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Evolution of the Hong Kong Manifesto

6" WORLD CONFERENCE ON
RESEARCH INTEGRITY

6" WCRI 2019 HONG KONG - 2 - 5 JUNE 2019

Call for Proposals: Focus Tracks

Purpose

To broaden programme planning, Co-Chairs of the 6t" World Conference on Research Integrity (WCRI)
welcome proposals from members of the WCRI Foundation Governing Board and 6% WCRI
Programme Committee for focus tracks. Focus tracks are structured discussion between participants
on a clearly defined topic. The proposed topic should be relevant to a broad range of participants
and be clearly linked to the conference theme (“New Challenges for Research Integrity”).

Structure

Focus tracks will be held during the conference. A focus track can be held in one session (normally
90 minutes), or more than one session.

Application

All proposals have to be submitted by members of the WCRI Foundation Governing Board and 6t
WCRI Programme Committee by May 15, 2018. Input and inspiration on the content of the proposal
from other individuals and organisations are welcome, provided that a member of the WCRI
Foundation Governing Board or 6" WCRI Programme Committee takes the responsibility and submits
the proposal.

Selection

The proposals will be reviewed by the conference organisers. Focus track should not be dependent
on 6" WCRI support for speakers.

Deadline for submission of proposals is May 15, 2018.



Evolution of the Hong Kong Manifesto

Call for Proposals: Focus Tracks

Title

How can we improve organizational assessment of researchers?

Description

(200 words max.)

Assessment of researchers is necessary for decisions of hiring,
promotion, and tenure. The current system of faculty incentives
and rewards is perceived by many as perverse, possibly rewarding
questionable behaviors, and misaligned with the needs of society
and disconnected from the evidence about the causes of the
reproducibility crisis and suboptimal quality of the scientific
publication record. A set of six principles for better assessing
scientists and associated research and policy implications is
proposed.

Using those principles as a basis, this focus track will review the six
principles along with participant discussion about their
nomination/selection and merit (session 1). Similarly, the focus
tract will look at how these principles, and other evidence-based
principles might be endorsed and implemented in different
institutions and disciplines.

Reference: Moher D, et al (2018) Assessing scientists for hiring,
promotion, and tenure. PLoS Biol 16(3): e2004089.

Relevance to the conference theme
“New Challenges for Research
Integrity”

(100 words max.)

Improving the current system of faculty incentives and rewards is
a crucial complement to other attempts, such as training, to
improve research integrity, but has been relatively neglected.

Intended outcome/result

A paper summarizing both audience collective experiences in
improving the assessment system, and concrete ideas to
implement the principles.

Interactivity

(100 words max.)

Large group discussion and “homework” between session 1 and
session 2.

Intended audience

Researchers, funders, academic institutions, publishers, and
research administrators interested or involved in research and
researcher assessment policy.

No. of sessions
(with provisional sub-title)

(normally 90 minutes per session)

Preferably 2 sessions
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The Hong Kong Manifesto for Assessing Researchers:
Fostering Research Integrity

David Moher!, Lex Bouter?, Sabine Kleinert?, Paul Glasziou*, Mai Har Sham?

ICentre for Journalology, Clinical Epidemiology Program, Ottawa Hospital Research Institute;
School of Epidemiology and Public Health, University of Ottawa, Ottawa, Canada; 2Department

of Epidemiology and Biostatistics, Amsterdam University Medical Centers, location VUmec, and

Department of Philosophy, Faculty of Humanities, Vrije Universiteit, Amsterdam, The
Netherlands; 3The Lancet, London Wall Office, London, UK; “Centre for Research in Evidence-
Based Practice, Bond University, Gold Coast, Qld, Australia; and *School of Biomedical
Sciences, LKS Faculty of Medicine, The University of Hong Kong, Pokfulam, Hong Kong SAR,
China

David Moher: ORCID 0000-0003-2434-4206
Lex Bouter: ORCID 0000-0002-2659-5482
Sabine Kleinert: ORCID 0000-0001-7826-1188
Mai Har Sham: ORCID 0000-0003-1179-7839




Hong Kong Manifesto principles
¢ Pl

1

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

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

Value the practice of open science

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

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



What we would like to do during the
focus track session today

 Build an implementation data bank

e Successes and failures

— How have you built open science into researcher
assessments

— How have you built registration into researcher
assessments



Implementation and adherence

,‘ _ . john williams
Q‘z @wi_john
NIHR will request researchers
applying for clinical trial funding to
submit the registration history of any
previous trials they have conducted,
as well as the publication of trial
results. The NIHR will then take such

Information into account when
making funding decisions.

