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Rationing and triage of scarce, lifesaving therapies in the context of
the COVID-19 pandemic - a cross-sectional, scenario-based online
query of societal attitudes

ABSTRACT

Background The recent COVID-19 pandemic made us aware that medical resources are
limited. When demand for essential resources surpasses availability, difficult triaging
decisions are necessary. While algorithms exist, almost nothing is known on societal attitudes
regarding triage criteria.

Methods A cross-sectional survey was conducted via social media channels to query a broad
sample of society. Participants were asked to make triage decisions in case-based vignettes,
exploring a variety of factors. They also were asked to assess how sure they were about their
decisions, and how such decisions should be reached.

Results The survey was completed in full by 1626 participants in April 2020. Median age was
39 years (range 12-80 years), 984 (61%) were female. Patient prognosis, responsibility
towards others, the absence of behavior-induced co-morbidities, and younger age were
rated the most important triage criteria, while participants found that insurance status, social
status, and nationality should not play a substantial role. Ethics-committees and point
systems were regarded potentially helpful for triage decision-making, while decisions based
on order of presentation (first-come first-serve) or on a legal basis were viewed critically.
Participants were least sure about their decision when dealing with age or behavior-induced
co-morbidities. Overall, women were surer about their decisions than men, participants of
Christian faith were also more secure about their decision than atheists-agnostics.

Conclusions This study uses social media to generate insight into public opinion and
attitudes regarding triage criteria and modalities. These findings may be helpful for the
development of future medical triage algorithms.
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INTRODUCTION

Even in highly developed nations, the COVID-19 pandemic has shown how medical resources
can become limited when an overwhelming need arises. The discrepancy between supply and
demand in southern European medical centers, and later on in some metropolitan areas of
the United States, reached dimensions previously unimaginable.[1] Some of the most
strikingly extreme circumstances were the sudden need to ration lifesaving medical therapies,
in particular intensive care beds and ventilators, including advanced technology such as
extracorporal membrane oxygenation (ECMO).[2]

Italy was the first country in which, due to the vast number of affected patients with
respiratory distress, medical personnel was required to make ad-hoc decisions regarding
which patient would receive a ventilator or not.[3] This gut-wrenching task mostly fell on
physicians working in the forefront, who were already overwhelmed and at their limits. The
precarious, highly dynamic situation left them practically no opportunity to prepare
emotionally, morally, or functionally for the resulting challenges.

Hence, the discourse focused on triage algorithms to be applied for the distribution of scarce
therapeutic resources, mostly in an operational mode. Such practical guidelines have long
been established in military and disaster.[4] Military algorithms, however, focus mainly on
maintaining an effective army of soldiers. They do not lend themselves for simple translation
into the civilian environment. After the September 11th attacks in 2001, algorithms with an
emphasis on patient prognosis as the lead criterion were developed.[5] In accordance, with
the principle of beneficence (acting with the best interest of the other), and with the
utilitarian principle of conferring the most benefit to the greatest number of individuals,
civilian triage systems correspondingly tend to favor patients with a better prognosis.

At times, triaging purely by prognosis seems inappropriate. Particularly the immanent conflict
between urgency and the prospect of successful outcome, along with the need for a timely
decision, poses an inextricable dilemma for medical practitioners in the trenches. Moral
intuitions that overshadow rational decisions can complicate matters even further. For
example, should a 30-year-old mother of 4 with a chronic medical condition receive priority
in receiving a scarce, life-saving therapy over an otherwise healthy, single 65 year old? In
reality, decisions are based on a multidimensional array of factors. These may include
responsibility for others (as in this example), age, expected quality of life after convalescence,
or sacrifice for others (for example, in the case of medical personnel). The weighting of these
different factors is strongly dependent upon the moral norms that result from the discourse
within a particular society. While experts and opinion leaders[6] have heavily driven the
narrative, for example labelling triage according to age as "radical-utilitarian discrimination of
the elderly”,[7] there is very little known about the opinions and attitudes of the general
public. Cross sectional studies in this regard are lacking, but would be useful to guide the
implementation of acceptable future triage algorithms.
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These deficits have been addressed in several recent publications,[8] particularly in the
context of the COVID-19 pandemic.[9] We were interested in surveying the opinions on
concrete criteria that should play a role in the rationing of life-saving measures in a cross-
sectional sample of the general public. Since contemporary public opinion has been shaped
increasingly by social media, we decided to launch this empiric study of the societal attitudes
through social media channels. After the COVID-19-pandemic had hit some European
countries so heavily, conducting this study during the ongoing crisis was embedded in the
ethically founded overall concept of preparedness, which might have contributed to the
relatively controlled course of the pandemic in Germany with relatively low mortality rates. To
our knowledge, a similarly-designed study has so far not been performed or published.
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METHODS

In April, 2020, an online survey (LimeSurvey GmbH, Hamburg) was generated in German
language and propagated broadly via different social media channels (Internet webpages of
our institution, medical ethics listserver, pediatric surgery forum, institutional Facebook
account, Instagram account, SurveyCircle website, private contacts). In order to snowball the
distributive effects, participants were expressively asked to resend the link to their friends and
contacts.

