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Abstract
In response to the COVID-19 pandemic, Korean society has sought to vaccinate 
most of its population. Consequently, the Korean government has attempted to make 
vaccination compulsory by promoting awareness of its benefits. The administration 
has pushed for mandatory vaccination by claiming that vaccination is more benefi-
cial than harmful, based on a utilitarian view. However, this view is difficult to jus-
tify based on the two levels of utilitarianism presented by R. M. Hare. Compulsory 
vaccination cannot satisfy the universalizability, nor the satisfaction of preference, 
and exposes the difficulties of utilitarianism. In addition, mandatory vaccination is 
difficult to justify based on the perspective of fairness theory, that is, “justice as the 
fairness” of John Rawls and H. L. A. Hart’s principle of fairness. From the point 
of view of Hare’s utilitarianism and fairness theory, it has been shown that manda-
tory vaccination is not easily justified. In reality, the power of the state continues to 
strengthen, and we should examine this situation from a critical point of view.

Keywords COVID-19 · Public health · Compulsory vaccination · Utilitarianism · 
Fairness theory · South Korea

Introduction

The COVID-19 crisis that began in late 2019 took a new turn with the development 
of vaccines. Considered a pandemic “game-changer,” vaccines were expected to 
incite a public health breakthrough (Felter 2020). It was also believed that consensus 
on how to distribute the vaccine would soon bring the pandemic to an end. How-
ever, other issues arose with the development of the vaccine, such as compulsory 
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vaccination and the right to enforce it. Of course, this problem pre-dated the 
COVID-19 crisis, impacting existing vaccinations and raising the question in medi-
cal ethics of whether the state or society can force children to be vaccinated (Kim 
2021).

However, in the current COVID-19-driven crisis, this dissent over vaccina-
tion has become more extreme. In South Korea, the ongoing pandemic situa-
tion caused cumulative harm and citizen fatigue was at its peak. Consequently, a 
conflict arose between those who argue that voluntary vaccination is the realiza-
tion of civic consciousness and those who refuse vaccination as a basic human 
right due to potential side effects. Of course, the inviolability of human life and 
body is the fundamental basis for human autonomy and it is difficult to imple-
ment vaccinations in liberal cultures that emphasize constitutional rights (Kim 
2021). In a situation where liberalism and rights-oriented political philosophy 
are the mainstream, it is difficult to justify forced vaccinations against COVID-
19. Therefore, not even the highest authority in a country can force a vaccine 
that would cause changes in the body of the individual.

However, in the case of the COVID-19 situation, which has persisted for more 
than two years, forced vaccination seemed essential to overcoming it. Furthermore, 
due to the multiple new variations of the rapidly mutating virus, it appeared to be 
the only way to prevent the situation from worsening. Hence, administrators pro-
moted the argument that the civil duty of getting vaccinated should be emphasized 
and induced through various policy directions (Hasbullah  and Kheng 2020). Spe-
cifically, the Korean government and media have been promoting the effectiveness 
of the vaccine and emphasizing the sense of duty as democratic citizens to accept 
it, creating an impression that people who oppose vaccines are irresponsible. The 
Korea Disease Control and Prevention Agency (KDCA) and the government have 
stressed the rationale that getting vaccinated is much more financially profitable and 
shared statistical estimates of the likelihood of side effects from vaccination com-
pared to severity of infection or death due to COVID-19. The Korean government’s 
claim is based on utilitarianism and the prediction that vaccination will promote 
more benefits and happiness.

However, it is doubtful whether the Korean government’s utilitarian argument 
corresponds with Hare’s utilitarian theory or can be justified in terms of the fair 
theory of J. Rawls and H. L. A. Hart. A moral philosopher, Hare was known for 
the development of prescriptivism as a meta-ethical theory—the analysis of formal 
features of moral discourse justifying preference utilitarianism. Therefore, focusing 
on the situation in South Korea in this paper, I will explore Hare’s utilitarian theory 
and Rawls and Hart’s theories to determine if the vaccine mandate declared by the 
Korean quarantine authorities can be justified.

