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Aims
• Animal use in research, food contamination health scares or adverse events in clinical trials
have often placed toxicology in the focus of both scientific and societal concern.
• We previously explored ethics in toxicology, especially conflict of interest (COI),
transparency, reproducibility and funding of animal research (Walker and Roberts (2018)
Collaboration and competition: ethics in toxicology. Toxicol. Res., 576-585).
• Here, we investigate current attitudes of toxicologists to resourcing, collaboration,
competition, research infrastructure and peer review.
Methods
• A survey comprising 14 questions (Table 1) and a participants’ information sheet were
distributed to BTS members and meeting participants by the BTS Secretariat via a web link.
• Anonymised responses were collated into an excel spreadsheet. One hundred responses
were received; thus data are presented as actual numbers of respondents but can also be
quoted as percent response.
• Since this was an exploratory study, data are presented as a descriptive analysis of results.
• Only selected data are shown; full results are in Walker et at (2019) (Tox Res; submitted).

Results and discussion
• Many participants (60%) disagreed that toxicology research is adequately funded in the UK;
only 12% agreed with this statement (Figure 1). A similar proportion of participants (53%)
disagreed that funding councils give equal opportunity to toxicology and 31% were
conflicted (Figure 1).
• Almost 100% of respondents agreed that collaboration is important in driving toxicology
but only 32% agreed that collaboration is uniquely important in toxicology (Fig 2A).
• In contrast, only 38% agreed that competition is important in toxicology; 30% disagreed
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
academia, industry and the regulatory authorities (Figure 3). Those who were conflicted
offered free text answers (Table 2) focusing on room for improvement, role of the
individual and real or perceived COI.
• Most participants favoured making toxicology research data openly available (86%) and
favoured open access publication (89%) (Figure 4) although free text comments indicated
reservations about the cost of open access (data not shown).
• Many (60%) thought the current system of peer review is fair but 65% also supported the
idea of double-blind peer review (where both reviewer and author are anonymized; data
not shown). Free text comments both for and against double blind peer review focused on
anonymity, process and value (Table 3).

Conclusions
• Many believe collaboration is important in toxicology.
• There were mixed views on the role of competition.
• Many support the current system of peer review but are open to new approaches.
• Many believe that the need for experienced toxicologists has increased at a time when
training and investment in the discipline has declined.
• However, not all respondents held that view with some noting that toxicology both as a
research and as an applied discipline is strong within the UK scientific community.
• Free text comments specifically highlighted the positive role of the BTS in facilitating
training, education and collaboration (data not shown).
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