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Overview 

Format 
- scene-setting & speaker presentations (12-minute max.) 

- audience-driven Q&A (≈30 minutes) 

• ideally, frame questions for the panel 
• one-minute response from each panellist 



Adapted from Drummond et al (2015) 

Setting the scene… 



(CostI – CostC) 
 

(EffectI – EffectC) 
= 

Setting the scene… 

I = intervention group; C = control group 
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Setting the scene… 

I = intervention group; C = control group 

STARTING POINT: ‘health’ is too narrow for 
the evaluative space of economic evaluation 



STARTING POINT: ‘health’ is too narrow for      
the evaluative space of economic evaluation 

‘Accepted’ definitions of 
health are being 

challenged 

What about beneficiaries 
other than the recipient of 

care (‘spillover effects’)? 

Do people value certain 
attributes of process? 

Improvements in 
QoL/wellbeing that go 

beyond health? 

$$$ to other systems 
(e.g., Criminal Justice or 

Education)? 

NOTE: we have 75 minutes 
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Three caricature speakers 
- The Naysayer (Prof. Jeffrey Hoch) 
- The Supportive Pragmatist (Dr. Fiona Clement) 
- The Evidential Academic (Logan Trenaman) 



Question 
 
Is the need for comparability across 
studies still the be-all-and-end-all of 
economic evaluation? 
 
 



Question 
 
 
 



Question 
 
What are the main equity implications 
of your position (thinking about both 
horizontal and vertical equity)?  
 
 



Question 
 
Does your position incentivize 
innovation (or R&D more broadly)? 
If so, how? If not, are you 
comfortable with the implication?  



Question 
 
Paraphrasing a prominent health economics 
professor at a conference earlier this year, “If    
we reach consensus, we’re not doing our job 
properly”. 

How is this view of scholarly activity compatible 
with the clear demands for standardization and 
‘accepted’ methods (e.g., CADTH, industry, etc.)?  



Question 
 
We’re collecting subjective wellbeing 
data (on a 0-10 scale) in a couple of 
studies. Should we be looking to 
include this, somehow, in our 
economic evaluation?   
 
 



Question 
 
Isn’t this a dangerous path? My worry 
is that ‘other things’ will be included 
if it makes a new drug/device more 
cost-effective, not because it is the 
correct thing to do. 
 
 


	Slide Number 1
	Disclosures
	Overview
	Setting the scene…
	Setting the scene…
	Setting the scene…
	Slide Number 7
	Overview
	Overview
	Slide Number 10
	Slide Number 11
	Slide Number 12
	Slide Number 13
	Slide Number 14
	Slide Number 15
	Slide Number 16

