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Every day, physicians are informing patients 
that the end of a standard treatment trajectory 
has been reached, or that there are no effective 

standard treatment options available for their disease 
at all. This is tragic for all patients, but particularly so 
for patients suffering from lethal or severely debilitat-
ing diseases, such as end-stage metastatic disease, or 
inherited congenital disorders, such as cystic fibro-
sis,1 primary immunodeficiencies,2 or neuromuscular 

disorders.3 These tragedies take place on a daily basis 
in hospitals around the world; for example, over the 
course of 2019, 46,990 people in the Netherlands,4 
and 599,601 in the United States (US) died of cancer.5 
At some point during their illness, these patients will 
have had conversations with their doctors in which 
they will have been told that standard treatment 
options had been exhausted.

Sometimes, for these patients, hope of a cure, alle-
viation of symptoms or prolongation of life may come 
in the form of an unapproved, investigational treat-
ment. Patients may be invited to try an investigational 
drug in the context of a clinical trial. However, when 
patients cannot enroll in trials, due to their geographic 
location or because they do not meet the enroll-
ment criteria of ongoing trials, they may qualify for 
expanded access to investigational drugs, which is also 
referred to in the literature as early access, managed 
access, pre-approval access, or compassionate use.6

Expanded access regulations allow physicians to 
prescribe investigational drugs outside of clinical tri-
als, under strict conditions.7 Although regulations dif-
fer across countries,8 to be eligible for expanded access, 
patients must generally fulfil three criteria: a) the dis-
ease must be serious or life-threatening, b) there must 
be no suitable approved treatments left and c) there 
must be no clinical trials in which patients can logisti-
cally or reasonably participate.9

Keywords: Expanded Access, Treatment Options, 
Investigational Treatments, Professional Obliga-
tions, Moral Obligations, Shared Decision Making

Abstract: Drawing on ethical and legal frame-
works in the Netherlands, the United States 
and France, we examine whether physicians are 
expected to inform patients about potentially rele-
vant opportunities for expanded access to investi-
gational drugs. While we found no definitive legal 
obligation, we argue that physicians have a moral 
obligation to discuss opportunities for expanded 
access with patients who have run out of treat-
ment options to prevent inequality, to promote 
autonomy, and to achieve beneficence. 
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The uptake of expanded access programs differs 
between countries, with the number of annual appli-
cations ranging from 100-200 patients per year in the 
Netherlands,10 and 1000 in the US,11 to over 20,000 
in France,12 and Turkey,13 although it should be noted 
that the numbers may recently have increased due to 
Covid-19-related expanded access programs.14 The 
very few empirical studies conducted so far suggest 
that in some countries, practical and moral concerns 
withhold physicians from pursuing expanded access 
to investigational drugs in practice.15

Expanded access to investigational drugs is not a 
standard practice in clinical care. Therefore, treating 

physicians may not always suggest or pursue oppor-
tunities for expanded access on their own initiative. 
On the one hand, physicians have reason not to do so, 
for the drugs’ safety and effectiveness have not been 
definitively proven, the drugs have not been approved 
for marketing, and their use is not recommended by 
clinical guidelines or as part of standard of care. On 
the other hand, it could be argued that when patients 
have run out of standard treatment options, cannot 
be enrolled in clinical trials, and expanded access to 
an investigational drug could be the only potentially 
curative or life-prolonging treatment option left for 
them, they have a right to be told about that ultimum 
remedium. Should doctors inform their patients about 
existing opportunities for expanded access to investi-
gational treatments?

This paper examines whether physicians have a 
duty to discuss expanded access with their patients. To 
our knowledge, there are no international guidelines 
on physicians’ informational obligations concern-
ing expanded access to investigational treatments. 
In addition, professional medical-ethical codes fail to 
address the issue of expanded access to investigational 

drugs.16 These obligations are likely determined by 
national ethico-legal frameworks that vary from coun-
try to country. We attempt to investigate if there could 
be a legislative or moral norm underlying information 
provision regarding expanded access, especially in the 
light of highly varying uptake levels in different coun-
tries. Drawing on ethico-legal provisions in our home 
country, the Netherlands, we assess the scope of physi-
cians’ duties in relation to information provision about 
non-standard treatment options in the Netherlands, 
and briefly compare the Dutch framework to legal 
frameworks in two other countries: France, which has 
a relatively high uptake of expanded access,17 and the 

US, which has seen recent regulatory reform in the 
21st Century Cures act and ‘Right-to-Try’ legislation 
that might influence practices of information provi-
sion.18 Then, we investigate, from an ethical point of 
view, whether treating physicians have a moral duty 
to discuss existing opportunities for investigational 
treatments with their patients. 

