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Background Aims

This project integrates empirical data with ethical analysis. There are

two primary aims:

1. To collect empirical data that assesses the attitudes between the
public and HIS investigators towards payment in HIS, and the
specific payment practices and principles in HIS (Figure 1).

2. To perform an ethical analysis of my empirical data and to suggest
a framework that outlines how to devise ethically justifiable payment
of HIS participants.
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Methodology

Key Findings

Empirical: The survey collected 264 valid responses.

» Respondents believed HIS participants should be paid significant
amounts of money and that the risk involved in a HIS should be
explicitly accounted for in the payment (Figure 3, Table 1)

« Many respondents somewhat agreed that high payments could
potentially pose risks of undue inducement (71.6%) and coercion to
participants (57.2%). However, the actual concern surrounding these
issues did not lead to respondents limiting the level of payment
offered to HIS participants in hypothetical scenarios.

« The most preferable payment models were a “Wage and Risk Payment factor Mean rank of importance
Payment Model” and a “Market Model”. Risk of serious side effects and death involved in the study 1.24 (0.80)
Pain involved in the study 2.48 (0.86)

Ethical Analysis: The time commitment, the location of the study, the

Number of invasive investigations involved in the study (for

pain experienced and the risk involved are all critical payment factors SHample Blood tasts investisations Fequiting sedation) 3.18 (1.01)
that investigators shquld cons@e_r when aiming to devise an ethical Time required in the study 4.29 (1.43)

payment plan for their HIS participants. Number of non invasive investigations involved in the study
; . 4.95 (1.00)

(for example urine sample, saliva swab, ultrasound)

Required Payment for Participation by Risk Inconvenience involved in the study 4.97 (1.12)

Risk: Adverse Event Risk: Death Table 1: Mean rank of importance of payment factors

% (3) =339.77, p = < 0.001, Wiengai = 0.79, Clgse, [0.74, 0.83], n = 264 % (3) =243.00, p = < 0.001, Wgengan = 0.80, Clgse, [0.76, 0.85], n = 264
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Figure 3: Required payment for participation by risk level and risk category

MONASH

University

'Faculty of Medicine, Nursing and Health Sciences, Monash University, 2The Oxford Uehiro Centre for
Practical Ethics, The University of Oxford, 3Centre for Human Bioethics, Monash University, 4The Oxford
Department of Experimental Psychology, The University of Oxford

UNIVERSITY OF

OXFORD [ oxtore 2emne




