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Aims 50 - Fig. 2. Views on
® Animal use in research, food contamination health scares or adverse events in clinical trials ! . Collaboration and
have often placed toxicology in the focus of both scientific and societal concern. 50 Competition in Toxicology.

® We previously explored ethics in toxicology, especially conflict of interest (COl),
transparency, reproducibility and funding of animal research (Walker and Roberts (2018)
Collaboration and competition: ethics in toxicology. Toxicol. Res., 576-585).
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® A survey comprising 14 questions (Table 1) and a participants’ information sheet were 10 10 . P P ’
distributed to BTS members and meeting participants by the BTS Secretariat via a web link. believe collaboration to be
® Anonymised responses were collated into an excel spreadsheet. One hundred responses . 0 m 0 0 especially important in driving
were received; thus data are presented as actual numbers of respondents but can also be B toxicology research” (grey). (B)
uoted as percent response. :
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® Since this was an exploratory study, data are presented as a descriptive analysis of results. 2 ) _ -
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Only selected data are shown; full results are in Walker et at (2019) (Tox Res; submitted). o 40
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]TaNbIe i: Ques(;ionstlby number and response options - - I-:_5 3 [:] 2 5 ’[D}IIE{HDQ'}’ rESEtE?IrEh | N thE LI K”
umber uestion esponse Options
1 | believe toxicology research is adequately resourced in the UK Strongly Agree - ‘1
2 When compared to other disciplines, | believe the research funding councils and other funding Agree Q 20 1? {DIUE } Eﬂd WhEﬂ com pElrE‘d tﬂ
bodies provide equality of opportunity to facilitate toxicology research Conflicted e
3 | believe collaboration to be important in driving toxicology research in the UK Disagree ' Tall i
4 When compared to other disciplines, | believe collaboration to be especially important in driving Strongly Disagree g 1[:] 9 Dther d ISEIp"I"IEES, I I:I.EIIEHE
toxicology research - .
5 | believe competition to be important in driving toxicology research in the UK E 5 3 5 EDmpE'h“Gn t[} I:IE e5 FJE EIE1| |F
6 When compared to other disciplines, | believe competition to be especially important in driving (4 . .
toxicology research - : . fy ot .
7 I believeg:(here is a good infrastructure to support research between academia, industry and the '::j D I p{j rta ﬂt In d Hll'illllng tnxlmlﬂgy
regulatory authorities a .
8 | believe making toxicology research data openly available with as few restrictions as possible in a ':E St mnE'"r" ‘ﬁ'gree C'Dnﬂ IEIEd Dl Sagree Etrﬂnglv FEESEEFEH h (g rE}f:I
timely and responsible manner would improve the impact and efficiency of toxicological research .
9 When reading research publications, | consider whether there is a conflict of interest when .'ELEFEE' d IEHEFEE
assessing the validity of research
10 | believe the current system of peer review for research outputs is a fair and appropriate system . . .
11 When peer reviewing research publications, | consider whether there is a conflict of interest when 12 1 Stro ng |Y agree Table 2. Free text conflicted responses to question 7 (research infrastructure).
assessing the validity of research Overall point Example answers
12 | believe reviewers are often not sufficiently trained to adequately and fairly judge the merit, Mixed — room for The collaboration is present at the BTS congress and other meetings. Otherwise interactions can be
qual.ity and impactﬁof toxicolog.y research - _ _ . Stfﬂngl‘! 24 improvement limited especially with regulatory agencies.
i,-a : EZ::Z:Z jg::|:;ELIszpuel;;‘;et\if;iw;:;z:z::jc?;cll;srz\:;e\;v;rila;r;?:f:;:oartasr:ua:::r::rz:zgal'isdlgood dea disagree There are good industry/academic links, but we should harness these links more broadly rather than
14b Have you published research outputs using an open access route in the last two years? Yes company by company
No ere cou € more done To suppor is.
14c If so, how was the cost for publication supported? Institute or Employer Di ™ _ e done to support th . .
Collaborator or industry sponsor Isagree In some instances, | agree, however more collaboration between more academic departments and
Competitive research award institutes would be welcome instead of just a few working with industry.
Competitive research award (co-author) 31 Yes and No - my issue is that on the whole regulatory authorities do a good job, but they are often
;L;:clidpﬁ:;;?:a”y difficult to deal with and can be fairly unhelpful. It should be more a collaborative approach.
Other (free text) It's about I think it depends on the individual authorities/ institutions
individuals I have experience of when the different areas have worked well together. But this has been down to the
H H good will of the individuals concerned, rather than anything that stems from government funded actions.
Resu Its a nd d ISCUSSIon 32 Where it works well it's about networks & personal relationships rather than infrastructure - depends on
® Many participants (60%) disagreed that toxicology research is adequately funded in the UK; Actual number of responses individuals' commitment to making something happen .
0 R . . . . . . . 0 Real or perceived Mixed feelings here. On the one hand academic institutions are forced to cooperate with other partners
Only 124) agreed Wlth thIS Statement (Flgure 1)' A Slmllar proportlon Of partICIpantS (536) col due to declining funding from government bodies. On the other hand society is suspicious to this
I I I I I I 0 Fig. 3. Views on Research Support Infrastructure. cooperation. Moreover, many regulatory authorities want to be "independent" and not very keen on
disagreed that funding councils give equal opportunity to toxicology and 31% were st b o oot a1 o 1 beteve ot p— y regulatory authorities want to be "independent” and not very k
CO nfl ICted ( F igu re 1) ¢ there is a good infrastructure to support research between For some coilaborations this exists but the perception of the conflicting interests of these 3 organizations
. .. . .. . academia, industry and the regulatory authorities". often prevents effective collaboration.
® Almost 100% of respondents agreed that collaboration is important in driving toxicology ften prevents effective collaborat