Regarding content, the online survey (appendix A) included 10 imaginary scenarios, in which
two critically-ill patients required mechanical ventilation, but only one ventilator was
available. The fictitious patient pairs differed in one principal characteristic [1. age, 2.
insurance status, 3. fateful, non-behavior-associated co-morbidities (such as other preexisting
conditions), 4. behavior-associated co-morbidities (resulting from behavior, such as smoking
or drinking alcohol), 5. working in a healthcare profession, 6. asylum status/nationality, 7.
social status, 8. prognosis/chance of therapeutic success, 9. explicit consent for the intensive
therapy, 10. responsibility for others]. The participants were asked who they would provide
the ventilator to (patient A or patient B). Another option was to draw lots for an equal chance
to receive the therapy. Subsequently, participants were asked to mark how sure they were of
their decision on a scale from 0 to 100. They were also asked to mark how important in their
opinion the particular criterion should be for the distribution of lifesaving therapies on a scale
from 0 to 100.

After the imaginary case-vignettes, the participants were asked about their opinion on the
modalities that should be employed to make triage decisions (a. drawing lots
[randomization], b. chronologic distribution ["first come, first serve"], c. legal criteria [laws
that specify how a physician should decide in a particular circumstance], d. ethics committees
[on-site counselling of the physicians by an interdisciplinary team], e. decision committees
[the decision is made by an independent team remote from the treatment location], f. a
point-system similar to what is used for organ transplantation. Finally, the participants were
queried on their age, sex, religious beliefs, and whether they were working in a medical
profession.

Data were stored anonymously. The characteristics of our sample such as mean age, gender,
religion and proportion of health care professional were compared to those of the general
population (Statistisches Bundesamt[10]). Results of the scale values from 0 to 100 were
presented as mean and 95% confidence interval (ClI). In order to compare characteristics of
the groups of participants according to the decisions met (Patient A, Patient B, or draw lot)
we employed an analysis of variance (ANOVA) for comparing the mean age of participants
and a binomial test for categorical variables such as gender, religion and health care
profession.
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RESULTS
Recall and demographic data

The social media campaign was launched on March 30, 2020. From April 1 to 12, 2020, the
online survey was clicked a total of 3438 times. Overall, 1626 participants completed the
entire survey (47%). Only complete surveys were included in this analysis.

Mean age of the participants was 40 years (standard deviation 14 years, median 39 years,
range 12 to 80 years (table 1). Most participants were female (n=984, 61%), 623 were male
and 4 considered themselves diverse, while 15 elected not to reveal their gender. A total of
645 (40%) worked in a medical or health profession.

Table 1: Demographics of the respondents compared to the German general population
(Reference [10] except where noted). Respondends tended to be more females and slightly
younger than the general population. Also, healthcare professionals were overrepresented in
our collective.

Collective (n) | Gender Age Religion \ Healthcare

(n [%]) (years) Protestant (n, [%]) ‘ Catholic (n, [%]) Atheist (n, [%]) ‘ profession (%)

Respondents ~ Female 984 [61%] Mean 40 446 [29%] 432 [28%] 318 [21%] 645 [40%]
study (1626) Male 623 [38%] Median 39

Diverse 4 [<1%)] Range 12 to 80
General Female 42.1m [51%] Mean 44 21.1m [25%] 23.0m [28%] 34m - 40m 5.7m [13%]
population Male 41.0m [49%)] Median 47 [41-49%)] (of 44.8m
(83.2m) Diverse 150 [<1%)] Range 0 - 113 [19] employed)

[18]

Abbreviations: m - million

The distribution of religious beliefs is also depicted in table 1. Most commonly participants
were of protestant Christian faith (=446 [29.2%)]), and catholic Christian faith (n=432
[28.3%)]), followed by atheists-agnostics (n=318 [20.8%)]), and those that elected not to give
any specifics regarding their religious denomination (n=247 [16.2%)]). Less commonly
represented were other Christian faith (n=67 [4.4%]), Islam (n=13 [0.9%]), Judaism (n=4
[0.3%]) and one Hindu person.

Rationing decisions according to patient characteristics

Figure 1 illustrates the triage decisions. A majority of participants decided to provide the
ventilator to the younger patient, the patient without co-morbidities, the patient with explicit
consent, and the mother taking care of 4 children. The majority of participants elected to
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draw lots when insurance status, asylum status/nationality, and social status was in question.
Nearly equal distribution for patient A, patient B and drawing lots was found for the criteria
chance of treatment success/prognosis.

Opinions on triage criteria

The relative weighting of the respective concrete triage criteria are found in figure 2. The
participants scored chance of treatment success/prognosis as the most important criterion for
rationing life-saving resources (mean score 77.8 [95%CI 76.7-78.8]). According to the
participants' opinions, behavior-associated co-morbidities (62.1 [95%CI 60.7-63.5]) should be
as much of a criterion against receiving a scarce lifesaving therapy as responsibility for others
should be a criterion in favor of receiving the therapy (62.1 [95%CI 60.8-63.6]). Also,
participants generally favored younger over older patients (59.8 [95%CI 58.7-60.9]). On the
other hand, according to the participants, insurance status (5.9 [95%Cl 5.2-6.7]), asylum
status/nationality (19.1 [95%CI 17.8-20.4]), as well as social status (24.8 [95%Cl 23.4-26.2])
should not play a major role. Fateful co-morbidities (49.1 [95%Cl 47.7-50.6)), healthcare
profession (43.6 [95%CI 42.1-45.1]) and explicit consent for intensive care (52.6 [95%CI 51.1-
54.1]) scored somewhat in the middle.

