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Simple Summary: The COVID-19 pandemic led to intensive research into finding new vaccines for
human protection. On 21 December 2020, the European Commission granted conditional marketing
authorisation for the messenger RNA vaccine ‘Comirnaty’, produced by Pfizer (New York, NY, USA)
and BioNTech (Mainz, Germany). This happened only twelve months after the first identification
of the virus, whereas the development and approval of vaccines usually take ten years. Through
document analysis and interviewing key expert stakeholders, we examined whether the role of
animal studies and alternatives in this fast approval process had changed and, if so, whether this
could lead to using fewer animal studies and more alternatives in the future. It turned out that in this
case, for vaccine development and production, the number of animal studies performed and required
had indeed declined, more alternatives had been used and accepted, human studies started earlier
and ran in parallel with (rather than sequential to) animal studies, and regulators accepted historical
data from earlier vaccine research. The Pfizer/BioNTech vaccine case illustrates the tremendous
progress in quickly producing and authorising reliable, safe and effective vaccines, using fewer
animal studies and more alternatives. It is time to study the broader implementation of these new
procedures on a larger scale to benefit animals and humans.

Abstract: On 21 December 2020, the European Commission granted conditional marketing authorisa-
tion for the BNT162b2 COVID-19 vaccine ‘Comirnaty’, produced by Pfizer/BioNTech. This happened
only twelve months after scientists first identified SARS-CoV-2. This stands in stark contrast with the
usual ten years needed for vaccine development and approval. Many have suggested that the changes
in required animal tests have sped up the development of Comirnaty and other vaccine candidates.
However, few have provided an overview of the changes made and interviewed stakeholders on the
potential of the pandemic’s pressure to achieve a lasting impact. Our research question is: how have
stakeholders, including regulatory agencies and pharmaceutical companies, dealt with requirements
concerning in vivo animal models in the expedited approval of vaccine candidates such as ‘Comir-
naty’? We interviewed key stakeholders at the Dutch national and European levels (n = 11 individuals
representing five stakeholder groups in eight interviews and two written statements) and analysed
relevant publications, policy documents and other grey literature (n = 171 documents). Interviewees
observed significant changes in regulatory procedures and requirements for the ‘Comirnaty’ vaccine
compared to vaccine approval in non-pandemic circumstances. Specifically, the European Medicines
Agency (EMA) actively promoted changes by using an accelerated assessment and rolling review
procedure for fast conditional marketing authorisation, requiring a reduced number of animal studies
and accepting more alternatives, allowing pre-clinical in vivo animal experiments to run in parallel
with clinical trials and allowing re-use of historical data from earlier vaccine research. Pharmaceu-
tical companies, in turn, actively anticipated these changes and contributed data from non-animal
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alternative sources for the development phase. After approval, they could also use in vitro methods
only for all batch releases due to the thorough characterisation of the mRNA vaccine. Pharmaceutical
companies were optimistic about future change because of societal concerns surrounding the use
of animals, adding that, in their view, non-animal alternatives generally obtain faster, better, and
cheaper results. Regulators we interviewed were more hesitant to permanently implement these
changes as they feared backlash regarding safety issues and uncertainty surrounding adverse effects.
Our analysis shows how the EMA shortened its approval timeline in times of crisis by reducing
the number of requested animal studies and promoting alternative methods. It also highlights the
readiness of pharmaceutical companies to contribute to these changes. More research is warranted
to investigate these promising possibilities toward further replacement in science and regulations,
contributing to faster vaccine development.

Keywords: COVID-19; mRNA; vaccines; safety; efficacy; regulations; animal studies; alternatives

1. Introduction

By September 2021, the European Medicines Agency (EMA) had already approved
four vaccines for SARS-CoV-2 [1], and the first vaccine by the end of 2020, only twelve
months after the first case of SARS-CoV-2 was identified in December 2019 [2–4]. This
timeframe is unprecedented, as vaccine development from the discovery phase to market
approval by regulatory authorities such as the EMA and the United States Food and Drug
Administration generally takes ten to fifteen years [2,5]. Of this, two to four years is spent on
pre-clinical testing in in vivo animal models, which yields the data requested by regulatory
agencies for assessing a vaccine candidate’s safety and immunogenicity (meaning it elicits
an immune response, indicative of a protective effect) before making the step to ‘first in
human’ clinical trials [6].