Ethico-Legal Framework in the Netherlands
The Dutch Medical Treatment Act (Wet op geneeskun-
dige behandelingsovereenkomst, WGBO) sets forth 
legal provisions in relation to information provision 
and informed consent within the physician-patient 
relationship. It points out the elements to be discussed 
in conversations between doctors and patients about 
medical treatments. While it does not contain any 
specific provisions regarding expanded access, it does 
require physicians to inform patients about “other 
methods of examination or treatment that are appli-
cable” [emphasis added].19 The Royal Dutch Medical 
Association (Koninklijke Nederlandsche Maatschap-
pij tot bevordering der Geneeskunst, KNMG), in its 
interpretation of the Act, indicates that a treatment 
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option is an applicable alternative if the following cri-
teria are met: the option a) is accessible to the patient, 
b) falls within the competency domain of the physi-
cian, c) is relevant to treating the disease of the patient, 
and d) is not associated with “ethically unacceptable” 
implications.20 The KNMG interpretation is consid-
ered to be the professional standard on information 
provision. If existing opportunities for expanded 
access to investigational treatments satisfy these four 
criteria, it follows that physicians may have a duty to 
inform patients about such opportunities. Below, we 
discuss the applicability of these criteria one by one. 

Firstly, for a medical treatment to be accessible, it is 
required that the treatment can be brought to patients 
who are in medical need of it. Although regulations 
allow for expanded access to investigational drugs, 
and expanded access programs are set up for some 
investigational treatments to provide access to groups 
of patients, it does not always seem possible to obtain 
access in practice. An interview study among medical 
specialists in The Netherlands, Turkey and the United 
States (US) reports that accessibility to these programs 
is hampered by practical constraints, including lack of 
funding, demands on time and effort, and limited sup-
ply.21 Furthermore, in most countries, including the 
Netherlands, many other European countries, and the 
US, there is no routine reimbursement of expanded 
access. This means that pharmaceutical companies, 
hospitals, or health insurers would have to pay for the 
cost of treatment, and neither of them may be willing 
or able to do so.22 This implies that doctors who initi-
ate a process of requesting expanded access, may not 
always be successful in obtaining the investigational 
treatment for their patients, and consequently, that 
the investigational treatment is not always accessible 
to patients. 

Secondly, it is not self-evident that physicians are 
competent to prescribe investigational treatments via 
expanded access programs, even when these treat-
ments fall within their medical specialty. Medical spe-
cialists are expected to pursue lifelong learning and 
keep their knowledge and skills up to date, through 
scientific literature, professional organizations, and 
conferences, as well as training. They should there-
fore theoretically know about and be able to prescribe 
investigational treatments that fall within their medi-
cal specialty. Yet, they may feel ill-equipped in prac-
tice. As the process of clinical research on the unap-
proved treatment has not yet been concluded, and as 
appropriate application of the drug will not have been 
detailed in clinical guidelines, the physician will have 
less guidance and experience at his or her disposal 

on the use of the drug and on the management of the 
patient, than is the case with approved treatments. 

Thirdly, it may be difficult for treating physicians 
to establish the relevance of investigational drugs for 
individual patients. After marketing approval, the 
label on a drug and clinical guidelines set forth the 
indication(s) for which the drug may be used. In the 
pre-approval setting, however, it may not be clear how 
future indications for the drug will be defined, and 
doctors may not be certain whether an investigational 
drug is relevant for an individual patient. While it is 
likely that the future label of a new drug will reflect the 
enrollment criteria of the clinical trials conducted thus 
far, in practice, doubts about the efficacy and safety of 
the investigational drugs and concerns regarding its 
practical feasibility may lead doctors to be uncertain 
about the relevance of an expanded access option.23

Fourthly and finally, and in contrast to the first 
three criteria, the fourth criterion is formulated nega-
tively, demanding the absence of unacceptable ethi-
cal objections. Some physicians have principled ethi-
cal objections to expanded access to investigational 
drugs,24 which may be grounded on the principle of 
non-maleficence:25 to protect patients against the 
risks and side effects of unproven medical treatments. 
Dutch physicians have also been reported to worry 
about the opportunity costs of expanded access: with 
the uncertainty surrounding its balance of risks and 
benefits, expanded access might reduce the patient’s 
quality of life and may stand in the way of a good end 
of life.26 

Overall, it is unclear whether an opportunity for 
expanded access to an unapproved, investigational 
treatment will satisfy the criteria of the KNMG. While 
it should be noted that doctors are expected to answer 
questions raised by patients about standard and non-
standard treatment options, the Dutch legal frame-
work does not establish a general informational obli-
gation regarding expanded access.

Ethico-Legal Frameworks in Other Countries
France has no specific legislation that mentions any 
obligation to inform patients about expanded access. 
The Medical Code of the French Medical Council how-
ever does contain guidelines, which are negatively for-
mulated and specify what types of treatment options 
should not be discussed with patients. Article 39 of the 
Medical Code, for instance, prohibits the presentation 
by physicians of “insufficiently tested procedures” as 
beneficial,27 and article 14 states that a “doctor must 
not divulge to the medical community a new diagnos-
tic procedure or inadequately proven course of treat-
ment without making the necessary reservations. He 
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must make no such disclosures outside the medical 
community.”28 French doctors, the code holds, should 
therefore not discuss, with patients, procedures that 
are not sufficiently proven. When taken literally, the 
code of the French Medical Council might imply that 
physicians should not discuss expanded access with 
their patients as the efficacy and safety of investiga-
tional drugs can be considered “insufficiently proven”. 
This is striking, as, at the same time, France is known 
for its relatively high uptake of expanded access, and 
the French government provides routine reimburse-
ment of expanded access through its Autorisations 
Temporaires d’Utilisation (ATU) program.29 This may 
suggest that in France, expanded access is perhaps 
generally considered more of a standard intervention 
in clinical practice than it is in the Netherlands.