Opinions on decision modalities

The participants viewed ethics committees that provide on-site interdisciplinary guidance to
practicing physicians as the most helpful modality to make triage decisions (75.5 [95%CI
74.3-76.7]), followed by point systems similar to what is established for the distribution
process in organ transplantation (68.5 [95%Cl 67.3-69.7]). Triaging according to temporal
sequence of presentation (27.3 [95%CI 26.1-28.5]) and laws (34.4 [95%CI 33.1-35.7]) were
viewed as less helpful (figure 2). The scores regarding drawing lots (41.4 [95%Cl 40.2-42.6])
and decision committees (50.5 [95%CI 49.0-52.0) were scored in the neutral middle.

Demographics

Table 2 shows the associations of demographic factors with the responses. Older participants
preferred drawing lots when the triage was based on age. Women preferred drawing lots for
fateful co-morbidities, healthcare profession, as well as for asylum status/nationality and social
status. Atheists-agnostics less often chose treating the patient with an unfavorable prognosis
than participants of religious faiths. Working in healthcare almost always influenced the
decision, except for the criteria social status and healthcare profession.
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Table 2: Overview of the responses according to age, gender, religious denomination, and
working in a healthcare profession. Discrepancies to 100 are due to rounding. Significant
differences are marked in red (regarding healthcare profession, red marks difference to those
not working versus working in healthcare).

decision

n, [%]

mean age
(years,
[95%CT])

female
gender
(n, [%])

Religion

protestant
(n, [%])

catholic
(n, [%])

atheist
(n, [%])

Healthcare|
profession;
No

(n Be) | ‘

1 Patient A 1500 [92%] 40 [39-40] 911 [56%] 416 [35%] 402 [33%] 299 [25%)] 872 [54%]
Patient B 37 [2%] 38[34-43] 23 [1%] 9 [1%] 7 [1%] 8 [19%] 27 [2%]
Draw lots 88 [5%] 46 [44-49] 50 [3%] 21 [2%] 23 [2%] 18 [2%] 67 [4%]
2. Patient A 259 [16%]  40[38-41] 153 [9%] 58 [5%] 71 [6%] 49 [4%] 161 [10%]
Patient B 135 [8%] 37[35-39] 65 [4%] 37 [3%] 31 [3%] 34 [3%] 93 [6%]
Draw lots 1231 [76%] 40 [40-41] 767 [47%] 351 [29%] 330 [27%] 242 [20%] 712 [44%]
3. Patient A 183 [11%]  40[38-42] 106 [7%] 51 [4%)] 39 [3%] 35 [3%] 127 [8%]
Patient B 1044 [64%] 40 [39-41] 622 [38%] 280 [23%] 282 [23%] 217 [18] 554 [14%]
Draw lots 398 [24%]  40[39-42] 256 [16%] 115 [10%] 111 [9%] 73 [6%] 285 [18%]
4, Patient A 1427 [88%] 40[39-41] 860 [53%] 394 [33%] 375 [31%] 290 [24%] 820 [51%]
Patient B 31 [2%] 42 [37-48] 13 [1%] 9 [1%] 8 [1%] 4 [0%] 19 [1%]
Draw lots 167 [10%] 39 [37-41] 111 [7%] 43 [4%] 49 [4%] 31 [3%] 127 [8%]
5, Patient A 54 [3%] 41[37-45] 21 [1%] 13 [1%] 14 [1%] 13 [1%] 33 [2%]
Patient B 754 [46%] 39 [38-40] 425 [26%] 193 [16%] 206 [17%] 166 [14%] 454 [28%]
Draw lots 817 [50%]  41[40-42] 538 [33%] 240 [20%] 212 [18%] 146 [12%] 279 [30%]
6. Patient A 514 [32%]  41[39-42] 296 [18%] 135 [11%] 132 [11%] 87 [7%] 340 [21%]
Patient B 108 [7%] 37 [34-40] 55 {3%] 26 [2%)] 26 [2%] 32 [3%] 55 [3%]
Draw lots 1003 [62%]  40[39-41] 633 [39%] 285 [24%] 274 [23%] 206 [17%] 571 [35%]
7. Patient A 501[31%]  40[39-42] 265 [16%] 138 [11%] 132 [11%] 104 [9%] 279 [17%]
Patient B 131 [8%] 42 39-44] 77 [5%] 30 [2%] 29 [2%] 21 [2%] 88 [5%]
Draw lots 993[61%] 39 [39-40] 642 [40%] 278 [23%] 271 [23%] 200 [17%] 599 [37%]
8. Patient A 476 [29%] 39 [38-41] 279 [17%] 126 [10%] 150 [12%] 76 [6%] 277 [17%]
Patient B 606 [37%] 39 [38-40] 361 [22%] 167 [14%] 154 [13%] 143 [12%] 343 [21%]
Draw lots 543 [33%]  41[40-43] 344 [21%] 153 [13%] 128 [11%] 106 [9%] 346 [219%]
9, Patient A 24 [1%) 39 [33-45] 12 [1%] 6 [1%] 8 [1%] 9 [1%] 17 [1%]
Patient B 989 [61%]  41[40-42] 568 [35%] 277 [23%] 254 [21%] 189 [16%] 619 [38%]
Draw lots 612[38%] 39 [38-40] 404 [25%] 163 [14%] 170 [14%] 127 [11%] 330 [20%]
10. Patient A 26 [2%] 4134471 9 [1%] 4 [0%] 8 [1%] 8 [19%] 16 [1%]
Patient B 1202 [74%] 40 [40-41] 706 [43%] 344 [29%] 326 [27%] 225[19%] 743 [46%]
Draw lots 397 [24%] 39 [38-40] 269 [17%] 98 [8%] 98 [8%] 92 [8%] 207 [13%]