South Korea’s quarantine policy and two‑level utilitarianism

As the pandemic caused by COVID-19 persisted, the desire to return to pre-
pandemic life gradually amplified. The new information system incited by the 
COVID-19 era has led people to understand public health care and infectious 
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diseases at the national security level (Kallberg et al. 2020) and with the develop-
ment of the vaccines, even more information has begun to circulate. Therefore, the 
Korean government’s approach that social interests and well-being take priority 
over personal rights or freedom, and that the basis for this civil obligation is profit, 
justifies the expansion of inoculation (Savulescu  et al. 2020). This argument is 
based on the utilitarian value, “the greatest happiness of the greatest number,” and 
targets the moral responsibility of people to fulfill their vaccination obligations to 
benefit the overall population. Scholars argue that, amid this crisis, medical sys-
tems and ethical values should shift from patient-centered deontological ethics to 
population-centric utilitarianism (Michalsen et  al. 2020). In other words, infec-
tious diseases such as COVID-19, which affect society and threaten the safety and 
security of the entire community, should be approached from a utilitarian point of 
view. Therefore, the KDCA emphasized vaccination to achieve herd immunity to 
protect the entire population1 and implemented a vaccine pass policy. Of course, 
herd immunity is merely an illusion due to the constant mutation of the virus. 
Nevertheless, the KDCA promoted the possibility of herd immunity and achieving 
it through the spread of vaccination. The following conveys part of an article (Lee 
2022b) that details the claims of the quarantine authorities regarding the benefits 
of vaccination:

The benefits are evident. According to KDCA figures regarding COVID-19 
vaccination and infection, the probability of someone becoming severely ill or 
dying within 28 days of contracting COVID-19 is only 0.28% among those 
who received three doses of the vaccine. This is 93.6% lower than the severity 
rate among unvaccinated individuals (4.37%). The head of social strategy at 
the Central Disaster Management Headquarters said, “Currently, only 7% of 
adults over the age of 18 are unvaccinated, but they account for 30% of all con-
firmed cases and 53% of serious cases and fatalities. Even in the comparative 
data per 100,000 population, unvaccinated people showed five times the rate of 
severity and four times the mortality rate of those who were fully vaccinated.

Quarantine authorities are promoting the obvious scientific benefits while indi-
rectly advocating mandatory vaccination, suggesting that this is the only way to 
regain normal lives. The most important point in the policy of the Korean quarantine 
authorities is not individual rights or normative propositions, but economic recovery 
and scientific benefits. Restaurants and small businesses in and around the capital 
city of Seoul have had a curfew of 21:00 since December 2021 and several have 
closed. Therefore, the Korean quarantine authorities’ motive in making vaccination 
mandatory is the resultant economic benefits and social efficiency. This policy of 

1 Even though Korea’s quarantine authorities now recognize that it is impossible to achieve herd immu-
nity because of the virus variants, they still list “herd immunity” as an important outcome of mandatory 
vaccination. The following is a translation of what appears on the main screen of the KDCA website. 
“With safe inoculations based on scientific evidence, we will ensure herd immunity to protect the lives 
and health of the entire population as well as to restore their daily lives.” Evidence against herd immunity 
can be found in the following article: Grover 2021.
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the South Korean government, that is, the direct and indirect mandating of vaccines, 
such as the vaccine pass, is based on a utilitarian idea that puts social good first. This 
utilitarian point of view of infectious diseases is an ethical model that determines 
right and wrong according to the outcome and has strong convincing power. Upon 
implementation of the policy, people accepted this utilitarian point of view with-
out much criticism and actively participated in vaccination. Recently, questions have 
been raised about whether the vaccination mandating policy is valid. “The Korean 
government has recently faced a series of lawsuits over its decision to implement 
the vaccine pass, with local courts deciding to suspend the implementation of some 
related regulations” (Lee 2022a). Moreover, this view is difficult to justify within the 
framework of Hare’s two-level utilitarianism.

Hare advocates two levels of utilitarianism and emphasizes the rational verifica-
tion of moral emotions. Two-level utilitarianism is a moral theory developed by Hare 
that recommends that people should follow one set of moral rules in most cases, but 
in certain exceptional circumstances when appropriate, they should engage in “criti-
cal” moral reasoning. Two-level utilitarianism does not reduce the concept of utility 
to simple pleasures or psychological states, but takes into account the meaning of 
moral language and the facts of preference satisfaction introduced from logic (Kang 
2014). Furthermore, this concept comprises a strategy to find connections to essen-
tial values that cannot be accepted under the concept of the utility by expanding its 
schema in classical utilitarianism (Kang 2011). Hare’s utilitarianism, which includes 
satisfaction derived from meaning and logic, divides moral thinking into “intuition 
level” and “critical level” and compensates for the limitations of classical utilitarian-
ism (Lyou 2012). Therefore, Hare explains that utilitarianism, which requires moral 
judgment at a critical level, corresponds with Kant’s theory (Hare 1993) and that 
“critical thinking” can present new solutions in conflicting situations where different 
moral intuitions are needed.