¢




Implementation

¢ e

| el Declaration of Transparency
reporting of
all research, e s e et
regardless of 1he lead author* affirms that i e
the results this manuscript is an honest,
andreward  accurate, and transparent Transparency: The lead author (A0) affimes that the manuscriptis an

honestand  account of the study being honest, accurate, and transparent account ofthe study being reported;
transparent  reported; that no important that 1‘0importajtaspectsofthestudyhave beewwolmitted; and that
reporting aspects of the study have anydlscrepanues ﬁomthe;tudyas planned (and, i relevan,

been omitted; and that any registered) have been explained,

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



Declaration of transparency for each
research article

 The lead author* affirms
that this manuscript iS an ERR orenncoiss pespciation between trial registration and positive study findings:
h one St, accu rate’ an d Sr:;ﬁ _sggt(i)%r}a)l study (Epidemiological Study of Randomized
transparent account of ped O G A
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

Transparency: The lead author (AQ) affims that the manuscriptis 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.

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



Implementing a CV for the 215t century

publication Go make it happen. Life, Liberty and the Pursuit of
Happiness (2019), 549(7670):23-25

Journal metrics Downloads; citations

Social media metrics Altmetric score 975 (and breakdown)

Signed declaration of Yes; Open Science Framework (OSF)

transparency
Yada Yes; OSF
Yada Yada Yes, OSF

Yada Yada Yada Yes; completed report OSF
No; journal publication



Psychological Science

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

Did not meet accessibility.

Did not meet minimal detail.

Undisclosed deviation(s).

All deviations disclosed .

No deviations.

Figure 1. Assessment on preregistration level. Each cell represents one preregistration plan.
None of the plans was adhered to without deviations.

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/




What we would like to do during the
focus track session today
e Where in the system is the implementation
taking place
e Split into five breakout groups

— One group for each principle



Levels at which you can intervene in a
system to effect change

Look for ‘hot spots/,
between, within and
across levels where
Values / negative or positive loops
beliefs reinforce desired effects

for our own and others
Level of difficulty/ likelihood of systems
sustained impact
Communities with shared
c interests and goals

Organisational structures: institutional, departmental
etc

Rules, policies, schemes, metrics etc

Adapted from - Johnston, Matteson, Finegood. Am J Public Health 104: 1270-8, 2014



The wider context
1
for Wellcome's Enhancing quality
. Cochrane and transparency
work on Trust in Cocrvane of health research Global activities
Research of —"
systematic
reviews
World Congress on ] Wider UK activities &
Research Integrity UK Council for networks
Graduate education
Plan S
Coalition S UK reproducibility network
- UUK Responsible metrics forum UK policy / assessment
NAS — aligning
frameworks
incentives for 7
open science - REF: includes open
DfE curriculum and assessment access but no explicit
mention of integrity .
FAIR principles 7 UUK concordat to support research integrity (Funders, High performing text KEF:
r aEe government departments & other stakeholders here. Refe?r.\ces
management Postgraduate institute for public /
and stewardship IMEaSHLEMENTESCIEMGCE Universities UK Open Access Coordination community
TEF: refers to QAA engagement
i i but not qualit:
EU Open Royal Society / Institutional/ Funders policies including statement on good b:: no notflnte.grltyl/, of rese:rch ¥
EU Open 8 . . ethics, professiona )
i academies: team research practice , ethical conduct of research S s
S,\;Iggcg science, inclusive Brachce validation etc
excellence . .
Statement of expectations for PhD Training, researcher ]
NHMRC career development etc QAA subJeCth |
benchmarks (ethica
Research Public involvement ms(and
quality in re\ilea”rch: NIHR Institutional internal externél audit. Focus is professional codes
Wellcome on gO\iernance, control and risk management. of conduct)
FDA Doesn’t cover standards
data Funders dat
. ’ unders data
integrity
management plan

Research assessment
DORA




What we would like to do during the
focus track session tomorrow

e Synthesize yesterday’s breakout session
— Share experiences of implementation
— How to maximize implementation and adherence
— Build a tool kit



Breakout sessions

R

1  Assess researchers based on responsible Anne-Marie Coriat

practices in all aspects of the research Room LG.16
enterprise
2  Value the reporting of all research, David Moher
regardless of the results and reward
honest and transparent reporting Room LG.39
3 Value the practice of open science Lex Bouter
Room LG.63

4  Value a broad range of research activities, Paul Glasziou
such as innovation, replication, synthesis,
and meta-research Room LG.64

5 Value a range of other contributions to Ginny Barbour
research, such as peer review for grants
and publications, and mentoring You stay here!



Thank you