Decision certainty

All participants together were more insecure about their decisions regarding age and

behavior-associated co-morbidities in comparison to other factors (table 3). Female

participants were generally more secure about their decisions than males. Atheists/agnostics
were generally less secure about their decisions than protestant or catholic Christians.
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222

223 Table 3: Feeling of security about the decision according to participant characteristics (scale
224  from 0 to 100). Statistical significant values marked in red.

case mean ‘ 95% 1 ‘
1. age 38 36-39
2. insurance status 46 44-48
3. fateful co-morbidities 45 44-46
4. behavior-associated co-morbidities 37 35-38
5. healthcare profession 48 46-49
6. asylum status - nationality 45 43-46
7. social status 45 44-47
8. chance of treatment success - prognosis 42 41-44
9. consent 46 45-48
10. responsibility for others 41 40-43
male 41 40-43
female 45 44-46
diverse 54 12-97
healthcare profession: yes 44 42-45
healthcare profession: no 43 42-44
protestant Christian 45 43-47
catholic Christian 45 44-47
atheist-agnostic 40 38-42
other 41 39-43

225
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DISCUSSION

To our knowledge, this is the first empirical survey study on triage attitudes of a cross-
sectional population sample using social media distribution. This study shows that using this
methodology, a relatively large sample of participants can be recruited in a short amount of
time, thus promoting participatory processes so essential in democratic societies, particularly
in the context of an ongoing crisis. This study gives insight into opinions and attitudes of a
select sample of the German population on rationing life-saving therapies during the
European peak of the corona-pandemic. It seems noteworthy, that during this peek, the
rationing of scarce resources and triage was highly present in German (mass-) media,
particularly with reference to the devastating situation in Northern Italy, parts of France,
Spain, and most currently, hot-spots in the United States, where physicians were suddenly
put in charge of what figuratively could be described as a Titanic with not enough life-boats.
This led to a situation in which most Germans were at least confronted with — if not interested
in — the concept of triage which they may have never heard of before. This was also one of
the reasons for addressing the issue at the first European peak of the pandemic and sending
out the questionnaire in a timely manner, using the window of opportunity to generate
knowledge about values and beliefs in the general population to avoid the implementation
of morally counterintuitive or socially inacceptable procedures in the process of preparing for
the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic.

The word triage etymologically stems from the French verb trier, which means to sort or
select. The principle of categorizing injured soldiers on the battleground according to their
treatability was developed by the Napoleonic military physician Baron Dominique-Jean Larrey
(1766-1842).[11] Larrey also invented the so-called ambulances volantes, with which injured
soldiers could be transported rapidly to the field lazaret. Once there, they were triaged
according to acuity and prognosis, and received tailored treatment. The COVID-19 crisis has
brought the concept of triaging scarce healthcare resources into the public discourse.[12]

Triage decisions are usually made according to utilitarian principles, so according to how the
scarce resources must be distributed to afford most beneficence for the greatest number of
patients. Superficially, this translates into the goal of simply saving the highest number of
lives. However, upon closer examination, it becomes more complex. Should a young person
be treated the same as a 93 year old? From a utilitarian perspective, one could argue that by
favoring the younger patient, more life-years are saved. Should a patient in a vegetative state
without a prospect of improvement receive the same chance of survival as a healthy
individual who is mentally normal? With other words, in a difficult triage situation, should
really every human life be valued and treated equally? The German ethics council demands
that egalitarian principles should be followed, based on the dignity of every human
person.[13] What appears obvious on first glance becomes challenging and counterintuitive
in reality. Consequently, one can hardly blame physicians working in SARS-CoV-2 hotspots
for including expected life-years and quality of life in their ad-hoc decisions of distributing
lifesaving resources. Some authorities actually explicitly demand taking these factors into

10


https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.07.28.20163360

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.07.28.20163360; this version posted July 30, 2020. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.

268
269
270
271
272

273
274
275
276
277
278
279
280
281

282
283
284
285
286
287
288
289
290

291
292
293
294
295
296
297
298
299
300
301
302
303
304

305
306

All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.

account.[14] From a socioeconomic standpoint, it may also be desirable for a society to
prefer younger, more active and fertile individuals in the triage of lifesaving measures. In this
sense, the call for "women and children first" may as well be regarded as a - possibly cynical -
neoliberal attempt of pushing an otherwise unacceptable construct of human economic
value.