The public debate in the early months of the pandemic featured many claims regard-
ing the use of in vivo animal tests, or the suspected lack thereof, in developing several
SARS-CoV-2 vaccines. Many expressed worries that the pharmaceutical companies were
cutting corners in the process [7,8]. In response, vaccine developers emphasised that
they diligently performed animal studies or equivalents before or in parallel with first-in-
human trials [9–11]. However, it remains unclear what the exact changes in regulatory
requirements were and whether and how we can situate these changed activities in the
shift towards using fewer animal studies in favour of non-animal alternatives in vaccine
development for other diseases (or even medicine development more generally).

We took the EMA’s December 2020 approval of the BNT162b2 SARS-CoV-2 vaccine
‘Comirnaty’ by Pfizer/BioNTech as our case study to investigate these changes and their
potential broader impact. Our specific questions were: how did the developmental process
and the regulatory conditional marketing authorisation approval of the SARS-CoV-2 vac-
cine BNT162b2 differ in required and submitted animal studies compared to the ‘normal’
(i.e., non-pandemic) situation? Moreover, how do stakeholders see the potential for lasting
impact based on these changes, and what reasons do they give? We have answered these
questions by analysing relevant documents (n = 171) and interviewing a selection of key
stakeholders directly involved in this process at the Dutch national level (where we are
based, interviews with representatives of the following four stakeholder groups: Regulatory
Agencies; Medical Sciences; Politics; Society) and at the European level (representatives
of the following five stakeholder groups: Regulatory Agencies; Medical Sciences; Politics;
Society; Vaccine developer).

2. Materials and Methods

We approached our case study, the EMA’s approval (conditional marketing authorisa-
tion) of Pfizer/BioNTech’s BNT162b2 SARS-CoV-2 vaccine ‘Comirnaty’, through document
analysis and semi-structured interviews.
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2.1. Document Analysis

As the first step, we performed a document analysis [12]. We gathered as many
relevant documents as possible during February–August 2021 by searching Google Scholar,
Pubmed, ResearchGate and Google (for media articles, minutes, et cetera) using the search
terms described in Table 1. Colleagues in animal research and interviewees supplemented
documents to a total of 171.

Table 1. Search terms used.

(Animal Testing OR animal studies OR in vivo OR animal experimentation OR animal research)
AND
(COVID-19, COVID, coronavirus, SARS-CoV-2, coronavirus disease 2019, COVID 19, severe acute
respiratory syndrome coronavirus 2, BNT162b2, Comirnaty, BioNTech COVID-19 vaccine, Pfizer
COVID-19 Vaccine, vaccine, vaccine development, vaccine process, vaccine timeline, vaccine
development process, vaccination, nonclinical, non-clinical, pre-clinical, preclinical, nonclinical
research, non-clinical research, pre-clinical research, preclinical research)
AND
non-human-animal, non-human-primate, primate, monkey, macaque, rhesus macaque, mice,
mouse, rat, rats, ferret, ferrets, hamster, hamsters, rodent, non-rodent

The selected documents included guidelines and standards on the development of
(COVID-19) vaccines by the World Health Organization (WHO) and EMA, policy doc-
uments at the European Union level, minutes from international stakeholder meetings,
peer-reviewed articles on vaccine development, COVID-19 vaccines, animal studies (in
vaccine development), alternative studies (in vaccine development), the role of stakeholders
in determining the role of animal studies and alternatives in vaccine development, and
international newspaper articles on the development of COVID-19 vaccines and the role of
animal studies and alternatives in their development.

Based on the documents, we produced an overview of the usual requirements in terms
of animal studies in vaccine market authorisation. The document dataset also informed
the questions for semi-structured interviews on the current role of animal studies and
alternative methods in developing vaccines and their regulatory approval and focused on
the Comirnaty vaccine in particular (more information below).