The intuitive level of moral thinking certainly exists and is (humanly speak-
ing) an essential part of the whole structure; but however well-equipped we 
are with these relatively simple, prima facie, intuitive principles or disposi-
tions, we are bound to find ourselves in situations in which they conflict and 
in which, therefore, some other, non-intuitive kind of thinking is called for, to 
resolve the conflict (Hare 1981).

The critical level requires the “prescription” and “universalizability” of moral 
language which, unlike general commands, must be prescribed in specific situations, 
and because it is related to morality, requires universally defining moral principles 
for all cases where the attributes are the same (Lyou 2004). In other words, in terms 
of critical thinking, moral principles should apply to everyone, not just to a particu-
lar individual or group; at the same time, there should be consistency in prescrip-
tion in similar cases. It follows proven laws of experience and principles rather than 
the process of identifying which actions would bring maximum happiness or pleas-
ure (MacAskill 2020). For example, the intuitive principle that we should not use 
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physical violence against others is a generally acceptable moral statement. However, 
while this principle is general, it is difficult for it to have universality (Hare 1989). 
This is because the police or military can and do use physical violence as needed. 
Therefore, the proposition that “we should not use physical violence on others” is 
unlikely to guarantee universality, making it difficult to accept as a reasonable moral 
proposition. In other words, critical thinking is a logical process that selects the best 
set of intuitive principles and examines the possibility of universalization.

To critically approach the issue of mandatory vaccination, we first consider what 
the intuitive principles are and derive two. The first principle is that vaccination 
should be mandated for the safety and defense of the community and to end the 
pandemic. This is based on the rationale that the government should act when harm 
to the community is unavoidable, and can demand and regulate collective action to 
encourage socially beneficial behavior. The second principle is that individuals have 
the right to refuse vaccination, even if it defies public interest. This is based on the 
concept that human beings have autonomy as a means to exercise control over one’s 
body. A critical level of thinking must be adopted to determine which of these two 
conflicting intuitive principles is dominant and to resolve this conflict. The logical 
properties of moral concepts, such as “universalizability” and “prescription,” must 
be examined (Hare 1981).

The first intuitive principle, that “vaccination should be mandatory for the com-
munity even if it causes a small amount of damage,” is a somewhat scientifically 
consistent argument that vaccination is more beneficial than harmful. However, this 
principle is indeed lacking in universality. This is because, in a situation where the 
damage caused by the side effects of the vaccination continues to be revealed, we 
cannot force the sacrifice of an innocent minority for social safety. Furthermore, this 
is a principle of utility that is difficult to accept because we cannot help but consider 
this as a preference of majority that cannot be justified. If this is justified, similar 
cases can be justified, such as the claim that the abandonment of physical rights can 
be forced to overcome a social crisis event. Additionally, it does not conform to the 
strategy of Hare’s utilitarianism, which broadens the outline of the classical utilitar-
ian concept and discovers a link with essential values that would not be accepted 
under normal circumstances.

The second intuitive principle is similar to what R. Dworkin refers to as “equal 
respect and concern,” which relies on the inherent rights of the individual.2 The natu-
ral right of the individual has been recognized and accepted as a universal value by the 
international community since the United Nations adopted the Universal Declaration 
of Human Rights in 1948 (Global Citizenship Commission 2016), and most countries 
adapt these contents to their constitutions. Therefore, per the second principle, it can 
be said that “human beings have the right to bodily integrity which cannot be infringed 
upon,” which guarantees the possibility of universalization. Thus, we can say that the 

2 Ronald Dworkin (1977) says, “Modern utilitarians reinterpret the principle of utility in terms of maxi-
mizing people’s preferences, but even in this case, it is not easy to measure the strength of preferences in 
the same person or compare them between different individuals”.
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second intuitive principle is more consistent at the critical level than the first and that 
mandatory vaccination is difficult to justify at this level.