On engaging deeper with this subject, one inevitably encounters John Rawls' contractual
approach,[15] in which the members of a society agree upon fair, universal rules behind an
imaginary veil of ignorance. In our case, these rules pertain to the criteria which should be
applied for triage in the event of a disaster such as the COVID-19 pandemic. The model is
based on the premise that nobody knows which position one would occupy in such a
situation. One could be anybody, the infant or the elderly individual, the rich or the poor, the
smoker or the health fanatic. This study tries to emulate such a paradigm by presenting the
different scenarios and allowing the participant to decide from an outside, noninvolved
standpoint.

Nonetheless, it needs to be stressed that triage criteria should not be considered universal in
the way it is usually understood in ethics, but varying according to the moral principles and
priorities of a given society. While they must be adapted to a certain situation, this should not
lead to complete moral relativism that is a fully fledged particularism, which may also be
found as an argumentative position in ethical debates, particularly in very diverse societies.
To facilitate a more pragmatic decision-making in the realm of clinical ethics, the results of
this study must be viewed in light of basic, universal, and associative norms embedded in a
larger framework of ethical principles, human dignity, and human rights in the sense of
integrative particularisms.

Another aspect is how the triage should be conducted, what modality should be used. In the
acute phase of a disaster, patients are often treated by chronologic sequence. Patients who
arrive to the hospital earlier are treated first. As long as resources are available for all, this
approach is fair. Once the available capacity is surpassed, however, this distribution becomes
arbitrary and inherently unfair. Drawing lots provides every patient with the same chance of
receiving therapy, however, this approach is only legitimate in patients presenting under the
same circumstances and with the same prognosis, a prerequisite that is hardly imaginable in
clinical practice. Acting upon set laws predetermined by the legislative alone would provide
legal security, but strongly encroach on individual and situational treatment decisions. Expert
panels that decide upon treatment allocation remotely have been criticized polemically as
"death panels” in the context of the implementation of the Affordable Care Act in the United
States.[16] In most western countries, ethics committees in the form of interdisciplinary
advisory teams are available to consult on and solve complex triage dilemmas, while
preserving autonomy of the patient and treating physicians.

The participants of this study most vehemently based their triage decisions on prognosis, age
and responsibility for others. They also regarded behavior-associated co-morbidities as a
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negative criterion for receiving therapy. On the other hand, an overwhelming majority
rejected insurance, social, and asylum status as factors in the triage process.

Concerning the triage modality, most were in favor of ethics committees and a point system.
These are already commonplace in modern healthcare culture, as well as organ transplant
systems. Since healthcare professionals were relatively overrepresented in the study sample,
the responses can be interpreted as an affirmation of the existing triage mechanisms.

An additional interesting finding of our study is the influence of demographics. Older
participants did not universally favor the older imaginary patients, but were more likely to
draw lots. Women tended to employ randomization in questions of status more frequently,
and overall seemed surer about their decision than men. Christians also expressed more
certainty about their decisions than atheists/agnostics. This may be the result of an
internalized religious moral framework that could help making triage decisions. The sample
size of the other religions was too small to draw conclusions.

Since the beginning of the COVID-19 spread, several associations have published guidelines
on triage. One of these was the German Interdisciplinary Association for Intensive Care and
Emergency Medicine (Deutschen Interdisziplindren Vereinigung fir Intensiv- und
Notfallmedizin, DIVI).[17] In these guidelines, the authors focus on the role of prognosis and
consent of the patient and postulate that triage decisions should be made in consensus by
the individuals involved in care. Aborting treatment of one patient in the interest of another
is not admissible because of the German constitution, which highlights the dignity of every
individual as equal. Also, prioritizing solely by age is also unacceptable. Other concrete
criteria are not mentioned in this publication.

Our study provides an initial impulse to substantiate triage criteria in the context of the
COVID-19 pandemic. By using case-based scenarios, we tried to include an emotional
component in the decision process, beyond the participants' abstract views on triage criteria.

However, it also has several limitations. The most obvious one is the fact that an online
survey based on recruitment through social media does not necessarily confer a
representative sample of society in general. In addition, those working in healthcare seemed
overrepresented. We cannot make any statements regarding recall, since the denominator of
how many people actually were reached is lacking. What we have shown, however, is that a
large group of people can be recruited through an online survey in a very short time, and
that the interest was high enough so that almost half of those that clicked the link also
completed the survey in whole. We interpret this finding as a general interest in the subject
of triage, and a willingness to participate in the public discourse around the factors that
should play a role. In the future, more precise and representative measurements may be
obtained by using more elaborate distribution channels, focus groups, and more detailed
demographic information.
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Also, one may question whether the general public should be included in the discussion
about triage criteria or not. While some may argue that categorical principles interpreted by
experts in the relevant fields should receive priority, we strongly believe that it is appropriate
and necessary in a democratic society to develop such criteria in a societal discourse and to
facilitate participatory processes. In this regard, this study is also a small pilot test case for the
implementation of such participation. Since a large part of this public exchange currently
takes place on social media, we found it reasonable to evaluate whether these new
technologies can be harnessed to foster a culture of participation and inclusion, even when
the subject matter are complex ethical decisions. This study also shows that something as
abstract as moral attitudes involved in medical triage can be quantified in an empirical study.