2.2. Semi-Structured Interviews

We approached the following key stakeholder groups for a semi-structured interview:
representatives from regulatory agencies at the national and European levels, vaccine
developers, (bio)medical scientists/virologists working on animal models or alternative
methods, animal rights organisations, and politicians at the national and European level.
We identified the key stakeholder groups using a power-interest grid stakeholder analysis.
Not all contacted representatives were available for an interview, citing time constraints,
but two agreed to reply with a written statement. We conducted two ‘test’ interviews
to develop the topic list, refine the questions, and determine which specific stakeholders
to approach. We interviewed eleven representatives of five stakeholder groups (Table 2).
Under Dutch law, formal ethical review is unnecessary for any research that does not
contain a medical-scientific research question and does not expose humans or animals to a
behavioural intervention or treatment. When asked, medical ethical review boards in the
Netherlands generally consider research proposals like this one ‘exempt from review’. As
it concerns a small, explorative interview-based study, the authors did not obtain such an
‘exempt from review’ statement for this study. The interviewees have provided written
consent in advance to be interviewed, oral consent to be audio-taped at the time of the
interview in line with GDPR art.6.1.a, and were given the opportunity to comment on the
near-final version of the paper.



Animals 2022, 12, 1735 4 of 14

Table 2. Stakeholder groups interviewed.

Stakeholder Group Number of Representatives Type of Data

Medical sciences 7 Interviews
Society 2 Interviews
Politics 2 Interview/written statement

Vaccine developer 1 Written statement
Regulatory Agencies 3 Interviews

Our topic list (Appendix A) included the role of animal studies and alternatives for the
development and approval of the Comirnaty vaccine compared to vaccine development
under ‘normal’ non-pandemic circumstances. Moreover, we asked about the involvement
of different stakeholders in (changing) the vaccine development processes and interviewees’
perspectives on lasting impact.

We transcribed the interviews verbatim and analysed the content of all transcribed
interviews and documents through inductive thematic coding in ATLAS.ti [13]. A list of
codes describing the themes used can be found in Appendix B.

3. Results
3.1. Traditional Vaccine Development and Approval Process

The development of a novel vaccine candidate takes, on average, ten to fifteen years
from pathogen discovery to the first authorised vaccination [14]. Regulators generally
demand results from animal studies in vaccine development to show vaccine candidates’
efficacy and safety [15].

The vaccine development process starts with an exploratory phase in which basic
laboratory research studies obtain information about the pathogen [16]. This knowledge
contributes to the laboratory-based development of one or more vaccine candidates. During
the pre-clinical phase that follows, selected vaccine candidates are subjected to in vitro,
in vivo and in silico studies to show strong evidence of effectiveness, safety, and the ability
to elicit an immune response (immunogenicity) before moving into first-in-human tri-
als (Phase 1 trials). This phase features studies such as toxicology testing, dose-ranging,
and quality control testing in in vivo animal models considered representative of hu-
mans [17,18]. In the final phase, the vaccine candidate is tested in clinical trials (Phase 1, 2
and 3) to show safety, immunogenicity, and efficacy in humans [6].

To market a vaccine, one needs marketing authorisation. The requirements for com-
plete marketing authorisation for vaccines in the European Union are outlined in Annex
1 of Directive 2001/83/EC [EUR-Lex]; [19]. Vaccines must be approved through EMA’s
‘centralised procedure’: developers apply for market authorisation at the EMA by submit-
ting all data required, including data gained in the exploratory, pre-clinical, and clinical
phases [16]. In addition, validation of the vaccines is required at every point in the manu-
facturing process to guarantee the new batches are equivalent to the vaccine candidate used
in the pre-clinical and clinical trials (interviewees 1 and 4, representing medical sciences
and society).

3.2. Comirnaty Vaccine Development and Approval Process: Changes in Animal Studies
and Alternatives

The development process of the Comirnaty vaccine included all stages described
above. However, our dataset highlights notable differences regarding the timeline, ani-
mal study requirements, and acceptance of alternative methods (see Figure 1 for vaccine
development under ‘normal’ circumstances and Figure 2 for vaccine development under
‘pandemic’ circumstances).
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The European Union has two primary procedures for authorising medicines during
pandemics: the mock-up and the emergency procedure [16]. The approval of Comirnaty fol-
lowed the emergency procedure and used provisions under EU legislation for emergencies.
These provisions encompass accelerated assessment (taking a maximum of 150 instead of
210 days), a rolling review, and conditional marketing authorisation [21]. The EMA granted
conditional marketing authorisation in approximately 70 days by accelerated assessment
and rolling review. The accelerated assessment was first combined with a rolling review,
implying that data were analysed as soon as they became available rather than offering
all data in one go (interviewee 11, regulatory agencies representative) [16]. Then, once
the evidence was deemed sufficient, EMA granted a conditional marketing authorisation
intended for use in an emergency in response to public health threats duly recognised
by the World Health Organisation and the European Union. The conditional market au-
thorisation was conditional upon data on specific aspects of quality, safety, and efficacy
becoming available (interview regulatory agency representative). Throughout the process,
the substantial funding available for COVID-related research enabled the generation of the
necessary data to rapidly proceed to the next phase of research and development (interview
virologist/medical science expert).

