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Priority setting Physician-Patient * Social
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Phases of Ethics in HTA

Acknowledgement: Definition

Foul attempts: Initial stumbling tries
Professionalization: The ethicists arrive
Pluralism: No consensus

International collaboration (EUnetHTA; SEA-Q;
INTEGRATE-HTA)

6. National Standards (NOKC, SBU, HAS, Synthesized
framework)

7. HTA in Ethics
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Facts and Values

Acknowledging values
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Approaches to address ethical issues with
Trends technology
Conventional approaches Prosessual approaches
¢ Facts ¢ Values e Facts = Values « Traditional approaches in moral « Coherence analysis
philosophy — Wide Reflective Equilibrium

Assessment = Appraisal
Evaluation

e Assessment <> Appraisal *
¢ Synthesis of information

¢ Add on ethics, tool ¢ Integrated ethics

¢ Amateurship ¢ Professionalism

* Few methods ¢ Plethora of methods
¢ “Pure” methods ¢ Eclectic

¢ Liberal use of methods ¢ Checklist

¢ Ad hoc literature search .
¢ Result oriented (report) .
¢ Ethics in HTA .
¢ Anything goes .

Systematic literature search
Process oriented (participation)
HTA in Ethics

Quiality criteria

— Consequentialism
+ Utilitarianism

Virtue Ethics
— Discourse ethics

— Casuistry

« Parliamentary TA (PTA)

— Expert methods (e.g., Delphi method)
Deontology (Duty based ethics) — Interactive methods (Consensus conf)
— Communication m. (Dialogue confer.)
— Social Shaping of Technology

— C

EUnetHTA Core Model

* Topics
— Principal questions about the ethical aspects of technology
— Autonomy
— Human dignity
— Human integrity
— Beneficence/ nonmaleficence
Justice and Equity

— Rights

— Legislation
¢ lIssues:

— Specific questions within each topic
¢ Approach:

— Clarify questions, consider their relevance, identify information sources,
perform literature searches

231 The three stages of work

2.3 Flowchart summarising HAS' method for assessing ethical aspects

Stage 1:
identification of the
arguments

(Preparatory stage prior to
writing the report)

Method:

- lferature search
Iterature review
theoretical identification of
arguments
consultation with working
group andior peer review
group

reporting argu ments in the
assessment report

(writing the first part of the text
dealing with analysis of ethical
aspects included in the report)

Method
- choice of framework ID-
classity ethical arguments
identified during the first
stage

presentation and
justification for framework if
it is not the reference
framework

classification of arguments.
according 1o the framework
chosen

(writing the second part of the fext
dealing with analysis of the ethical
aspects included in the repor)

Method:

- examination of the ethical
arguments and conclusions. of
other dimensions of the
assessment
analysis of conflicts between
arguments and classification of
reasonable disagreements
identification of decision nodes.
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Compatibiity with
ethical norms.

Structural factors with ethical implications

The INTEGRATE-HTA Model
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Ethics in INTEGRATE-HTA

Framework for ethical analyses in HTA of complex technologies. Questions to address in process of
selecting ethical approaches

I Ty [ Fow e e | Assesaen
approaches fit:

parameters
a) the complexity | + multiple and

1. Assess complexity profile of the changing
of the intervention technology? perspectives
« indeterminate
phenomena
2. Selection of + uncertain causality
ethical approach + unpredictable
outcome
S Conmstion or «_ethical complexit
e b) the integration | + subsume/combine
perspectiveof | + coordinate
the HTA + interactive
J— agencyl-
ethical approach commissioner?
©) thelocal HTA | + assessment
policy of aims | + appraisal

for assessment

5. Outcome >
vs. appraisal?

The Socratic (Axiological) Approach
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1. Identify the intended purpose of the
health technology and reveal the
background for the assessment;

2.  Identify involved persons, groups, and

stakeholders (e.g., patients, relatives,
professionals, industry);

3. ' ldentify relevant moral questions (from
a list of questions, Table 1) and justify

the selection;
4.  Perform literature search in accordance

with the identified moral questions;
5. Analyze and discuss the moral

questions identified (in step 3) on the
basis of:
xisting literature;

learings / statements of involved parties
(or their representatives) or qualitative
'Q studies (relevant qualitative studies
should be included in the literature
search);

6.  Wrap up and summarize the process

and the content.
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ORIGINAL ARTICLE

Ethical issues with colorectal cancer screening—a systematic

review

Bjorn Hofmann PhD'?

«  Benefits, burdens, and harms
*  Uptake

+  Autonomy, information, and
consent

* Practical challenges with
screening—ethical implications

¢ Justice

*  Equity and equal access

*  The ethics of evidence and action

for content analysis

+  Altering conceptions of disease
+  Legal aspects
+  Cut-offs and incidental findings FIGURE 1 Flowchart over results from literature search
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Fig. 1 Algosith art for ethical evalu HTA
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Table 1: Gualty Standards for Ethics Analyses (Q-SEA) in WTA
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Discussion secton
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clarfication ¥ secton
No
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Pluralism: A problem?

Yes

¢ Small scientific
ambitions

¢ No transferability

e Limited international
quality control, peer
review

* Low status or prestige

No

¢ Relevant evaluations
are context dependent

* Some aspects may be
transferrable, if not all

¢ Increased status

through relevance for
decisions

Normative Conclusion

* Awareness is important

¢ Better to use one method than to use none.

¢ Application and impact can increase if the
value issues involved both in HTA and decision
making process is acknowledged.