We suggest that the findings of this study are used as a backdrop for a broader public
debriefing on triage criteria after the COVID-19 pandemic subsides. This should include a
push to establish morally acceptable triage criteria and algorithms for future disasters and
pandemics.

CONCLUSION

This study generated a snapshot of the attitudes of a sample of German-speaking
participants regarding criteria and modalities for the allocation of life-saving, limited
resources during the height of the COVID-19 pandemic. According to the participants,
prognosis, responsibility towards others, the absence of behavior-associated co-morbidities,
along with younger age should be criteria for allocation of scarce ventilators. Insurance
status, social status, as well as nationality and asylum status should not play a relevant role.
Ethics-committees and a point system similar to what is used for organ transplantation were
deemed potentially helpful in triage decision making. The findings and results of this study
may be useful in creating future surveys addressed at a broader public. Similar but refined
methods may be useful to expand future triage-algorithms by a dimension of societal
consensus.
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FIGURE LEGENDS

Figure 1: Participants’ decisions on the case scenarios. The paired characteristics of the
imaginary patients A versus B comprise 1. young/old, 2. public/private insurance, 3. with or
without fateful co-morbidities, 4. with or without behavior-associated co-morbidities, 5.
working or not working/working in healthcare, 6. local nationality/asylum seeker, 7. high/low
social status, 8. unfavorable/favorable prognosis, 9. consent given/lacking, 10. single
household/mother of 4 children.
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Figure 2: Opinions of the participants regarding the weighting of the respective triage
criteria (a) and triage modalities (b). Participants regarded triage by prognosis as the most
appropriate criterion, followed by behavior-associated co-morbidities and responsibility for
others, as well as age (a). Most participants determined ethics committees and a point-
system similar to that used in organ transplantation to be the most appropriate triage
modalities (b). (ns: non-significant, *: p<0-:05).
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474 Appendix A: Online-survey

475  (translated from German, the original survey in German available upon request)

476 | Survey Entry requested by participant marked in yellow
477 | Introduction

478 Imagine you are working as a physician in an intensive care unit of a hospital. In the following
479 | imaginary scenarios, a situation is described in which you will have to take a difficult decision.

480 | You have two very ill COVID-19 patients who only have a chance of survival if they receive

481 | mechanical ventilation (a respirator). You only have one ventilator machine available. You must

482 | therefore make a decision on who receives the ventilator. You can also draw lots, allowing chance to
483 | decide who receives the ventilator. In that case, both patients have equal chances.

484 | How would you decide? How sure are you about your decision? How appropriate do you think the
485 | particular characteristic is to determine who receives the ventilator?

486 | This survey includes 10 of these scenarios. At the end of the survey, you will be asked a few
487 | questions regarding your age, gender, religious beliefs, and whether you work in healthcare. In total,
488 | the survey will take around 20 to 30 minutes.

489 By clicking Continue below you consent to participating in this study.

490 Continue

491
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492 1. Case number1

Patient A Patient B

A 22 year old, otherwise healthy student was An 87 year old was admitted from an old-age-
infected with the new coronavirus in Austria home where a corona-positive nurse was
during a skiing trip. He developed a severe working. He started coughing severely and
pneumonia and requires mechanical ventilation | developed increasing shortness of breath. He
to survive. will die if he is not ventilated mechanically.

493
494 | a) Who would you make the ventilator available to?
495 Patient A

496 Patient B

497 | would draw lots

498

499 | b) How sure are you about your decision? Please mark the scale accordingly

500 |0 100
501 very unsure neither sure nor unsure very sure
502

503 In your opinion, how much should age play a role in determining who receives the ventilator
504 | (lifesaving therapy)?

505 |0 100
506 | notatall somewhat completely
507

508 | d) Commentary to this scenario (voluntary):

509 (free text)

510
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511

512 2. Case number 2

Patient A Patient B

A 54 year old woman who is insured in the A 52 year old, female patient with private health
public system tested positive for SARS-CoV-2 insurance most likely was infected at work by a
without a history of sick contact. Her clinical colleague who also has COVID-19. She

condition markedly deteriorated over the last 24 | developed pneumonia, is in a life-threatening
hours, so that she requires mechanical condition and therefore requires mechanical
ventilation in order to have a chance of survival. | ventilation.

513
514 | a) Who would you make the ventilator available to?
515 Patient A

516 Patient B

517 I would draw lots

518

519 | b) How sure are you about your decision? Please mark the scale accordingly

520 | O 100
521 | veryunsure neither sure nor unsure very sure
522

523 In your opinion, how much should insurance status play a role in determining who receives the
524 | ventilator (lifesaving therapy)?

525 |0 100
526 | notatall somewhat completely
527

528 | d) Commentary to this scenario (voluntary):

529 (free text)

530
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531

532 | 3. Case number3
Patient A Patient B
A 62 year old who has been in early retirement An otherwise healthy 65 year old without
for the last 15 years receives regular dialysis significant other health issues caught COVID-19
because of a congenital kidney condition. He at a tennis club meeting. He became so ill over
was infected with the new coronavirus 10 days the last 7 days that the only way to save him
ago and is deadly ill due to pneumonia. He would be mechanical ventilation.
would most likely die soon without mechanical
ventilation.