Second, our data show that the exploratory phase of SARS-CoV-2 research featured
increased use of in vivo human data and in vitro and in silico methods. These data replaced
some in vivo animal studies, with EMA requiring only those animal studies considered to
be ‘essential’. Interviewee 2, representing medical sciences, stated that for safety reasons,
animal studies are still considered ‘essential’, and efficacy testing can often be tested directly



Animals 2022, 12, 1735 6 of 14

in humans, e.g., via dose escalation studies. According to interviewee 6, representing society,
the International Coalition of Medicines Regulatory Authorities (ICMRA) stated there is
no need for showing efficacy in animals before progressing to clinical trials. Moreover, the
EMA allowed human-specific data to substitute for animal data when of sufficient quality.
Our dataset highlighted several technical advances supporting this, such as the complete
sequencing of the SARS-CoV-2 genome and, especially, in silico method development.
Scientists used these latter methods to establish COVID-19 characteristics, e.g., how the
virus infects the host [22], to discover [23], test vaccine candidates [24,25], and determine
their efficacy for newly emerging mutated viral strains [26]. According to two interviewees,
the achieved reduction in animal studies during the exploratory phase implied that in terms
of, e.g., efficacy testing, starting to test in humans earlier might be ‘responsible practice’
also in non-pandemic situations (interviewees 4 and 5, representing medical sciences and
society). Certain animal studies could be avoided entirely in future (interviewee 2, medical
sciences representative).
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Third, we observed a difference in the number of animal studies performed during the
pre-clinical phase of vaccine development [27]. For the Comirnaty vaccine, we identified
four studies in the pre-clinical phase: two studies (R-20-0085 and R-20-0112) involved
mice, one (VR-VTR-10671) concerned rhesus macaques, and the fourth study (20-0211)
was an in vitro study. A further four non-clinical in vivo studies involved either mice
(R-20-0072) or rats (PF-07302048, 38166, and 20GR142), providing data on pharmacokinetics
(Medicines and Healthcare products Regulatory Agency UK) [28]. We could identify no
toxicokinetic studies performed in the pre-clinical phase, consistent with WHO guidelines
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on the non-clinical evaluation of vaccines [29]. No genotoxicity and carcinogenicity studies
were performed, as all components of the vaccine constructs are lipids and RNA and
are, as such, not expected to have genotoxic, carcinogenic, or tumorigenic potential [29].
No separate studies have been performed to determine local tolerance or generate data
on prenatal and postnatal development, including maternal function, dosing or further
evaluating offspring, which is why, initially, the vaccine was not recommended for pregnant
women. Vaccines are generally thought to hardly pass through the placenta, but we need
more research into the risks of vaccinations during pregnancy (interviewees 10 and 11,
regulatory agency representatives). No data on reproductive toxicity was provided during
authorisation either, as it was not deemed necessary at the time of approval.

According to our interviewees, the process described above is a drastic reduction in
the number of animal studies compared to ‘normal’ (interviewees 1, 2, 4, 5, representing
medical sciences and society). To explain this reduction in animal studies in the pre-
clinical step, interviewees highlighted the role of the thorough characterisation of mRNA
vaccines like Comirnaty. In their view, this led to a better understanding of the product
and optimised decision-making regarding safety and efficacy measurements (interviewees
1, 4, representing medical sciences and society). All available non-clinical data (animal
and in vitro studies) were assessed in the first round of the rolling review procedure. The
remainder of the non-clinical studies were performed later, during Phase 3 or even after
vaccine approval (interviewee 10, regulatory agency representative) [30,31].