but only 32% agreed that collaboration is uniquely important in toxicology (Fig 2A).
Fig. 4. Views on Open Access.
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®In contrast, only 38% agreed that competition is important in toxicology; 30% disagreed &0
with this statement (Figure 2B). Participants held similar views on competition in
toxicology versus other types of research.

® Many respondents were conflicted on the role of competition; free text comments
highlighted that some competition drives quality but can be counterproductive when

competing for limited resources (data not shown).

® Few participants agreed that there is a good infrastructure to support research between efficiency of toxicological research

Actual number of responses
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. . . : blue) and “'| believe open access
academia, industry and the regulatory authorities (Figure 3). Those who were conflicted ( -} P
ffered free text answers (Table 2) focusing on room for improvement, role of the v publication, where articles are
f) . , 5 P ’ 0 1 available free at source, Is a good
individual and real or perceived COl. 0 | . dea” (grey)
® Most participants favoured making toxicology research data openly available (86%) and Strongly ~ Agree Conflicted Disagree Strongly
Agree disagree

favoured open access publication (89%) (Figure 4) although free text comments indicated
reservations about the cost of open access (data not shown).

Table 3. Free text responses to questilon 12 (double blind peer review).

. . . In favour Against
® Many (60%) thought the current system of peer review is fair but 65% also supported the Anonymity Gresmore s good to know the group's history and reputation
. . . . . It doesn’t take much to work out who the authors are and where they are from
Idea Of dOUbIe-bIInd peer reVIeW (Where bOth reVIewer and aUthor are anonymIZEd; data gg;?ﬁ:;rzzi:sup-and_ I am happy to be identified as a reviewer and would prefer that rathetthan blinding the authors
not shown). Free text comments both for and against double blind peer review focused on process Notsure how this | It too complex
. would work i ing — this would make it worse
anonymity, process and value (Table 3). plreadytoo time consuming ~ this would maje I

Is this even feasible?

Value It seems fairer | can’t see how this would help

ix?
Good to decide purely Is there a problem to fix?

based on what is
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. Conclusions
Toxicology. Responses to

_ ® Many believe collaboration is important in toxicology.
>0 two questions are shown: "I . Y . _ P - &Y
believe toxicol " There were mixed views on the role of competition.
41 elieve toxicology researc
40 & ® Many support the current system of peer review but are open to new approaches.

Is adequately resourced in

- ® Many believe that the need for experienced toxicologists has increased at a time when

Actual number of responses

30 27 | - the UK™ (blue) and "When training and investment in the discipline has declined.
22 compargd to other ® However, not all respondents held that view with some noting that toxicology both as a
20 - disciplines, | believe the research and as an applied discipline is strong within the UK scientific community.
1 research funding councils ® Free text comments specifically highlighted the positive role of the BTS in facilitating

10 and other funding bodies training, education and collaboration (data not shown).
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