According to Hare, an individual’s rights selected by critical thinking can be 
treated as the best acceptance-utility, as a principle operating at an intuitive level. 
Indeed, attempts to expand a target demographic and form a mandatory system for 
compulsory vaccination are difficult to justify. The argument of the Korean quaran-
tine authorities, that the vaccination has more benefits, has already been invalidated 
through critical arguments of classical utilitarianism, including Rawls and others, 
and is difficult to justify from the preference utilitarian perspective. Of course, a few 
still argue that approaching COVID-19 from a utilitarian attitude makes more sense. 
In the American Journal of Bioethics, Lynch presents a remarkable exegesis of the 
COVID-19 pandemic for designing responses to non-pandemic diseases (Browning 
and Veit 2021). However, it is problematic to associate this utilitarian view with 
the issue of mandatory vaccination. In terms of medical policy, utilitarian thinking 
based on an egalitarian perspective may be of great help, but there is a limitation in 
applying it to the issue of mandatory vaccination, which presupposes coercion to 
suppress individual physical rights.

The KDCA’s attempts, based on utilitarian arguments to mandate vaccination, do 
not align with Hare’s Two-Level Utilitarianism. Thus, it is difficult to afford them 
status as a moral proposition. We must then examine this from a different point of 
view—whether the issue of mandatory vaccination by the Korean quarantine author-
ities aligns with the principle of fairness between Rawls and Hart.

The principle of fairness and compulsory vaccination

The KDCA implemented a vaccination pass policy for COVID-19. People who 
were within 180 days of receiving their second vaccination against COVID-19, 
or who had not received their booster (third) vaccination, were not allowed to 
visit public places. The South Korean government’s policy of indirectly mandat-
ing vaccination, which benefited the vaccinated and punished the unvaccinated, 
was perceived as fair. The general impression of Koreans, that the system that 
penalizes unvaccinated people is fair, dramatically raised the country’s vaccina-
tion rate. Under political and social pressure, South Korea announced a COVID-
19 vaccination plan in January 2021, establishing its first target that 70% of the 
population should be fully vaccinated by November 2021. The program was 
finally launched on February 26, 2021, and Korea had fully vaccinated 80% of 
the population by the end of November 2021 (Kwon and Oh 2022). However, 
the Koreans’ view that compulsory vaccination is fair needs to be reviewed. This 
is because it could have been caused by fear of the disease and fatigue from the 
ongoing pandemic. Therefore, in this chapter, I will examine whether mandatory 
vaccination is “fair” based on the theories of Rawls and Hart.

In The Theory of Justice (Rawls  1971), Rawls suggests that “each person 
is to have an equal right to the most extensive scheme of equal basic liberty 
compatible with a similar scheme of liberties for others” as the first of two 
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principles of justice (Rawls 1971). However, in his later Justice as Fairness, he 
modifies this principle as follows:

Each person has the same indefeasible claim to a fully adequate scheme of 
equal basic liberties, which scheme is compatible with the same scheme of 
liberties for all (Rawls 2001).

Rawls modified one of the two principles of justice to the version above to 
embody the list of equal basic liberties. He explains that the existing principle used 
the singular term “basic liberty” in The Theory of Justice, obscuring important fea-
tures of these liberties (Rawls 2001). Rawls also presents a list of specific “equal 
basic freedoms” as follows:

① Freedom of thought and conscience
② The rights and freedoms that are embodied by the body’s freedom and the body’s (physical/psycho-

logical) perfection
③ Political freedom (voting rights and suffrage, etc.) and association
④ Rights and freedoms covered by the Rule of Law

The lists of basic freedoms presented above are rights that cannot be infringed 
upon in a reasonable pluralist society. According to Rawls, these rights are organ-
ized in two ways. First, these freedoms are common in various democratic systems, 
and have been secured in historically successful systems. A second way of compil-
ing a list of basic rights and liberties is analytical: we consider which of the liberties 
provide political and social conditions essential for the adequate development and 
full exercise of the two moral powers of free and equal persons (Rawls 2001). We 
then examine whether the conditions of Rawls’ theory, “Justice as Fairness,” can be 
met by mandatory vaccination.