The thorough characterisation of mRNA vaccines like Comirnaty also positively af-
fected the fourth element, batch release testing. In vaccine development, such batch release
testing still often relies partly on animal testing due to the relatively poor characterisation
of vaccines [32] and relatively poor product consistency (containing mitigated pathogens),
requiring in vivo batch safety and batch potency tests (interviewees 1 and 4, representing
medical sciences and society). Instead, the Comirnaty vaccine relied on in vitro alternatives
for batch release testing (interviewees 1 and 4, medical sciences and society represen-
tatives) [33]. Interviewee 4 added: “The COVID-19 vaccines, much like most modern
vaccines, are exceptionally well-characterised and therefore rely on the use of in vitro
methods for the batch release testing”. These in vitro alternatives are more precise, robust,
cheaper, and have a shorter turn-around time than in vivo animal assays [32,34]. They
are also potentially more societally (and scientifically) appropriate (interviewees 4 and 9,
medical sciences, society and vaccine developer representatives).

A fifth and final difference concerns the re-use of previous data throughout the ap-
proval process, which again benefited from the highly characterised nature of mRNA
vaccines. The EMA did not consider it reliable or responsible to avoid animal studies
entirely because of the need to demonstrate the product’s safety, immunogenicity, and
efficacy. However, regulatory agencies accepted the submission of data previously acquired
during research on other mRNA vaccines (interviewees 10 and 11, regulatory agency repre-
sentatives) [30]. Specifically, ICMRA allowed Pfizer/BioNTech (and other companies) to
replace required data with data obtained in pre-clinical in vivo animal studies from mRNA
vaccines with similar action mechanisms, in this case, one previously developed for rabies
(interview regulatory agency representatives) [30,31,35].

4. Discussion

Animal studies take much time, which is one reason why developing and approv-
ing vaccines are usually lengthy processes. The EMA’s conditional authorisation of the
Comirnaty vaccine indicates that–next to regulatory flexibility, sufficient funding and sig-
nificant international cooperation—using non-animal alternatives throughout the research,
development, and registration processes aided in accelerating vaccine development and
approval. These alternatives included, a.o., in silico data for the exploratory phase (now
free from animal studies) and using previously acquired data in the pre-clinical phase.
Moreover, the EMA allowed moving to in-human trials before completing the ‘essential’
animal studies still required. The use of mRNA technology, which one of our interviewees
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considered the most significant breakthrough of this pandemic, was vital to enabling many
of these changes, though, notably, other vaccines using other technologies were developed
and approved in similar timeframes. Interviewees also noted that the pandemic pressure
led to more funding, knowledge sharing, and cooperation. As the pandemic pressure led
to such widespread influence globally, with the involvement and cooperation of a variety
of different stakeholders at multiple levels as well as efficient and fast data sharing and
medical progress, it would be valuable to do further transition research into these processes
in order to learn how we can apply these lessons more broadly [36,37]. COVID-19 was
a global pandemic (making available a significant amount of real-world human data),
probably facilitating speedy regulatory approval.

Nevertheless, this raises the critical question of how these ways of reasoning might
hold in future non-pandemic situations, using both mRNA and other technologies. Phar-
maceutical companies are ready to take the next step: they seem to consider non-animal
alternatives better, cheaper, faster, and more societally salient. When asked about hurdles
to implementation, interviewees from all stakeholder groups highlighted risk aversion
among regulatory bodies as the primary reason for still requiring animal studies (the “belt
and braces approach”), considering these necessary to prove that a product is safe and
effective. The critical question is whether alternatives cause higher or lower translational
risk than animal studies, as some approved vaccines based on animal studies have shown
adverse effects on humans (interviewees 10 and 11, regulatory agency representatives, men-
tioned the example of narcolepsy after vaccinating against the Mexican flue). Many of our
interviewees consider continued dialogue with authorities essential for promoting future
acceptance of non-animal alternatives to tackle these risk perception issues. We suggest
further quantitative and qualitative research to continue and accelerate these promising
processes in obtaining new, better vaccines faster using modern technologies to benefit ani-
mals and humans. It will also need further research on how these expedited processes for
the mRNA Comirnaty vaccine could work for other conventional vaccine technologies or
whether the mRNA technology could help to replace these. Open science, giving complete
transparency on methodologies and data, is essential for better decision-making.

