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My plan for the next 20 minutes or so
• Share a personal journey and an epiphany
• The Hong Kong Manifesto
• Implementation

A personal journal and an epiphany

Assessing the risk of bias
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Outcomes of Breast Cancer Screening
• For women aged 40 to 49 years, “As shown in
Table 1, there is low-certainty evidence that the
absolute benefit of screening on breast cancer
mortality ….”
• “Table 1 reports very low-certainty evidence that
the absolute benefit of screening on breast cancer
mortality for women aged 50 to 59 years ……”
• “Table 1 shows very low-certainty evidence that
the absolute benefit of screening on breast cancer
mortality for women aged 70 to 74 years is ….”
7
Klarenbach S, et al. CMAJ. 2018 Dec 10;190(49):E1441-E1451.

Statements from systematic reviewers
• “The biggest problem was the quality of
reporting, which did not allow us to judge the
important methodological items ...”
• “Data reporting was poor. 15 trials met the
inclusion criteria for this review but only 4
could be included as data were impossible to
use in the other 11.”

Reviews on Cochrane Library

www.researchwaste.net

“Our belief is that research
funders, scientific societies,
school and university
teachers, professional
medical associations, and
scientific publishers (and
their editors) can use this
Series as an opportunity to
examine more forensically
why they are doing what
they do...and whether they
are getting the most value
for the time and money
invested in science.”

Kleinert S, Horton R. How should medical science change? Lancet 2014; 383(9913):197–8

Given this mess….
• How and why are researchers able to progress
their careers?
– This is detrimental research practices

• Has it something to do with the current
‘perverse’ incentives and rewards at academic
institutions?

Traditional Incentives

1

Is any quantitative or qualitative mention made about publications required? If quantitative,
please specify the requirement.

2

Is any quantitative or qualitative mention made about the specific authorship order in
publications? If so, please specify order (e.g. first, senior, single) required.

3

Is any mention made of journal impact factors? If quantitative, what are the minimum thresholds?

4

Is any mention made of grant funding? If quantitative, what are the minimum thresholds (i.e.,
amount of funding and/or number of grants as principal investigator)?

5

Is any mention made requiring that research is recognized at a national or international level? If
so, please specify the requirement.

1

Is any mention made of citations? If quantitative, what are the thresholds of minimum
requirement? Are specific citation databases mentioned?

2

Is any mention made of data sharing? If quantitative, what are the minimum thresholds (e.g.,
percentage of data that is to be made available)?

3

Is any mention made of publishing in open access mediums? If quantitative, what are the
minimum thresholds (e.g., percentage of studies to be published in open access journals)?

4

Is any mention made of registration (including preregistration challenge) of studies? If yes, are
there thresholds of minimum requirement (e.g., percentage of studies that are to be registered).

5

Is any mention made of adherence to reporting guidelines for publications? If so, are specific
guidelines mentioned?

6

Is any mention made of alternative metrics for sharing research (e.g., social media and print
media)? If so, are specific metrics mentioned?

7

Is any mention made of accommodations or adjustments to expectations due to extenuating
circumstance? If so, please specify the description of accommodations (e.g., an extra year to defer
tenure consideration) and the type of eligible circumstances (e.g., parental leave, medical leave)?

Progressive Incentives

Traditional and Progressive Incentives
for Promotion and Tenure
5
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Rice DB, et al. unpublished

Tenure

Why might this information be relevant?
• There is evidence that researchers tailor their
publication practices to evaluation criteria
applied in their institution

Wolff C. Ithaka S+ R, Jisc, RLUK UK Survey of Academics. 2016. https://doi.org/10.18665/sr.282736

Levers of power in science
• Journals
– peer review and editorial oversight of manuscripts

• Funders
• Patients and citizens
– Increasingly important

• Universities and other research institutions
– The home of current and future generations of
scientists
Sims et al. Heart. 2017 Nov 1. pii: heartjnl-2017-312165
Moher et al. BMC Med. 2017 Sep 11;15(1):167

Benedictus and Miedema Nature 2016; 538:453-454

University of Ghent

2nd January 2019: http://dariuszgalasinski.com/2019/01/02/ghents-choices/

Declaration of Research Assessment (DORA)

http://www.ascb.org/dora/
Curry S. Nature. 2018 Feb 8;554(7691):147.
Moher D, et al. PLOS Biology 2018 Mar 29;16(3):e2004089. doi: 10.1371

The wider context
for Wellcome's
work on Trust in
Research
World Congress on
Research Integrity

UK Council for
Graduate education

Plan S,
Coalition S
NAS – aligning
incentives for
open science

FAIR principles
for data
management
and stewardship
EU Open
Science
MOOC

Enhancing quality
and transparency
of health research
(EQUATOR)

Cochrane
database
of
systematic
reviews

Global activities

Wider UK activities &
networks

UK reproducibility network
UK policy / assessment
frameworks

UUK Responsible metrics forum

DfE curriculum and assessment
UUK concordat to support research integrity (Funders,
government departments & other stakeholders
Postgraduate institute for
measurement science

Universities UK Open Access Coordination
Institutional/ Funders policies including statement on good
research practice , ethical conduct of research

Royal Society /
academies: team
science, inclusive
excellence

NHMRC
Research
quality

Statement of expectations for PhD Training, researcher
career development etc

Public involvement
in research: NIHR,
Wellcome
FDA
data
integrity

Institutional internal , external audit. Focus is
on governance, control and risk management.
Doesn’t cover standards
Funders data
management plan

Research assessment
DORA
H20:20
EU: RRI

REF: includes open
access but no explicit
mention of integrity .
High performing text
here.