In the US, since 2016, the passing of the 21st 
Century Cures Act,30 and, in 2018, the “Right-to-
try” act,31 have led to increased public awareness of 
expanded access as compared to other countries. 
However, reports describe various forms of criticism 
of both regulatory and practical inefficiencies that 
render expanded access less feasible for physicians.32 
The American Medical Association’s (AMA) Code 
of Medical Ethics currently makes explicit reference 
to information provision about expanded access.33 
In Opinion E-7.3.10, it describes a positive obliga-
tion for physicians to look into expanded access and 
determine whether it is applicable for their patients: 
“Physicians who care for patients with serious, life-
threatening illness for whom standard therapies 
have failed, are unlikely to be effective, or do not exist 
should determine whether questions about access to 
investigational therapy through the U.S. Food and 
Drug Administration’s “expanded access” program are 
likely to arise in their clinical practice. If so, physicians 
should familiarize themselves with the program to be 
better able to engage in shared decision making with 
patients.”34 This implies that physicians should be pre-
pared to respond to questions raised by patients about 
expanded access but does not require them to bring up 
existing opportunities on their own initiative. 

Is There a Moral Duty to Inform? Arguments 
in Favor 
While our brief analysis of ethico-legal frameworks 
suggests that in the Netherlands, France and the US, 
there is no clear legal obligation to actively inform 
patients about expanded access options, treating phy-
sicians may have a moral duty to do so. We will first 
discuss three main ethical arguments in favor of a 
duty to inform: to offer a chance at medical benefit, to 
promote autonomy, and to promote equality between 

patients. We will then discuss arguments against a 
duty to inform. 

Offering a Chance at Benefit
The founding fathers of principlism in medical ethics, 
Beauchamp and Childress, discern four core medical 
principles that should guide physicians when mak-
ing treatment decisions for, and with, their patients: 
the principles of respect for autonomy, non-malefi-
cence, beneficence, and justice.35 Expanded access to 
investigational drugs is primarily intended to pro-
vide patients a final chance at medical benefit, in line 
with the principle of beneficence. It is intended as 
therapeutic. 

However, both the chances at benefit and the 
intended benefit can be small, or very small. Due to 
the nature of expanded access to investigational drugs, 
as said, the safety and efficacy of treatments have not 
been proven definitively. Expanded access is often 
requested to investigational drugs that are in late phase 
II, phase III or post-phase III of the clinical develop-
ment trajectory.36 Drugs that are further in the devel-
opment process have an increasingly higher chance 
of reaching marketing authorization, with over 60% 
of drugs in phase III eventually approved for market-
ing.37 But even if they do, the added benefit of many 
newly registered drugs is disputed in literature.38

At the same time, the expanded access programs 
are only open for patients in ‘back against the wall’ 
situations. To provide these patients with a last chance 
to achieve curative or life-prolonging treatment they 
have to be informed about the opportunities, for which 
they have no other way. 

Promoting Autonomy
Another reason in favor of a duty to inform patients 
about expanded access is that it helps to respect 
patient autonomy, one of the other principles put for-
ward by Beauchamp and Childress.39 The principle 
of respect for autonomy is operationalized in clini-
cal practice, among other things, in the ethico-legal 
requirement of informed consent. Based on adequate 
information, competent patients should be able to 
decide freely about medical treatments and provide 
their consent. Only if patients know about the possi-
bility of expanded access, will they be able to decide 
whether they wish to pursue it.

Over the years, various standards have been used 
for the disclosure of information by physicians as part 
of the informed consent process: a professional stan-
dard, a reasonable person standard, and a subjective 
standard. Traditionally, the professional standard of 
disclosure applied, which stated that doctors should 
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inform patients about that which (other) physicians 
would consider relevant based on their professional 
experience and expertise. This standard was re-eval-
uated as too limited and paternalistic, and has been 
replaced over time by the ‘reasonable person’ stan-
dard for disclosure, which is based on what a reason-
able person would need to know in order to make an 
informed decision.40 This was part of a shift in many 
countries towards a form of disclosure in which the 
physician was seen more as an expert-advisor instead 
of a sole decision-maker. These standards are clearly 
represented in court cases of negligence and medical 

malpractice suits in the United States. Beauchamp and 
Faden describe how in the past, these cases were often 
decided by having physicians testify, representing the 
professional standard of disclosure.41 Later, however, 
the jury, made up of citizens, functioned as “reason-
able person standard” to decide on the adequacy of 
disclosure. Today, the current standard for informa-
tion provision is the subjective standard of disclosure, 
in which the extent of information provided should 
be determined by what the individual patient needs 
to know. To ensure informed consent, the subjective 
standard demands that treating physicians engage 
in dialogue with their patients, to determine and 
meet individual patients’ informational needs and 
preferences.

