide. We are
witnessing a paradoxical choice of society in favor of pro-
tecting the interests of an individual by severely limiting the
fundamental rights of both the individual and the collective
as a whole. During a pandemic, there is a return to the logic
of the common good.

Ethical concepts of utilitarianism
The solution to the ethical problem of “who to save first”
may be in the context of well-known and widespread ethical
concepts of utilitarianism, which are characterized primarily
in Anglo-Saxon society. The authors of the concept, Jeremiah
Bentham and John Stuart Mill, called the need to achieve “the
maximum happiness for the greatest number of people” as
the main good for the whole society and argued that when
making moral decisions, one should take into account the
principle of benefit, but you should distinguish benefit from
profit (understood as self-interest). ]. S. Mill believed that
we should “be guided in our actions by such a rule that can
be recognized by all rational beings with the benefit of their
collective interest”. Namely, his work, published in 1861 in
Frazer’s Magazine, was called Utilitarianism. As the concept
of the benefit, ]. S. Mill understands “the greatest sum of the
total happiness of all”. Adhering to the moral philosophy
begun by Aristotle and Epicurus, and in opposition to Kan-
tianism, Mill formulated the fundamental moral principle
- the principle of utility. Francis Hutcheson’s formulation is
similar and has the following interpretation: “The action is
considered the best, when it provides the greatest happiness
for the greatest number of people” [Hutcheson, 1973, P. 174].
As a particular case of solving the above problems,
the so-called “trolley problem” should be mentioned. The
foundation of the “trolley problem” is a thought experiment
introduced in 1967 by the English philosopher Philippa
Foot. The main plot of it is that an uncontrollable trolley
rushes along the rails, and there are six people on its way
(five in the main way, and one in the side path). The people
will die if the trolley reaches them. But we can save them if
we switch the arrows at the fork and send the trolley along a
side path. But in this case, the trolley will kill one person. We
have two options for events: do nothing and let the trolley
kill several people or redirect the trolley to the side path and
save five at the cost of one life. “Utilitarianism” prescribes
to switch the directional arrow. The concept of the “trolley
problem” argues that switching the directional arrow is not
the only acceptable one, but, morally, it is the best decision.
These theories try to answer the questions: how to rec-
oncile the interests of the minority and the majority; how to
get the maximum effect for many without harming a partic-
ular person; how to relate resource constraints and ethical
problems of survival in emergency conditions.
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Saving the economy or the people?
The dilemma of “saving the economy or the people” can also
be viewed within the framework of the utilitarianism con-
cept. Unlike most politicians who deny such formulation of
the question, modern “specialists on ethics” are increasingly
turning to the ideas of utilitarianism. But are utilitarian ideas
suitable in decision-making to contain the COVID-19 virus?
After all, we are talking about hundreds of thousands, and
even about millions of human lives. Should pandemic deci-
sions take into account the interests of a minority - people
over 65 or with comorbidities and members of other vulner-
able sectors of society? Or; is it important to take into account
the interests of the majority of people who find themselves
isolated and in some cases unemployed? In the second sce-
nario, older people must agree to die, since in this case, the
economy and the well-being of young people will be saved.

Modern utilitarians do not have a consensus on the ques-
tion of which measures will be more efficient for society
and will bring more benefits from a strategic perspective.
Who should be saved in the first place: individual citizens or
the entire society by lifting economic restrictions necessary
to save the lives of vulnerable groups of the population?
According to Jim A. K. Everett, professor at the University of
Kent and research fellow at the Center for Practical Ethics
at Oxford University, specializing in moral judgment and
perceptions of moral character and limited altruism, “the
benefits of utilitarianism are based on the fact that through
its ideas it is possible to expand the circle of those who will
receive protection and medical care (circle of caring) with-
out harm to society”.1

The well-known utilitarian philosopher Peter Singer be-
lieves that “saving lives should take into account the harmful
consequences of decisions (the introduction of isolation)
not only on the economy but also on health and well-being
of people”.2

Priority of duty over virus threat

The ethical problems correlated with the moral respon-
sibility of a person were studied by such philosophers as
Socrates, Leibniz, and Kant. With his categorical imperative,
Immanuel Kant reminded us of responsibility and the need
to always act in such a way that the maxim of an act could
become the principle of universal law. A person does his
duty not because of any external purpose but for the sake
of the duty itself. The duty is above the individual, selfish
interests of a single person.

In the pandemic conditions, in the mass media and on
the internet, we often see how people condemn and criticize
the actions of officials who do not comply with the regime
of restrictions which was introduced by themselves. And
here is an example - a scandal regarding Professor Neil
Ferguson, who was forced to leave the post of adviser on
the coronavirus epidemic in May 2020 (he was convicted of

1 https://edition.cnn.com/2020/04/23/us/reopening-country-
coronavirus-utilitarianism/index.html

2 https://edition.cnn.com/2020/04/23/us/reopening-country-
coronavirus-utilitarianism/index.html
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repeated violations of self-isolation).3 Ferguson argued on
introducing strict rules on sanitary distancing in the UK and
a prohibition on social contact, even between immediate
family members. A society that is ready to sacrifice its eco-
nomic interests in the name of safety is strictly monitoring
the authorities’ compliance with those tough measures and
is not ready to put up with their selective use.

