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Does mﬁmm slant scientific research?

Survey raises Q:mmz%.ﬂ
about academia’s ties
to business benefactors -

By ROBERT LEE HOTZ
) Los Angeles Times -

NEW YORK — The scramble for
profit warps the way scientists
and universities conduct medical
experiments, undermining the in-

tegrity of research, said, Yale Uni-

versity investigators who studied
the Eﬁwﬁ of commercial funding
onscience.

One quarter of the Eoﬁmm_n&

researchers. at universities had :
commercial ties serious enough !

to raise the questions of financial
conflicts, the analysts found. In
many cases, it was mno:mw to bias
their research.

Moreover, the universities ex-
pected to police the integrity and
ethics .of faculty scientists have
their own. commercial research
interests and financial conflicts.
At least two-thirds of the univer-
sities also were involved in com-
mercial ventures, holding equity
shares in start-up companies

whose research they were also -

expected to monitor. ggﬂ-mmf
en universities had mAEQ in10 or
more start-up noEvamm. the re-
searchers said.

The result is slanted science.

Industry-sponsored research is
3.6 times more likely to produce
results favorable results to the
company that helped pay for it,
the Yale researchers determined
in a university-funded study

- made public Tuesday in the Jour-

nal of the American Medical As-
sociation.

“Medical research is a matter of
life and death,” said Yale Univer-
" sity medical mE&ﬂ Justin Bekel-

.man, who led the study team.::
_“The guidance patients receive
" from their doctors relies on valid

scientific research.”

In all, the Yale researchers as-
sembled and analyzed data from
37 previously published peer-re-

.viewed studies - covering hun-
‘dreds of research projects, thou-
sands of scientists, and more than’
“a thousand peer-reviewed scien-
tific papers - on the extent, im-

Researcher’s

funding
assailed

vmn" wnt»EmmBmEo".mume&
conflicts. . .

They named no scientists or
schools involved, and revealed no
companies. Conducting the most
extensive ﬂc% of commercial-
ism and science so far, they did

Jidentify a troubling trend in bio-

medical research.
Even as public spending on
biomedical research doubled in

the past five years, the financial -

ties between academic scientists,
:Eﬁw.mﬁmm and industry became
more common and more: likely

*thanever to. Emcmbnm research

findings.

.. By necessity, the public looks
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for nm:mEm Bm&n& mEmmnnm al-
most every day.

Public health warnings, med-
ical claims and policy pronounce-
ments come draped in the cloak

of scientific authority, usually"

backed by a bible of published re-
search findings. . But, along the
frontier of science and business,
the line between research and
marketing can be hard to find.

“It is getting harder and harder
to find someone who can conduct
the research or evaluate the re-
search who does not have'a fi-
nancial interest in a particular
product or particular company or
a particular outcome,”™ said bio-

‘medical ethicist Mildred Ouo at

Stanford University.

This financial tangle is the con-
sequence of a basic change in the
way biomedical research is con-
ducted in the United States, sev-
eral experts said.

i+ Commercial funding, once an

anathema to ivory tower academ-
ics, has become the lifeblood of

biomedical research, fostered by

federal laws and regulatory
changes since 1980 that give sci-
entists and schools more freedom
to profit from.work once consid-

- ered in the public domain.

Whether it comes in direct
grants and consultant fees or
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through gifts of research. materi-
am and travel expenses, commer-

cial funding can affect a research-
er’s behavior, said health-care an-
alyst Umﬁa Blumenthal, at the
Harvard ' University Medical
School.

It can sway the kinds of the sci-
entific questions researchers ask,
the way they frame experiments,
and the role they play in influenc-
ing the medical decisions. that
people make about their health, -

Several medical research ana-
lysts said the wumnb»nmcdn& in-
dustry is especially aggressive:in
its efforts to influence research-
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