Note that these standards of disclosure are com-
monly applied to the extent, the amount and the level 
of detail, of the information provided about treatment 
options — the “scale” of disclosure. Our question con-
cerns rather the “scope” of disclosure: Should a partic-
ular opportunity to pursue expanded access to a par-
ticular medical treatment be brought up as an option? 
Using a professional standard, expanded access may 
fall outside of the scope of informational obligations: 
physicians may consider it insufficiently relevant or 
accessible, or beyond their competency, or may have 
general moral concerns about expanded access. Using 
a reasonable person standard to determine the scope 
of information to be provided, however, would mean 
that a physician should disclose all the treatment 

options (including non-standard treatment options) 
that a reasonable person would want to be informed 
about to make a decision about medical treatment. As 
expanded access is often considered a patient’s final 
curative or life-prolonging option, a reasonable person 
— and most patients — would desire to know about a 
relevant opportunity to pursue expanded access to an 
investigational treatment.42 Using a subjective stan-
dard would further imply that the individual patient 
should determine how much and what kinds of infor-
mation he or she wishes to receive about this option 
prior to deciding about treatment.

The individual patient may have good reasons to 
renounce such opportunities (e.g. given the safety 
risks involved), and, needless to say, their autonomous 
decision not to pursue expanded access should be 
respected. But withholding the information that this 
option exists, is not in line with the principle of respect 
for autonomy. The patient cannot exercise self-deter-
mination without this information. In order to suc-
cessfully engage in shared decision-making, there 
should be no information-asymmetry between both 
participants.43 This means that to respect the auton-
omy of eligible patients, physicians should indeed dis-
close information about potentially relevant opportu-
nities for expanded access. 

Promoting Equality between Patients
When there is no expectation or requirement that rel-
evant opportunities for expanded access to investiga-
tional drugs are routinely discussed with patients, the 
result will be that some patients are informed about 
expanded access, while others are not. This may run 
counter to the principle of justice (another principle 
put forward by Beauchamp and Childress), espe-
cially when the dividing lines between those who will 
and those who will not be informed, follow the lines 
of — and may reinforce — existing health disparities 
that are associated with structural social inequali-
ties. While health disparities within universal access 
healthcare systems in high-income countries may 
pose less pressing problems than do current health 

In order to successfully engage in shared decision-making, there should be 
no information-asymmetry between both participants. This means that to 

respect the autonomy of eligible patients, physicians should indeed disclose 
information about potentially relevant opportunities for expanded access. 
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inequalities between countries around the world and 
shortages of health care in low-income countries, they 
are nevertheless problematic.44

Physicians may choose not to discuss expanded 
access with their patients, based on medical, but also 
on personal moral considerations, as discussed pre-
viously. However, they will answer questions com-
ing from patients, as is required, for instance, by the 
Dutch standard, and/or engage in discussions and 
shared decision-making about expanded access, when 
these are brought up by patients, as is required by the 
US Code. Patients differ in terms of health literacy, 
educational background, socio-economic status, con-
nections, personality, et cetera. With these differences, 
the likelihood of them becoming informed about 
expanded access by themselves will differ. Assertive, 
well-informed patients may look up information 
about investigational drugs and ask their treating phy-
sicians about expanded access, while other patients 
who are less informed or less assertive may not. These 
patients may already be in a less favorable position, in 
terms of socio-economic status, to achieve good health 
outcomes. By not being informed, they are withheld 
both potential direct medical benefits and the benefits 
associated with shared decision-making about medi-
cal treatments, which, when executed optimally, is 
appreciated by patients,45 and associated with better 
outcomes.46 Inequitable access to information about 
expanded access may thus exacerbate existing health 
disparities.

This is at odds with the principle of justice, as this 
implies that some patients may be informed about 
possibly relevant treatment options — and gain access 
to potential benefits associated with these options — 
whereas others may not, based on contingent patient 
and physician characteristics. A general obligation to 
inform eligible patients about relevant opportunities 
for expanded access to unapproved, investigational 
treatments would help to promote equal access to 
such treatments. 

Arguments Against a Moral Duty to Inform
As mentioned, there are many ethical issues associ-
ated with expanded access to investigational drugs, 
including safety risks, opportunity costs, and finan-
cial barriers. These issues are raised by the uncertain-
ties surrounding unapproved treatments and local 
systems for expanded access, and coupled with the 
principle of non-maleficence, not by the provision of 
information. These issues must be weighed against 
the potential benefits of the ultimum remedium. The 
weighing of benefits and risks associated with treat-
ment options is common practice within healthcare, 

and takes place through exchange of information in 
discussions between patients and their treating phy-
sicians. There are few arguments to be made against 
a duty to inform patients about treatment options 
associated with risks and benefits, even if the risks are 
greater and the potential benefits are smaller than for 
standard treatments. 