5. Conclusions

The pressure of the COVID-19 pandemic has shown significant acceleration of the
approval process of allowing new vaccines to come to market. The Pfizer/BioNTech
vaccine Comirnaty was developed and approved in twelve months, whereas under ‘normal’
conditions, vaccine development and approval take about ten years. In our case study
on this fast approval process, we performed document analysis and expert interviews,
revealing that regulatory agencies requested fewer animal studies and accepted more
alternatives. This also included moving to human trials faster (without awaiting results
from animal studies) and accepting historical data from earlier vaccine research. As far
as we know, until now, the marketed COVID-19 vaccines have shown promising efficacy
and safety. These are all auspicious developments necessitating more research on how to
continue using fewer animal studies and more alternatives in the developmental chain
towards new, faster and better future vaccines for humans.
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Appendix A. Interview Questions Semi-Structured Interviews

Interview SYRCLE–The Role of Animal Studies and Alternatives in the Vaccine
Development Process

1. When we look at the process of vaccine development, prior to the outbreak of COVID-19,
how was this process structured?

2. What is the purpose of each of the phases of this development process and why is the
process structured in this way?

a. In other words, what is the underlying basis for this structure and if, how has
this changed over time prior to the COVID-19 outbreak?

3. In the pre-clinical phase, animal studies are a big part of the developmental stage.
Which animal studies are often performed, and why are these specific animal
studies performed?

a. Which animals are mostly used in these tests and why do scientists or develop-
ers choose to use these specific type of animals?

b. Which animal studies have been deemed mandatory for approval of vaccine
candidates to progress to the next phase of development? In other words,
which data is required and by whom?

c. What does the required data say about the role of animal studies in the devel-
opment of vaccines?

4. How does the vaccine development process of COVID-19 vaccines compare to that of
non-COVID-19 vaccines?

a. What differences are there with regard to the pre-clinical phase in COVID-19
vaccines versus non-COVID vaccines?

b. Which alterations were made in the requirement of data from animal studies
and how has this effected the performance of animal studies by COVID-19
vaccine developers such as BioNTech/Pfizer?

c. What are the main reasons these alterations were implemented in the case of
COVID-19 vaccines compared to non-COVID vaccines?

d. Will the observed difference in the development of COVID-19 vaccines in-
fluence the future of vaccine development and the role of animal studies in
this process?
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5. Alternative studies that don’t include the use of animals in order to test vaccine
candidates, and also in other fields of research, are developed in order to reduce the
number of animal studies in line with the 3Rs principle. Are alternative studies a
suitable option to replace animal models and if so why or why not?

a. What characteristics make certain alternatives a good alternative for animal studies?
b. What characteristics make certain alternatives a less attractive alternative for

animal studies?
c. Why is there the need to replace animal studies with alternative studies?

6. Are there any alternatives that are currently available that you seem fit to replace
animal studies in the development process of vaccines or are there alternatives that
are currently being developed that you might consider are a promising alternative in
the (near) future?

a. What will it take to ensure these alternative methods will be commonly ac-
cepted and implemented?

7. The 3Rs principle is commonly accepted within most fields of research, however, the
idea of using alternative methods does not seem as commonly implemented. Do you
consider this to be true and if so, what do you think is the reason that animal studies
are still used in cases where alternatives studies are available?

a. Is the development of better alternatives stimulated enough in your opinion?
In which ways is this development encouraged and in which ways is this
development discouraged?

8. Which stakeholders are there that influence the role that animal studies and alterna-
tives currently occupy in the development process of vaccine?

a. Which of these stakeholders have the most influence on the role of animal
studies and which of these stakeholders have virtually almost no influence on
the role of animal studies even though they are affected by it?

9. Stakeholders are sometimes able to replace an existing process, such as the role
that animal studies and alternatives currently portray in the vaccine development
process, with an entirely different process. (In the theory of Institutional Work this is
considered as the creation of new institution. In this research project the institution is
the currently accepted process of testing vaccine candidates in vivo and in vitro using
animal models and alternatives)

a. How would stakeholders be able to create a new institution in this case?
b. Which stakeholders do you think have the power to create a new institution

that could replace the current institution of vaccine development?
c. Which stakeholders would be interested in the replacement of the current

institution with a new institution?
d. Is it realistic to replace the current institution with a new institution?