It is interesting to study modern ethical constructs,
which are reflected in practical government decisions taken
to combat the pandemic. Most countries in the world follow
a strategy with extremely severe measures - restrictions
on the personal freedoms of citizens, namely: a prohibition
on leaving home, holding sports, entertainment, and other
mass events. The need to save the lives of as many citizens
as possible is cited as a moral justification for such unprec-
edented restrictions.

But not everyone agrees with this formulation of the ques-
tion. In the United States, society has been divided into those,
who advocate opening up the economy as soon as possible,
and those who support the idea of isolation to protect the lives
of the most vulnerable segments of the population. The sup-
porters of the first strategy are ready to sacrifice the minority
for the sake of economic development and the welfare of the
rest of the people. Commenting on the strikes in the United
States, Indiana Congressman T. Hollingsworth said: “We are
going to have to look Americans in the eye when we are asked
if the best decisions were made during the coronavirus pan-
demic for the whole of America and Americans”* Most other
governments think the same way, convincing their citizens of
the need for tough isolationist measures.

Sweden is one of the few countries that have shown an
unusual approach to the fight against coronavirus in the
spring of 2020 by refusing to impose tough restrictions.
Public places, cafes, elementary schools, kindergartens were
not closed in the country, and public transport continued to
work. In their strategy to fight the virus, Swedish author-
ities relied only on measures which benefit has scientific
justification. This was stated by Professor Johan Giesecke,
an epidemiologist, adviser to the Swedish government, and
the Secretary-General of the World Health Organization, in
an interview with RBC news agency. “In our opinion, there
are only two such measures. First, we need to wash our
hands, and we have known about it for 150 years. Second,
it is necessary to maintain social distance, that is, do not get
too close to other people,” he said.>

Ten countries (Albania, Armenia, Estonia, Georgia, Lat-
via, North Macedonia, Moldova, Romania, San Marino, and
Serbia) warned of a possible derogation from the obser-
vance of the rights to liberty and security of person, to a
fair trial, to respect for private and family life, freedom of
assembly and association, education, protection of property
and freedom of movement.

https://www.bbc.com/news/uk-politics-52553229
https://edition.cnn.com/2020/04 /23 /us/reopening-country-
coronavirus-utilitarianism/index.html

5 https://www.rbc.ru/politics/05/05/2020/5eb03ea39a7947268b
42bc33
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The Council of Europe (CoE) report “Respecting the
principles of democracy, the rule of law and human rights
in times of crisis” notes that forced deviations from human
rights standards must remain proportionate to the threat of
spreading the virus and are limited in time. The report says
that the measures taken by the authorities in the context of
COVID-19 “will inevitably encroach on the rights and free-
doms of citizens”. Restrictions are only permissible if they
are “strictly necessary” to combat the pandemic and do not
lead to arbitrariness.6

Conclusion

According to classical theory, the problems of security and
freedom are always in dynamic balance. The pandemic has
increased the importance of safety at the expense of human

6  http://www.ng.ru/politics/2020-04-12/3_7841_rights.html

rights in many diverse societies: from China to Norway, from
Brazil to India. In addition to that, the pandemic has caused
a situation in which a specialist who makes decisions that
are vital for other citizens (for example, a doctor) is placed
in conditions of internally conflicting moral choices. A per-
son is left alone with a serious moral problem. There is a
strong need for detailed and socially justified regulation of
the professional’s actions in such situations.

There is a dilemma of choosing “saving people or saving
the economy”. Its denial or understatement might have re-
percussions in the post-pandemic recovery process.

Violation of moral or legal norms has shown that for this,
there will be a punishment not just from the point of view
of law but this also poses a threat to life, human health, and
the existence of the whole society. Thereby, the issues of pro-
fessional ethics have become global and have gone beyond
professional communities.
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YenoBeuecTBO nNepen NUUOM NnaHaeMum: ocMmbicnuBan onbiT 2020 roga

2020 rop kap-
OVHANbHO  U3-
MeHUnN npu-
BbIYHYIO XKU3Hb
yenoBeyecTBa:
naHgemus  Ko-
poHaBupyca
cTana wucnbiTa-
HMEeM Ha npouy-
HOCTb AN BCex
CTpaH  Mwupa.
TpeboBanuchb
HEMeZNeHHble
U HETPUBMAIbHBLIE PELLEHUS CO CTOPOHbI
rOCyAapCTBEHHBLIX OpraHoB, MeauuUMHa ne-
pecTpavBanack 1 MobunmsoBana cBom fyy-
LUMe cunbl, yYEHbIE MPEnapupoBany BUpYyC
n bunucb Hap ero 3aragkamu, oBbluHble
rpaxgaHe ocBavBanu npasuna couuanb-
HOro AucTaHuupoBaHus. HopmaTusHoe
perynvpoBaHvWe He BCerga ycnesano 3a
peanbHONM XU3Hb, 3KOHOMUWKM OKasanuch
B Kpu3uce.