533

534 | a) Who would you make the ventilator available to?

535 Patient A

536 Patient B

537 I would draw lots

538

539 | b) How sure are you about your decision? Please mark the scale accordingly

540 |0 100

541 very unsure neither sure nor unsure very sure

542

543 | Inyour opinion, how much should fateful co-morbidities play a role in determining who receives the

544 | ventilator (lifesaving therapy)?

545 |0 100

546 | notatall somewhat completely

547

548 | d) Commentary to this scenario (voluntary):

549 (free text)

550

22



https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.07.28.20163360

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.07.28.20163360; this version posted July 30, 2020. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.

551

552 4, Case number 4

Patient A Patient B

A 58 year old vegetarian fitness enthusiast A 57 year old smoker has a history of pulmonary

initially experienced cold symptoms, then was emphysema. He also has liver cirrhosis due to

tested positive for SARS-CoV-2. He deteriorated | alcohol consumption. He contracted COVID-19

and is now in critical condition, requiring most likely in a bar where others were also

mechanical ventilation. tested positive. Over the last days he became so
ill that he urgently requires mechanical
ventilation.

553
554 | a) Who would you make the ventilator available to?
555 Patient A

556 Patient B

557 I would draw lots

558

559 | b) How sure are you about your decision? Please mark the scale accordingly

560 |0 100
561 very unsure neither sure nor unsure very sure
562

563 | Inyour opinion, how much should behaviour-associated co-morbidities play a role in determining
564 | who receives the ventilator (lifesaving therapy)?

565 |0 100
566 | notatall somewhat completely
567

568 | d) Commentary to this scenario (voluntary):

569 (free text)

570
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571

572 5. Case number 5

Patient A Patient B

An energetic, 44 year old beautician, who just A 46 year old nurse who infected herself at work
opened a day spa most likely caught COVID-19 at | with the new coronavirus in the intensive care.
work. She developed pneumonia and severe She quickly deteriorated and is now treated for
dyspnea. Without mechanical ventilation, she severe shortness of breath with an oxygen mask.
most likely will die. She requires mechanical ventilation to survive.

573
574 | a) Who would you make the ventilator available to?
575 Patient A

576 Patient B

577 I would draw lots

578

579 | b) How sure are you about your decision? Please mark the scale accordingly

580 |0 100
581 very unsure neither sure nor unsure very sure
582

583 In your opinion, how much should working in a healthcare profession play a role in determining who
584 | receives the ventilator (lifesaving therapy)?

585 |0 100
586 | notatall somewhat completely
587

588 | d) Commentary to this scenario (voluntary):

589 (free text)

590
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591

592 | 6. Case number 6
Patient A Patient B
A 38 year old woman who is a German national A 35 year old female recent refugee from Nigeria
and has been paying into the German security whose medical care is covered by the state
system since 18th birthday has not been ill through tax revenue developed respiratory
except for high blood pressure. She infected symptoms shortly after arriving in Germany. She
herself with the new coronavirus during an also takes thyroid hormones for a thyroid
excursion. She became increasingly worse off condition. She is now deadly ill from COVID-19
with shortness of breath so that she requires and requires mechanical ventilation.
mechanical ventilation for a chance of survival.

593

594 | a) Who would you make the ventilator available to?

595 Patient A

596 Patient B

597 I would draw lots

598

599 | b) How sure are you about your decision? Please mark the scale accordingly

600 0 100

601 | very unsure neither sure nor unsure very sure

602

603 | Inyour opinion, how much should asylum status and nationality play a role in determining who

604 | receives the ventilator (lifesaving therapy)?

605 0 100

606 | notatall somewhat completely

607

608 | d) Commentary to this scenario (voluntary):

609 (free text)

610
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611

612 7. Case number 7

Patient A Patient B

By chance the finance minister of the state you Recently a homeless man was admitted to your
live in is admitted to your service because of intensive care unit. He worked odd jobs as a
severe COVID-19 Pneumonia. He has received gardener assistant in the past, lived under a

several medals of honor from service in the past. | bridge and came to the hospital with a cough
He has gone into respiratory failure and urgently | and fever. He tested positive for the new
requires mechanical ventilation. coronavirus, and has deteriorated fast, has
severe shortness of breath and requires
mechanical ventilation.

613
614 | a) Who would you make the ventilator available to?
615 Patient A

616 Patient B

617 I would draw lots

618

619 | b) How sure are you about your decision? Please mark the scale accordingly

620 | O 100
621 | veryunsure neither sure nor unsure very sure
622

623 In your opinion, how much should social status play a role in determining who receives the ventilator
624 | (lifesaving therapy)?