While there are no principled arguments against 
a duty to inform, there may be practical arguments 
against such a duty. First, it would require physicians 
to have extensive knowledge about new developments 
in their field. This would fuel the need for continuous 
education of physicians on expanded access and on 
treatments under clinical development within their 
respective medical specialties. It would also imply 
that doctors venture away from “evidence-based med-
icine,” defined as the prescription of approved treat-
ments based on clinical guidelines, and develop their 
competencies at considering clinical research data as 
they emerge, real time, through published results of 
clinical trials. Doctors may not feel equipped to do so. 
Recent reports show that physicians face problems 
regarding the practical feasibility of expanded access, 
including limited access to expanded access programs 
and restrictive institutional policies.47 Second, doctors 
may be concerned that they will elicit only “false hope” 
in patients when it remains difficult to obtain access to 
unapproved drugs in practice.48 This could potentially 
be harmful to patients and be at odds with the prin-
ciple of non-maleficence.49 To avert these harms, insti-
tutional change might be required, to provide treating 
physicians with resources, assistance and support (e.g. 
dedicated personnel) to facilitate expanded access in 
practice and render it more feasible.50 Such resources 
required may not be available in healthcare systems 
already under duress. Third, there are concerns that if 
expanded access to investigational treatments were to 
become more widely accessible, patients may no lon-
ger be willing to participate in clinical trials, especially 
if these trials involve randomization to placebo or to 
a standard of care that is known to be burdensome or 
ineffective. This would jeopardize the clinical devel-
opment of new treatments and runs counter to the 
interests of wider or future patient populations. Note 
that this argument does not hold as long as the clas-
sic criteria for expanded access are met, and patients 
continue to be eligible for expanded access only if they 
cannot be enrolled in clinical trials. 

Conclusion
Physicians are uniquely positioned to know about 
investigational drugs that are being developed in clini-
cal trials around the world, and about the regulations 
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for expanded access in their respective countries. We 
argue that, as part of the informational obligations of 
physicians towards patients, expanded access should 
be discussed in consultations with patients who have 
run out of treatment options and who may be eligi-
ble for relevant expanded access programs for unap-
proved, investigational treatments, outside of clinical 
trials. To provide a chance at benefit, promote auton-
omy and equal treatment of patients currently fac-
ing unmet medical needs, we conclude that treating 
physicians should actively bring to the table relevant 
opportunities for expanded access to investigational 
medical treatments. 

Our analysis suggests two priorities for further 
research: the position of expanded access in ethico-
legal frameworks and the barriers perceived by physi-
cians. First, we found that for expanded access to be 
used in practice, it does not necessarily have to be dis-
cussed in ethical codes. The French Medical Code nei-
ther discusses expanded access directly nor promotes 
information provision about expanded access. This is 
not in line with the reported high uptake of expanded 
access in France and its presumed acceptability and 
relative feasibility, considering its policy of routine 
reimbursement of expanded access. This might sug-
gest that patients can make use of expanded access in 
health care systems that render it practically feasible, 
not necessarily in countries that have professional 
guidelines, regulations, and processes in place, but 
lack practical arrangements to make it possible. It may 
be difficult for physicians to navigate the expanded 
access landscape, as pointed out in the literature.51 
Extra training for physicians should focus on the prac-
tical procedures of expanded access and on communi-
cation with patients about the opportunities and cave-
ats of expanded access. Furthermore, there should be 
more transparency about expanded access programs 
for physicians and patients. Requiring manufacturers 
to provide information about their expanded access 
policies and programs, such as is done in the US 21st 
Century Cures act,52 may help establish this. Second, 
physicians might perceive higher barriers to obtaining 
expanded access than there actually are. In the US, the 
FDA approves more than 99% of requests submitted 
using expanded access regulations.53 Professional edu-
cation might help physicians to overcome perceived 
and real barriers and to close the gap between theory 
and practice.

In this article we have argued that physicians have 
a moral obligation to discuss expanded access, as part 
of the informed consent process in decision-making 
about medical treatment. Our main argument is to 
give patients a chance — albeit small — at curative 
or life-prolonging treatment. Discussing the option 

of expanded access furthermore promotes patients’ 
autonomy and is something that a reasonable patient 
would expect from their treating physician. There 
could be practical issues with informing patients 
about expanded access to investigational drugs. We 
argue the process requires physicians to be to be highly 
informed about new developments, and would require 
institutional change to make expanded access a fea-
sible option, yet we argue patients should be allowed 
to make decisions about expanded access themselves 
and cannot do so without being adequately informed 
about their options. Finally, a general obligation to 
inform eligible patients about relevant expanded 
access options would help remedy current inequali-
ties between patient groups and allow all patients who 
have exhausted standard treatment options similar 
access to relevant information.

