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Corrections in Simple Summary and Abstract

In the original version [1], the simple summary and abstract incorrectly referred to

20 key ethical, legal, and practical challenges. These 20 were condensed to 16 during the

last revision of the manuscript; in the main text, i.e., Table 1 (Summary of the challenges of

animal research viewed from animal research ethics) the number was correct. Accordingly,

the text passages now read as follows:

“Here, 16 key ethical, legal, and practical challenges are identified and analyzed that

need to be addressed.” (Simple Summary)/“In total, 16 key ethical, legal, and practical

challenges that an ethical framework for the use of animals in research needs to address are

identified and analyzed.” (Abstract).

Minor Typesetting Corrections

In the course of the major corrections regarding missing citations (see below), we also

have corrected two minor typesetting errors:
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3. Results, 3.1. Some Regulatory Challenges Associated with Animal Research: “The

directive proclaims the need for animal protection [. . .]” was changed to “The Directive

proclaims the need for animal protection [. . .]” (the D in “directive” was capitalized).

3. Results, 3.4.2. Challenge 6: Refraining from Planning Animal Research—The Search

for Alternatives: “When striving to safeguard the methods and results, it is important

to keep in mind, however, that for each laboratory animal calculated, many times more

animals must be produced” was changed to “When striving to safeguard the methods

and results, it is important to keep in mind, however, that for each laboratory animal

calculated, many times more animals must be produced.” (period at the end of the sentence

was missing).

Missing Citations

When converting the original references into numbers for the manuscript, there have

been shifts, so that in the original [1] (uncorrected) version the reference numbers are

incorrect, mainly from citation No. 21 onwards. These shifts have also resulted from the

fact that the following references, which were present in the original text, were overlooked

in the conversion to the manuscript and had to be added again.

In the original publication, WMA (2024) (Ref. 29) was not cited. The citation has

now been inserted in 3. Results, 3.3. Challenges of Phase 0: Ethical, Legal, and Social

Presumptions of Animal Research, 3.3.3. Challenge 3: Operationalization of Ethical

Principles in Legal Norms and should read as follows:

“Following the Declaration of Helsinki from the World Medical Association for human

subject research [29], according to Petkov et al. [30], an amended version of the 2010 Basel

Declaration (“A call for more trust, transparency and communication on animal research”)

for animal research [31] should serve as a more complete animal research declaration,

which includes a unified set of principles.”

In the original publication, Home Office (UK) (2023) (Ref. 46) and National Research

Council (US) Committee for the Update of the Guide for the Care and Use of Laboratory

Animals (2011) (Ref. 48) were not cited. The citations have now been inserted in 3. Results,

3.5. Challenges of Phase II: Ethical Review of Animal Research Proposals and should

read as follows:

“This phase encompasses challenges that both the scientists submitting the animal

research proposal and the members of the Animal Ethics Committee (hereinafter referred

to as “AEC”) assessing the research proposal face (such committees can also have different

names; UK: Animal Welfare and Ethical Review Body (AWERB) [46]; EU: Animal Ethics

Committees (AECs) [10]; USA: Institutional Animal Care and Use Committees (IACUC)

[47,48].”

In the original publication, Grimm et al. (2017) (Ref. 56) was not cited. The citation

has now been inserted in 3. Results, 3.5. Challenges of Phase II: Ethical Review of Animal

Research Proposals and should read as follows:

“Although all the above concerns are important, we argue that the most pressing

issue to deal with is that the tool provided—and, e.g., in the EU, is legally required to be

used—for the ethical review, the HBA is, in fact, alarmingly often unfit for its intended

purpose [56,61].”

In this context, we later also adjusted the citations of Grimm et al. in 3. Results, 3.5.3.

Challenge 9: Comparing Apples with Oranges: Animal Harms vs. Human Benefits and

slightly revised the text passage so that it corresponds better to the now inserted reference.

We have also removed the remark “emphasis added” regarding the direct quote of reference

10, as this original emphasis (italics) no longer existed due to the journal’s formatting rules;
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the removal of this remark was overlooked during the last revision of the manuscript. The

text passage now read as follows:

“As pointed out by Grimm et al. [56] and further elaborated on by Grimm and Eggel

[75], the EU Directive itself explicitly states “may ultimately benefit human beings, animals

or the environment” (Art. 38 p.2d [10]). Thus seemingly, and entirely contradictory to the

concept of the HBA as a whole, allowing for situations where there is in fact no tangible

benefit gained in the end, despite animals having been used. Instead, merely the prospect

of achieving a beneficial outcome seems sufficient [75].”

Finally, in the original publication, Alzmann (2016) (Ref. 117) was not cited. The

citation has now been inserted in 3. Results, 3.11. Challenges and Opportunities Related

to the Conception of Animal Research Ethics as a Field, 3.11.1. Moral Pluralism in

Animal Research Ethics and should read as follows:

“While AECs are bound by the law, their task is morally far more demanding than simply

“applying” existing law: “The standard of ethical decision-making for the majority of commission

members was their intuition and personal conviction: They most frequently proceeded according

to their intuition/their personal moral feeling [. . .].” ([117], p. 71; own translation).”

With this correction, the order of some references has been adjusted accordingly. The

authors state that the scientific conclusions are unaffected. This correction was approved

by the Academic Editor. The original publication has also been updated.
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