TEF: refers to QAA
but no not integrity,
ethics, professional
practice
QAA subject
benchmarks (ethical
standards and
professional codes
of conduct)

KEF:
References
public /
community
engagement
but not quality
of research,
validation etc

What is the Hong Kong manifesto?
• 5 principles
• Focuses on the issues of research assessment
that strengthen research integrity
• Concentrates primarily on what universities and
other research institutions can do to modify the
criteria used by promotion and tenure
committees (PTCs) for career assessments
• Implementation is a key feature of the HKM
• Integrates evaluation as a key feature in assessing
the usefulness of the 5 principles

Hong Kong manifesto principles
#

Principles

1

Assess researchers based on responsible practices in all aspects
of the research enterprise

2

Value the reporting of all research, regardless of the results and
reward honest and transparent reporting

3

Value the practice of open science

4

Value a broad range of research activities, such as innovation,
replication, synthesis, and meta-research

5

Value a range of other contributions to research, such as peer
review for grants and publications, and mentoring

Rationale
#

Principle

Rationale

3

Value the practice
of open science

Basic scientists to share their laboratory notebooks
in an effort to foster collaborations and reduce
unnecessary duplication;
In an effort to deter questionable authorship (e.g.,
ghost or gift authorship) CASRAI developed the
CRediT taxonomy as a way for research authors to
more openly document a broad range of activities
they participated in during a research project;
Data sharing is another example of openness; it
barely exists in clinical research although patients
seem supportive of sharing their data, at least in
randomized trials they have participated in.

Implementation
#

Principles

2

Value the
reporting of
all research,
regardless of
the results
and reward
honest and
transparent
reporting

Implementation

Declaration of Transparency
The lead author* affirms that
this manuscript is an honest,
accurate, and transparent
account of the study being
reported; that no important
aspects of the study have
been omitted; and that any
discrepancies from the study
as planned (and, if relevant,
registered) have been
explained.
– *The manuscript’s
guarantor

Altman, DG and Moher D. BMJ. 2013 Aug 7;347:f4796

• Want to use evidence to drive change,
wherever possible

Two focus track sessions
• We want to use the experience of the
audience to help build a data bank of
implementation (and adherence) strategies
– Successful ones and ‘failures’

Psychological Science
27 published articles with a preregistration badge
between February 2015 and November 2017

Claesen, A., Gomes, S. L. B. T., Tuerlinckx, F., & vanpaemel, w. (2019, May 9). Preregistration: Comparing Dream to Reality.
https://doi.org/10.31234/osf.io/d8wex https://psyarxiv.com/d8wex/

To modify criteria used for career
advancement we need to help PTCs

European Union. Evaluation of Research Careers fully acknowledging Open Science Practices Rewards, incentives and/or
recognition for researchers practicing Open Science, 2017. https://bit.ly/2HmMkK8

Implementing a CV for the 21st century
publication
Journal metrics

Stop this waste of people, animals and money.
(2017) Nature, 549(7670):23-25
Downloads; citations

Social media metrics

Altmetric score 975 (and breakdown)

Registration
information and
number

Yes; Open Science Framework (OSF)

Protocol

Yes; OSF

Data sharing

Yes, OSF

Open access

Yes; completed report OSF
No; journal publication

Societal benefit
Impact story

Was invited to discuss OA policy with the science
council @ Canadian Institutes of Health Research
Involved several students and ECRs in project;
Was able to approach several funders to fund a
summit about predatory publishing

https://trialstracker.ebmdatalab.net/#/

Adapt trialstracker

Powell-Smith A and Goldacre B 2016 [version 1; referees: awaiting peer review]
F1000Research 2016, 5:2629 (doi: 10.12688/f1000research.10010.1)

Tool kit
• Examples of successes/failures implementation
approaches;
• Standard operating procedures to implement
modifications to PTC criteria;
• Examples of CV modifications to include items
proposed in our five principles;
• Successful ways universities and other research
organizations have engaged their researchers to
help implement change;
• Designs and evaluations of the effectiveness of
any implement strategies of the 5 principles.

Risks and benefits implementing the HKM
1.

For researchers at universities implementing the HKM who seek
opportunities where the HKM is not implemented, they may be
perceived as less competitive, and vice-versa

2.

Like almost all change there will be costs associated with
implementing these 5 principles. Such costs are likely to be more
easily absorbed by resource rich institutions

3.

Some institutions may favor a step wise approach to introducing
and implementing the principles enabling the entire university
ecosystem to become familiar with modifications to the current
system

4.

The benefits of implementing the principles outweigh the risks
including using the evidence proposed by the HKM in the
assessment of career advancement and enhancing research
integrity across universities

“People respond to incentives. Change will come only when grants
and promotions are contingent on best practice.”

Nature. 2019 Feb;566(7744):297. doi: 10.1038/d41586-019-00613-z

Thank you