References
1. N.L. Turcios, “Cystic Fibrosis Lung Disease: An Overview,” 

Respiratory Care 65, no. 2 (2020): 233–51. 
2. L.D. Notarangelo, “Primary Immunodeficiencies,” Journal of 

Allergy and Clinical Immunology 125, no. 2, Suppl 2 (2020): 
S182-194. 

3. M.P. Menezes and K.N. North, “Inherited Neuromuscular 
Disorders: Pathway to Diagnosis,” Journal of Pediatrics and 
Child Health 48, no. 6 (2012): 458–65. 

4. Statistics Netherlands, CBS doodsoorzakenstatistiek [In 
Dutch] available at <https://opendata.cbs.nl/statline/#/CBS/
nl/dataset/7052_95/table?fromstatweb> (last visited March 
3, 2023).

5. Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, U.S. Department 
of Health and Human Services. Deaths and Mortality, avail-
able at <https://www.cdc.gov/nchs/fastats/deaths.htm> (last 
visited March 3, 2023).

6. L.L. Kimberly, M.M. Beuttler, M. Shen, A.L. Caplan, and A. 
Bateman-House, “Pre-Approval Access Terminology: A Cause 
for Confusion and a Danger to Patients,” Therapeutic Innova-
tion & Regulatory Science 51, no. 4 (2017): 494–500. 

7. B.P. Falit and C.P. Gross, “Access to Experimental Drugs for 
Terminally Lll Patients,” JAMA 300, no. 23 (2008): 2793–95; 
J.J. Darrow, A. Sarpatwari, J. Avorn, and A.S. Kesselheim, 
“Practical, Legal, and Ethical Issues in Expanded Access to 
Investigational Drugs,” New England Journal of Medicine 
372, no. 3 (2015): 279–86; A.L. Caplan, A. Bateman-House, 
J. Waldstreicher, L. Fedor, R. Sonty, T. Roccia, J. Ukropec, 
and R. Jansson, “A Pilot Experiment in Responding to Indi-
vidual Patient Requests for Compassionate Use of an Unap-
proved Drug: The Compassionate use Advisory Committee 
(CompAC),” Therapeutic Innovation & Regulatory Science 
53, no. 2 (2019): 243–48. 

8. A. Iudicello, L. Alberghini, G. Benini, and P. Mosconi, 
“Expanded Access Programme: Looking for a Common Defi-
nition,” Trials 17 (2016): 21; G. Balasubramanian, S. Moram-
pudi, P. Chhabra, A. Gowda, and B. Zomorodi, “An Overview 
of Compassionate Use Programs in the European Union 
Member States,” Intractable & Rare Diseases Research 5, no. 
4 (2016): 244–54. B. von Tigerstrom and E. Harris, “Access 
to Experimental Treatments: Comparative Analysis of Three 
Special Access Regimes,” Journal of Law and Medicine 24, 
no. 1 (2016): 119–49.

9. J.P. Jarow, P. Lurie, S.C. Ikenberry, and S. Lemery, “Over-
view of FDA’s Expanded Access Program for Investigational 
Drugs,” Therapeutic Innovation & Regulatory Science 51, no. 
2 (2017): 177–79. 

https://doi.org/10.1017/jme.2023.53 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/jme.2023.53


Vermeulen et al.

the evolving fight against gun violence • spring 2023 179
The Journal of Law, Medicine & Ethics, 51 (2023):  172-180. © 2023 The Author(s)

10. T.B. Polak, D.G.J. Cucchi, and J. van Rosmalen, “[Expanded 
Access in The Netherlands: Prescribing Unregistered Medi-
cine - in Dutch],” Nederlands Tijdschrift Voor Geneeskunde 
165 (2021).

11. J.P. Jarow, S. Lemery, K. Bugin, S. Khozin, and R. Moscicki, 
“Expanded Access of Investigational Drugs: The Experience 
of the Center of Drug Evaluation and Research Over a 10-year 
Period,” Therapeutic Innovation & Regulatory Science 50 no. 
6 (2016): 705–9. 

12. Agence Nationale de Sécurité du Médicament et des Produits 
de Santé (ANSM) (in French), Annual Report 2018, available 
at <https://archiveansm.integra.fr/var/ansm_site/storage/
original/application/4a4914f30cd19e61213177e4d06fd1e4.
pdf> (last visited March 3, 2023). 

13. G. Koçkaya, A.I. Wertheimer, P. Kilic, P. Tanyeri, I.M. Vural, 
A. Akbulat, G. Artiran, and S. Kerman, “An Overview of 
the Orphan Medicines Market in Turkey,” Value in Health 
Regional Issues 4 (2014): 47–52.

14. See Polak et al., supra note 10. J.G. Rizk, D.N. Forthal, K. 
Kalantar-Zadeh, M.R. Mehra, C.J. Lavie, Y. Rizk, J.P. Pfeiffer, 
and J.C. Lewin, “Expanded Access Programs, Compassion-
ate Drug Use, and Emergency Use Authorizations During 
the COVID-19 Pandemic,” Drug Discovery Today 26, no. 2 
(2021): 593–603. 