Bce atn nepemeHbl TpebytoT ocMbicrie-
HUS W aHanu3a, CTaBAT BOMPOChHI, OTBETHI
Ha KOTOpble JOIDKHbI AaTb MccrenoBaTenu
06LLeCcTBEHHbIX OTHOLLEHMIA. B n3partenscTee
«[leno» BbILLMO KOMMIEKCHOE MEXANCLMNIN-
HapHoe uccrenoBaHe «OOLIECTBO W MaH-
pemusi. OnbIT 1 ypokn 60opsbbl ¢ COVID-19

B Poccumnx» 1. M3naHue nocasiLLeHo BCECTOPOH-
HEMY M3yYeHMI0 KpK3uca, ClPOBOLMPOBAHHO-
ro naHgemverr COVID-19, u umetowemycs
OMbITy pearvpoBaHUst Ha Bbl30Bbl. [MaBHbIM
penakTopom kHurn ctan pektop PAHXulC
Brnagumup May, B pegkonnernio BOLMW Mo-
mowwHuk lMpencenatens MNpasutensctea PO
leopruit Vippucos, pektop HAY BLUS Apoc-
naB KyabmuHoB, aupektop MHctutyta SMUT
PAHXuI'C AnekcaHap PapgbiruH, pektop MY
Buktop CagosHuunin, pektop BABT Cepreit
CwHenbHukoB-Mypbines.

Wccneposatenu npueenu nogpobHyto
XPOHOIMOTMI0 HACTYNNEHNsT KOPOHaKpu3uca u
npoaHanM3avpoBanM peakuum 1 MexaHuaMbl,
K KOTOPbIM B (hOpC-MaXopHbIX 0BCTOsATENb-
cTtBax npubernu ccepbl 30paBOOXPaHEHMS,
06pa3oBaHus, coumanbHON Noaaepxku. As-
TOpaMy BCECTOPOHHE M3y4YeHbl MoJenu pe-
arnpoaHmsi Ha COVID-19 B 3KOHOMUYECKOM
1 yNpaBeHYeckoM CEKTOpax, YAENeHo BHY-
MaHWe MCUXOMnorvi Kpuamca 1 coumansHom
conuaapHocTu. Moapo6Ho paccmaTpuBaetcst
cucTeMa Mep, KoTopble npeanpuHUManiich B
Poccun gnst 6opbbbl ¢ anngemuen. Kpome
TOrO, B MCCNENOBaHWM NPUBEAEHBI MHTEPBbLIO

1 OOuiecTBO U NaHAEMHUS: OIIBIT U YPOKU OOpb-
661 ¢ COVID-19 B Poccun. M3nmarenbckuii
oM «Jlemo» PAHXuI'C, 2020.

pykoBoguTenen denepanbHbiX BEAOMCTB,
HEeNocpeaCcTBEHHO Y4aCTBOBABLUMX B MPUHS-
TV PELLEHUI 1 peanusaLum NpoTUBo3NUae-
MUYECKNX MEP B Nepuoa NaHaeMuu.

«Bbizos COVID-19, GpoLueHHbIi Bcemy
4enoBeYeCTBY, BbIHYAWN MPUHUMATL CPOY-
Hble pelLeHus. Bnactu npuberanu K 3KCTpeH-
HbIM W HeopAMHapHLIM MepaM: 3aKpblBanu
rpaHuLibl, OCTaHaBnMBanu paboTy npeanpu-
SITUIA U cepbl YCIyr, BBOAUIN OrpaHUYEHUs!
Ha nepenswxeHne no ropogy. Bpauw, yue-
Hble, BOTIOHTEpPLI C NEPBbLIX AHEN OKa3anuch
Ha NepenoBoi NMHWM NPOTUBOCTOSIHUS C KO-
poHaBupycoM. Bce Mbl cTapanuchk caenatb
MUp BOKpyr 6e3onacHee, obeperas pogHbIX U
Grn3KNX, MOXWUIbIX U AeTeit. [JocTaTodHO Nn
Mbl caenany ans atoro? ... Knura HanucaHa
GonblUMM KONnekTuBoM aBTopoB. OHU He
TONbKo ObINM HabnogaTensMu OCTpeiiLEero
KpU3uca, HO W BblgBUranu npeariokeHus no
MepaM, HanpasfeHHbIM Ha NPOTUBOCTOSIHVE
UHDEKLMM, Ha CMSrYeHne ee NocneacTeuii n
¢hopMUpOBaHIE MOCTKPUIVCHOTO PasBUTUSY,
— C TaKUMK pasMbILLNEHUSIMU aBTOpbI 00pa-
LLAKOTCA K YMTaTenNsAM.

Pa6ota npegHasHayeHa ans uccneaosa-
Tenei, npenogaeatenen, CTYAEHTOB, acnu-
paHTOB, a TaKKe LUMPOKOTO Kpyra uuTaTene,
[NS KOTOPbIX aHHasa TemMaThka MOXeET npea-
CTaBMsTb MHTEpEC.