First, the rights of bodily freedom and the perfection of the body (②) have been 
recognized in various democratic systems. As evidenced in the Universal Declara-
tion of Human Rights, the right to bodily integrity has been treated as one of the old-
est basic rights of human beings since the Magna Carta (Dinstein 1981). The Dec-
laration also provides that in addition to the freedom of the body, one has the “right 
to safety.” Human beings have the right to enjoy a safe environment and conditions 
to maintain the integrity of the body. This regulation aims to impose an active obli-
gation on the State and the community to protect bodily integrity from being vio-
lated. Therefore, we seem to be able to force the state to vaccinate for the safety of 
many individuals and the wholeness of the body. Further, it seems that the state or 
government can force vaccination to ensure the integrity of each individual’s body, 
thereby creating a safe environment away from the threat of infection. However, 
this argument is difficult to justify from two perspectives. First, forced mandatory 
vaccines can infringe on the other basic rights of freedom. Mandatory vaccination 
infringes on the first right (①), that is, the freedom of thought and conscience. It can 
also violate the rights to freedom of conscience of people who refuse vaccination 
for religious reasons or personal beliefs. The argument for mandatory vaccination, 
that it has a greater probabilistic benefit than otherwise, could harm Rawls’ social 
conditions for proper development and safe exercise of moral capabilities. This is 
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because determining behavior according to “probability” based on “interest” is to 
fix the moral thinking method in an Act Utilitarianism way, which is an obstacle to 
the development of other moral thought. Therefore, it seems difficult to construct a 
justification for forcing vaccination even with the process theory shown in Rawls’ 
Justice as Fairness. Furthermore, Rawls constitutes political liberalism on the prem-
ise of the following facts:

The idea of political liberalism arises as follows. We start from two facts: first, 
from the fact of reasonable pluralism, the fact that a diversity of reasonable 
comprehensive doctrines is a permanent feature of a democratic society; and 
second, from the fact that in a democratic regime political power is regarded as 
the power of free and equal citizens as a collective body (Rawls 2001).

It is true that under Rawls theory, which presupposes the above facts, it is difficult 
to configure the legitimacy of vaccination to cope with the crisis, that is, to find a 
justification to enforce vaccination.

Hart’s principles of fairness considered the obligation to comply with the law 
as a legal philosopher in Oxford. In his thesis, “Are There Any Natural Rights?” 
published in 1955, he states that the only grounds for compliance with the law are 
fairness (Hart 1955). Hart argues that society should fairly distribute the burden of 
restricting freedom, and at the same time, this principle of fair distribution can be 
a sufficient basis for limiting individual freedom. In other words, if X member of 
society complies with the rules that limit their freedom and benefits society, then X 
has the right to ask for cooperation from beneficiary Y. These rights are based on the 
principle that all members of a cooperative society should face a fairly distributed 
restriction of freedom, and the rights of X and the obligation of Y are moral. This 
process principle proposed by Hart is based on the following.

Several persons conduct any joint enterprise according to rules and thus 
restrict their liberty, those who have submitted to these restrictions when 
required have a right to a similar submission from those who have benefited by 
their submission (Hart 1955).

I then apply Hart’s principle of fairness to the issue of mandatory vaccina-
tion. First, I assume that X is the person who is vaccinated according to gov-
ernment policy, limiting their physical freedom despite the risk of side effects. 
The person who has refused vaccination is assumed to be Y, claiming that the 
freedom of the body should not be limited. In a cooperative system, if X coop-
erated with the quarantine, with voluntary restrictions of freedom and vacci-
nation, and Y, who was not vaccinated, benefited from this, we could say, “X 
has the right to demand an obligation from Y to vaccinate.” This discussion is 
consistent with Rawls’ statement when he adopted the “Principle of Fairness” 
as individual accountability: we must not take advantage of the cooperative 
efforts of others without doing our part (Rawls 1971), and it also has an intui-
tive appeal. Thus, it seems that mandatory vaccination can be justified through 
Hart’s “Principle of Fairness.”



89

1 3

Asian Bioethics Review (2023) 15:81–92 

However, we should consider something carefully here. Aside from the fact 
that many philosophers distinguish between the problems posed to Hart, namely 
the problem of rule adoption and rule-following, it is true that a problem exists 
in justifying vaccination based on Hart’s “Principle of Fairness.”3 This is because 
it is not clear that the person who refuses to get vaccinated, Y, is the beneficiary 
of the cooperative system. It also raises the question of whether the benefits were 
produced by X, who is voluntarily vaccinated. Hart’s “Principle of Fairness” has 
conditions to be applied: a group of cooperatives, a cooperative system with fair 
rules, the benefits created by the system, and beneficiaries. In other words, this 
principle can be applied to the existence of voluntary participant X, the person Y 
who benefited, and profit Z.