15. See Darrow et al., supra note 7; S. Moerdler, L. Zhang, E. 
Gerasimov, C. Zhu, T. Wolinsky, M. Roth, N. Goodman, and 
D.A. Weiser, “Physician Perspectives on Compassionate Use 
in Pediatric Oncology,” Pediatric Blood & Cancer 66 no. 3 
(2019): e27545; E. Gerasimov, M. Donoghue, J. Bilenker, T. 
Watt, N. Goodman, and T.W. Laetsch, “Before it’s Too Late: 
Multistakeholder Perspectives on Compassionate Access to 
Investigational Drugs for Pediatric Patients with Cancer,” 
American Society of Clinical Oncology Educational Book, 
American Society of Clinical Oncology, Annual Meeting 40 
(May 2020): 1–10; E.M. Bunnik and N. Aarts, “The Role of 
Physicians in Expanded Access to Investigational Drugs: A 
Mixed-Methods Study of Physicians’ Views and Experiences 
in the Netherlands,” Journal of Bioethical Inquiry 18 no. 2 
(2021): 319-334; C. Smith, J. Stout, A.A. Adjei, J. Buckner, M. 
Wentworth, J. Tilburt, and Z. Master, “I Think It’s Been Met 
With a Shrug:’ Oncologists’ Views Toward and Experiences 
With Right-to-Try,” Journal of the National Cancer Institute 
113 no. 6 (2021): 735–41; S.F. Vermeulen, M. Hordijk, N. 
Aarts, and E.M. Bunnik, “Factors of Feasibility: An Inter-
view Study of Physicians’ Experiences of Expanded Access to 
Investigational Drugs in Three Countries,” Humanities and 
Social Sciences Communications 8 no. 275 (2021).

16. J. Borysowski, H. Ehni, and A. Górski, “Ethics Codes and 
Use of New and Innovative Drug,” British Journal of Clinical 
Pharmacology 85 no. 3 (2019): 501–7. 

17. See ANSM, supra note 12. 
18. R.L. Mendoza, “The 21st Century Cures Act: Pharmacoeco-

nomic Boon or Bane?” Journal of Medical Economics 20 no. 
4 (2017): 315–17; J.A. Goble, “The Potential Effect of the 21st 
Century Cures Act on Drug Development,” Journal of Man-
aged Care & Specialty Pharmacy 24 no. 7 (2018): 677–81. 

19. De Overeenkomst Inzake Geneeskundige Behandeling 2018 
[in Dutch], Burgerlijk Wetboek Boek 7, available at <https://
wetten.overheid.nl/BWBR0005290/2018-09-19#Boek7_
Titeldeel7_Afdeling5_Artikel447> (last visited March 3, 
2023).

20. J.M. Witmer and R. de Roode, Van wet naar praktijk: imple-
mentatie van de WGBO: Deel 2 Informatie en toestemming 
[in Dutch], Utrecht, The Netherlands: Samenwerkingsver-
band Implementatieprogramma WGBO. KNMG, Afdeling 
Beleid en Advisering, available at <https://www.knmg.nl/
advies-richtlijnen/knmg-publicaties/wgbo-1.htm> (last vis-
ited March 3, 2023).

21. See Bunnik and Aarts, and Vermeulen, Hordijk, Aarts and 
Bunnik, supra note 15.

22. Id.
23. See Moerdler et al., and Bunnik and Aarts, supra note 15.

24. Id.
25. T.L. Beauchamp, “Methods and Principles in Biomedical Eth-

ics,” Journal of Medical Ethics 29, no. 5 (2003): 269–74.
26. See Bunnik and Aarts, supra note 15.
27. Ordre National des Medecins Conseil National de l’Ordre, 

French Code of Medical Ethics, available at <https://www.
conseilnational.medecin.fr/sites/default/files/externalpack-
age/edition/168yke7/code_de_deontologie_version_anglaise.
pdf> (last visited March 3, 2023).

28. Id.
29. See ANSM, supra note 12; Q. de Launet, A. Brouard, and 

C. Doreau, “[Drugs under Temporary Use Authorisation: 50 
Years of French Drug Development],” Revue D’histoire De La 
Pharmacie 52, no. 341 (2004): 47–54.

30. See Mendoza and Goble, supra note 18. 
31. M.E.B. Holbein, J.P. Blair, K. Weatherwax, D.E. Gerber, and 

J.E. Adamo. “Access to Investigational Drugs: FDA Expanded 
Access Programs or ‘Right-to-Try’ Legislation?” Clinical and 
Translational Science 8, no. 5 (2015): 526–32; R. Agarwal 
and L.B. Saltz. “Understanding the Right to Try Act,” Clini-
cal Cancer Research 26 no. 2 ( 2020): 340–43; Goldwater 
Institute, Federal Right to Try: Questions and Answers, avail-
able at <http://righttotry.org/rtt-faq/> (last visited March 3, 
2023).

32. See Holbein et al., supra note 31; A. Bateman-House and C.T. 
Robertson, “The Federal Right to Try Act of 2017- A Wrong 
Turn for Access to Investigational Drugs and the Path For-
ward,” JAMA Internal Medicine 178, no. 3 (2018): 321–22. 