10. Stakeholders are sometimes able to maintain existing situations, such as the use of
animal studies in the pre-clinical phase of vaccine development. (In the theory of
Institutional Work this is considered as maintaining of an institution. In this research
project the institution is the currently accepted process of testing vaccine candidates
in vivo and in vitro using animal models and alternatives)

a. How are stakeholders able to maintain an institution in this particular case?
b. Which stakeholders do you think have the power to maintain the current

institution as it is?
c. Which stakeholders would be interested in keeping the current institution

exactly like it is?
d. Is it realistic to maintain the current institution?

11. Stakeholders are able to change certain parts of a certain process and thereby disrupt
the institution as it is known. (In the theory of Institutional Work this is considered
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as the disruption of an existing institution. In this research project the institution is
the currently accepted process of testing vaccine candidates in vivo and in vitro using
animal models and alternatives)

a. How are stakeholders able to disrupt the institution in this particular case?
b. Which stakeholders do you think have the power to disrupt the current institution?
c. Which stakeholders would be interested in disrupting the current institution?
d. Is it realistic to disrupt the current institution?

12. Is the need for changing the role of animal studies and alternatives in the vaccine
development process strong enough and what withholds this change from actually
happening and what are the most stimulating actions undertaken?

13. In order to answer the main research question of this research project, it is important
to approach the research question from different perspectives. Which perspective(s)
do you consider to be indispensable to include. Do you happen to know other
individuals or organisations that share your perspective or the perspective that you
consider indispensable that I could reach out to in order to ask them if they are willing
to contribute to my research?

Appendix B. Codebook Data Analysis

Code Description

Animal models are ineffective Code used to determine all comments by interviewees
that were stating that animal models are not an
effective way for interpreting results for human health.

Animal models in COVID-19 Code used to determine all comments by interviewees
over the role of animal studies in the development of
COVID-19 vaccines.

Alternatives in COVID-19 Code used to determine all comments by interviewees
over the role of animal studies in the development of
COVID-19 vaccines.

Bureaucracy Code used to determine all comments by interviewees
that described bureaucracy in any form that was
experienced or observed by the interviewees in the
development process of vaccines.

Conservatism Code used to determine all comments by interviewees
on actors or views that were interpreted as conservative.

Economic reasoning Code used to determine all comments by interviewees
that hinted towards economic motives behind actions
or views.

Ethics Code used to determine all comments by interviewees
that are about ethics, being it either animal ethics or
human ethics.

Fear Code used to determine all comments by interviewees
that pointed at perceived fear by actors to instigate
institutional work.

Gold standard Code used to determine all comments by interviewees
that referred to animal studies as the gold standard.

Hidden animal testing Code used to determine all comments by interviewees
that revealed animal tests that are conducted but
which are often overlooked in the implementation of
the 3R principle
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Code Description

Human relevant methods Code used to determine all comments by interviewees
towards alternatives that are implemented in medical
sciences that are more human-relevant than the
interpretation of animal studies.

Implementation 3R principle Code used to determine all comments by interviewees
that show any implementation of either replacement,
reduction or refinement.

Progress in Non-Animal Methods Code used to determine all comments by interviewees
that provided information about the development,
implementation and validation of non-animal
alternatives.

Stakeholder funders Code used to determine all comments by interviewees
that related to institutional work performed by funders.

Stakeholder media Code used to determine all comments by interviewees
that related to institutional work performed by media.

Stakeholder pharmaceutical companies Code used to determine all comments by interviewees
that related to institutional work performed by
vaccine developers.

Stakeholder politics Code used to determine all comments by interviewees
that related to institutional work performed
by politics.

Stakeholder regulatory agencies Code used to determine all comments by interviewees
that related to institutional work performed by
regulatory agencies.

Stakeholder science Code used to determine all comments by interviewees
that related to institutional work performed by science.

Stakeholder society Code used to determine all comments by interviewees
that related to institutional work performed by society.

The 3R Principle Code used to determine all comments by interviewees
that describe the 3R principle by Russell and Burch or
derivatives of that.

The role of animal models in
vaccine development

Code used to determine all comments by interviewees
that show how, when, what, and why animal models
are used in vaccine development.

Vaccine development process Code used to determine all comments by interviewees
that provided information of how the vaccine
development process is structured.
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