625 |0 100
626 | notatall somewhat completely
627

628 | d) Commentary to this scenario (voluntary):

629 (free text)

630
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631
632 | 8. Case number 8
Patient A Patient B
The 84 year old gentleman that was transferred | An 88 year old patient has advanced lung cancer
to you yesterday has COVID-19 and is but on admission said "the doctors gave me 6
deteriorating by the hour. Because of his many more months to live". He had planned a cruise
other medical conditions, you believe that he around the world with his wife next month, but
has almost no chance of long-term survival. then became infected with COVID-19. You
However, if he is not ventilated now, he will expect him to recover after successful
most likely die in the next hours. treatment, but then succumb to his pulmonary
carcinoma. Right now he urgently needs
mechanical ventilation for worsening shortness
of breath to survive.
633
634 | a) Who would you make the ventilator available to?
635 Patient A
636 Patient B
637 I would draw lots
638
639 | b) How sure are you about your decision? Please mark the scale accordingly
640 0 100
641 very unsure neither sure nor unsure very sure
642
643 | Inyour opinion, how much should the chance of longterm survival (prognosis) play a role in
644 | determining who receives the ventilator (lifesaving therapy)?
645 0 100
646 | notatall somewhat completely
647
648 | d) Commentary to this scenario (voluntary):
649 (free text)
650
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651

652 | 9. Case number9
Patient A Patient B
a 28 year old music student from another A 32 year old engineer became deadly ill from an
country is spending a semester in Germany infection with SARS-CoV-2. He has signed the
through an exchange program. His history consent for intensive care. His family is present
includes a suicide attempt 1 month ago. He and asks that "everything possible be done for
recently contracted COVID-19 and has rapidly him". He has progressive respiratory failure and
deteriorated, so that there was no chance of will not survive if he is not intubated and
obtaining consent for intensive care. His family ventilated soon.
cannot be reached, but now requires urgent
mechanical ventilation to survive.

653

654 | a) Who would you make the ventilator available to?

655 Patient A

656 Patient B

657 I would draw lots

658

659 | b) How sure are you about your decision? Please mark the scale accordingly

660 |0 100

661 | very unsure neither sure nor unsure very sure

662

663 In your opinion, how much should explicitly having given consent for the intensive care play a role in

664 | determining who receives the ventilator (lifesaving therapy)?

665 |0 100

666 | notatall somewhat completely

667

668 | d) Commentary to this scenario (voluntary):

669 (free text)

670
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671

672 10. Case number 10

Patient A Patient B

A 42 year old single woman contracted COVID- A 39 year old mother of 4 children contracted

19 in a fitness studio. She is single and has no COVID-19, became severely ill over the last 5
children. She was admitted 5 days ago with fever | days and is going into respiratory failure. She will
and a cough, then developed massive die without mechanical ventilation.

pneumonia and now requires mechanical

ventilation or will die soon.

673
674 | a) Who would you make the ventilator available to?
675 Patient A

676 Patient B

677 I would draw lots

678

679 | b) How sure are you about your decision? Please mark the scale accordingly

680 |0 100
681 | very unsure neither sure nor unsure very sure
682

683 | Inyour opinion, how much should responsibility for others play a role in determining who receives
684 | the ventilator (lifesaving therapy)?

685 |0 100
686 | notatall somewhat completely
687

688 | d) Commentary to this scenario (voluntary):

689 (free text)

690
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691

692 11. Questions on decision modalities

693 In order to help physicians take these difficult life and death decisions, several modalities are being
694 | discussed. Please rate your opinion regarding these methods by setting the sliding bar according to
695 | your opinion (0 - not appropriate, 100 - most appropriate):

696

697 | a) Drawing lots: When lifesaving therapies are scarce, they should be distributed by drawing lots.
698 Every patient has the same chance of receiving the therapy. What do you think about this method?

699 |0 100
700 Not appropriate may be helpful most appropriate
701

702 b) Treatment by chronologic order (first come - first serve): Patients receive a ventilator until none
703 | are left. All subsequent patients do not receive a ventilator until one becomes available again. What
704 | do you think about this method?

705 |0 100
706 | Not appropriate may be helpful most appropriate
707

708 | c) Laws: Laws determine exactly who receives the ventilator. Physicians do not have to make their
709 | own decisions, they simply follow concrete laws that determine who receives the therapy. What do
710 | you think about this method?

711 0 100
712 Not appropriate may be helpful most appropriate
713

714 | d) Ethics committee: The physicians treating the patients are supported on-site by an
715 | interdisciplinary team of professionals. What do you think about this method?

716 |0 100
717 | Not appropriate may be helpful most appropriate
718
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719

720 | e) Decision committees: The decision who receives the ventilator is made remotely by a
721 | multidisciplinary panel, whose members are not directly involved in the patients' care. What do you
722 | think about this method?

723 0 100
724 | Not appropriate may be helpful most appropriate
725

726 | f) Point-system similar to what is used for the distribution of organs in organ transplantation. Every
727 | patientsis scored according to previously-defined criteria such as age, acuity of the disease,

728 | prognosis, quality of life years gained. The patient with the highest score receives the ventiator.
729 | What do you think of this method?

730 |0 100
731 | Not appropriate may be helpful most appropriate
732

733

734
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735 12. Please give us some information about yourself (all entries are voluntary).
736 | a)Ageinyears __ years

737 b) Gender male/female/diverse

738 | c) Religious denomination

739 catholic/protestant/other Christian/Muslim/Jew/Hindu/Budhist/Atheist-agnostic/ other

740 | d) Healthcare profession (for example physician, therapist, nurse)? yes/no

741

742
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