33. American Medical Association (AMA), Expanded Access to 
Investigational Therapies: Code of Medical Ethics Opinion 
7.3.10, available at <https://www.ama-assn.org/delivering-
care/ethics/expanded-access-investigational-therapies> (last 
visited March 3, 2023).

34. Id.
35. See Beauchamp, supra note 25.
36. See Darrow et al, supra note 7.
37. J.A. DiMasi, R.W. Hansen, and H.G. Grabowski, “The Price 

of Innovation: New Estimates of Drug Development Costs.,” 
Journal of Health Economics 22 no. 2 (2003): 151–85.

38. B. Wieseler, N. McGauran, and T. Kaiser, “New Drugs: Where 
Did We Go Wrong and What Can We Do Better?” BMJ (Clin-
ical Research Ed.) 366 (2019): l4340.

39. See Beauchamp, supra note 25.
40. R.R. Faden, T.L. Beauchamp, and N. M. P. King, A History 

and Theory of Informed Consent (New York: Oxford Univer-
sity Press, 1986).

41. Id.
42. E.M. Bunnik and N. Aarts, “What do Patients with Unmet 

Medical Needs Want? A Qualitative Study of Patients’ Views 
and Experiences with Expanded Access to Unapproved, 
Investigational Treatments in the Netherlands,” BMC Medical 
Ethics 20, no. 1 (2019): 80.

43. A.M. Stiggelbout, T. Van der Weijden, M.P.T. De Wit, D. 
Frosch, F. Légaré, V. M. Montori, L. Trevena, and G. Elwyn, 
“Shared Decision Making: Really Putting Patients at the Cen-
tre of Healthcare,” BMJ (Clinical Research Ed.) 344 (2012): 
e256. 

44. S. Morris, M. Sutton, and H. Gravelle, “Inequity and Inequal-
ity in the Use of Health Care in England: An Empirical 
Investigation,” Social Science & Medicine 60, no. 6 (2005): 
1251–66; B. Libungan, T. Karlsson, G. Hirlekar, P. Alberts-
son, J. Herlitz, and A. Ravn-Fischer, “Delay and Inequality 
in Treatment of the Elderly with Suspected Acute Coronary 
Syndrome,” International Journal of Cardiology 176, no. 3 
(2014): 946–50; J. Lera, M. Pascual-Sáez, and D. Cantarero-
Prieto, “Socioeconomic Inequality in the Use of Long-Term 
Care among European Older Adults: An Empirical Approach 
Using the SHARE Survey,” International Journal of Environ-
mental Research and Public Health 18, no. 1 (2020); Y. Zhang 
and P.C. Coyte, “Inequality of Opportunity in Healthcare 
Expenditures: Evidence from China,” BMC Health Services 
Research 20, no. 1 (2020): 379. 

https://doi.org/10.1017/jme.2023.53 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/jme.2023.53


180 journal of law, medicine & ethics

INDEPENDENT

The Journal of Law, Medicine & Ethics, 51 (2023):  172-180. © 2023 The Author(s)

45. B. Chewning, C.L. Bylund, B. Shah, N.K. Arora, J.A. Gueguen, 
and G. Makoul, “Patient Preferences for Shared Decisions: A 
Systematic Review,” Patient Education and Counseling 86, 
no. 1 (2012): 9–18. 

46. L.A. Shay, and J.E. Lafata, “Where is the Evidence? A Sys-
tematic Review of Shared Decision Making and Patient Out-
comes,” Medical Decision Making 35, no. 1 (2015): 114–31.

47. J. Borysowski and A. Górski, “Clinicaltrials.gov as a Source 
of Information about Expanded Access Programs: Cohort 
study,” Journal of Medical Internet Research 23, no. 10 
(2021): e26890; See Vermeulen, Hordijk, Aarts and Bunnik, 
supra note 15.

48. See Borysowski and Górski, supra note 47, and Vermeulen, 
Hordijk, Aarts and Bunnik, supra note 15.

49. M. Eijkholt, “Medicine’s Collision with False Hope: The False 
Hope Harms (FHH) Argument,” Bioethics 34, no. 7 (2020): 
703–11.

50. M. Hordijk, S.F. Vermeulen, and E.M. Bunnik, “The ‘False 
Hope’ Argument in Discussions on Expanded Access to Inves-
tigational Drugs: A Critical Assessment,” Medicine Health 
Care and Philosophy 25 no. 4 (2022): 693–701.

51. See Borysowski and Górski, supra note 47; Vermeulen, 
Hordijk, Aarts and Bunnik, supra note 15.

52. See Mendoza and Goble, supra note 18.
53. T. Kim, P. Lurie, and R. Pazdur, “US Food and Drug Admin-

istration Efforts to Facilitate the Use of Expanded Access 
Programs,” Journal of Clinical Oncology 33, no. 13 (2015): 
3979–3980.

https://doi.org/10.1017/jme.2023.53 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/jme.2023.53