Regarding the question of whether benefit Z exists, in Hart’s theory, the con-
ditions of the benefits are defined as benefiting the community as a whole, while 
being public, essential, and non-competitive (Kim 2014). In a pandemic state, the 
benefit is a healthy and safe society, where “herd immunity” has been acquired and 
the system maintained without going to extremes. It can be seen that “herd immu-
nity” or maintaining the status quo in society is of a public nature and non-compet-
itive character and can be linked to beneficiaries. However, it is doubtful whether 
this structure aligns with facts. Currently, quarantine authorities seek to increase 
the vaccination rate by mandating vaccines to achieve “herd immunity” rather than 
moral demands to fulfill the obligations of those who benefited from “herd immu-
nity” or community maintenance. However, as mentioned above, “herd immunity” 
itself is practically impossible, and even if this is possible, a logical error occurs 
within Hart’s theory. This is because even if we assume that “herd immunity” is 
possible, it does not conform to the benefit Z in Hart’s theory. In Hart’s theory, Y 
(the individual rejecting the vaccine) should benefit from the already existing ben-
efit Z (herd immunity), but in reality, Y did not receive any benefit and is rather the 
final puzzle to complete benefit Z.

This means that the herd immunity assumed to be a benefit has not yet been 
accomplished, and therefore, does not meet the conditions of Hart’s benefits. In 
other words, the reason for making vaccination mandatory is for the attainment of 
“herd immunity”; those who are not vaccinated are not the beneficiaries of Hart’s 
theory, and instead are necessary to achieve the benefits. Therefore, the issue of 
mandatory vaccination does not conform to Hart’s theory, and it is difficult to apply 
moral obligations to unvaccinated people to complete “herd immunity.” In summary, 
unvaccinated people are not free riders, but are key to completing “herd immunity,” 
maintaining social systems, and achieving profits. Therefore, they cannot be given 
compulsory and moral obligations to inoculate.

3 Hart believes that the question of why we should follow rules or laws and the legitimacy of the law 
are different issues. In other words, Hart distinguishes between problems that appear in the enactment of 
the law and why we should follow the law after the law is enacted, with a focus on the latter. Therefore, 
Hart’s fairness principles can answer why we should follow the law; however, it is difficult to answer 
whether the law itself is legitimate.
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As discussed above, it is indeed difficult to construct a justification for mandatory 
vaccination within the current structure of fairness principles based on the theory of 
rights. Based on the theory of Rawls’ Justice as Fairness or Hart’s “The Principle 
of Fairness,” it is difficult to justify forcibly inoculating an individual and no moral 
obligation to vaccination exists.

Conclusion

Korean society seeks to end the pandemic. Towards this effort, quarantine authori-
ties in South Korea have simultaneously attempted to expand vaccination figures 
and make vaccinations mandatory. Hence, the Korean government has attempted 
to expand the scope of vaccine pass obligations to all people over 12  years old.4 
Korean quarantine authorities implemented vaccine policies based only on age with-
out considering those who have not been vaccinated for medical reasons, and are 
encouraging vaccination for those who are immunocompromised, have underlying 
diseases, and are elderly.

With the vaccine monopoly focused on developed countries, it is difficult to 
hope for a better situation, but the vaccine is still recognized as a “game-changer.” 
Therefore, the quarantine authorities are promoting the idea that democratic citizens 
should be vaccinated by emphasizing the utilitarian principle—that vaccination is 
much more profitable than harmful. However, these utilitarian claims conflict with 
individuals’ freedom of the body and do not meet Hare’s two-level utilitarianism. In 
other words, the proposition that “everyone should be vaccinated for public safety” 
cannot secure universalizability and, therefore, lacks legitimacy as a moral language. 
In addition, based on the perspective of the principle of fairness by Rawls and Hart, 
mandatory vaccination does not guarantee fairness. In other words, mandatory vac-
cination cannot be said to be a fair policy. However, this does not prove that the 
policy of mandatory vaccination is both unjust and immoral; it merely indicates that 
we have not yet established an appropriate political philosophy to respond to the 
current changes and crises.

Many scientists expect new infectious diseases after COVID-19 and people all 
over the world have experienced how much the pandemic restricts their lives. The 
pandemic has strengthened the hand of governments, eroding already shaky sup-
port for globalization and prompting a reassessment of the social value of mundane 
tasks. The small government, free market model suddenly seems outdated. It is no 
wonder that sociologists and philosophers are concerned about the post-pandemic 
society, because the social crisis is declaring the triumph of the state in the conflict 
between state and individual rights. If the power of the state continues to strengthen, 
we should examine this situation from a critical point of view.

4 The South Korean government’s attempt to extend the vaccine pass to those over the age of 12 has not 
been implemented due to an issue raised by a court in South Korea. The court ruled that large shops and 
teenagers should be temporarily excluded from COVID-19 vaccine pass mandates in the capital of Seoul, 
part of an intensifying legal fight over one of Asia’s strictest vaccination policies (Shin 2022).
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