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Transparency is a recognised principle of research integrity

Transparency is a long-recognised principle of responsible research. From disclosure 

of conflict of interest, peer review, sharing data and authorship, the idea of 

transparency and it’s central role in demonstrating that research has been conducted 

responsibly and so can be trusted, is fundamental.



Transparency is a recognised principle of research integrity

The Singapore Statement, produced at the 2nd

World Conference on Research Integrity, lists 14 

responsibilities. Nine relate to transparency in 

one way or another. For example –

“5. Research Findings: Researchers should 

share data and findings openly and promptly, as 

soon as they have had an opportunity to 

establish priority and ownership claims”

Others that clearly have a link to transparency 

are research methods, research record, 

authorship, publication acknowledgement, 

conflict of interest, peer review and public 

communication.



Transparency is a recognised principle of research integrity

But, despite this….. a failure to be transparent is often not considered research 

misconduct.

Resnik (2014) reviewed research misconduct definitions at 200 US universities. 

While many definitions extended beyond the legally required falsification, 

fabrication and plagiarism (FFP) (59%), very few mentioned any infractions clearly 

linked to transparency. A catch all – ‘other serious deviations’ – may be where 

failures of transparency reside (45% of definitions included this). 



Transparency is a ‘hot topic’

Reproducibility questions triggered a lot of discussion about the degree to 

which we can believe the findings in journal articles and books. 

Increased transparency was often touted as the solution. 

If we could see what was performed, repeat the analysis of data, check the 

stats…then maybe we could begin to trust research findings again. 



Transparency is a ‘hot topic’

Open Science (or Research) is seen as one of the key remedies to the 

reproducibility crisis, but it also encourages greater responsibility in and for research 

across the research lifecycle.



Risks of transparency



Transparency is a double edged sword

We recognise transparency as a 

fundamental principle of responsible 

research (although it may not be 

called out so transparently). 

We have better mechanisms than 

ever before to be transparent in 

research – fast exchange of large 

amounts of data, data linked with 

images, shared computational and 

analytics. 



Transparency is a double edged sword

Lewandowsky and Bishop (2016) outline some of the key risks generated by 

increased openness and frame them as new methods for challenging (harassing?) 

what they describe as inconvenient research. 

https://www.nature.com/news/research-integrity-don-t-let-transparency-damage-science-1.19219

They describe ten red flags to 

help distinguish between healthy 

academic debate and 

‘campaigns that masquerade as 

scientific inquiry’.

They also discuss five double 

edged tools that can help 

improve transparency or be 

‘weaponised’.





https://www.nature.com/news/research-integrity-don-t-let-transparency-damage-science-1.19219



Transparency has its limitations, and these should remain

There are legitimate reasons why some limitations on transparency should remain. 

These come from consideration of research ethics, and privacy. While these perhaps 

are most obvious in biomedical or clinical research, they’re also relevant to humanities 

and social sciences. 



Transparency has its limitations, and these should remain

Research ethics considerations mean that private or personal data cannot be shared 

without permission. Participants may simply not be willing to be involved in research 

at all if their identities cannot be kept secret. 

Is transparency more important than what we might learn from people who 

don’t want to be identified?

Prof Paul Gough and his 

research with and about “Banksy”

Research about energy poverty 

and the psychosocial harm that 

identification would cause



Transparency has its limitations, and these should remain

As well as ethical considerations, there may be commercial or security considerations 

that challenge transparency aspirations. 

Also, some data take time to evaluate, and researchers should not be required to 

disclose or make available data until such time as they are ready. This would typically 

be post-publication.

Some aspects of 

defence research may 

need to remain secret

Commercial in 

confidence research 

may also need to be 

kept secret

Researchers need time 

to properly analyse their 

own data



Challenges and opportunities



Transparency needs discipline specific interpretation

Much of the debate about transparency and the related trend towards Open Science 

has focussed on STEM disciplines. It is reasonable to assume that there will be a 

need to translate the ideas of transparency and open science into different disciplines, 

including humanities and social sciences. 

Nevertheless, there is a need to increase researcher fluency in transparency as a 

principle and the ways that transparency impacts on their research practice. 



Transparency needs tools

It won’t be enough for an institution to say ‘we are now doing our research 

transparently’ and expect researchers to pick the idea up and implement it.

Institutions will need to work with researchers and providers to identify appropriate 

tools to support open and transparent research. Training and education in the use of 

the tools also needs to be provided.

Many universities provide education and training in responsible conduct of 

research/research integrity, so a platform is already available. New content will need 

to be developed and tested. 



Transparency needs governance

The intersection between the drive for transparency 

and the need to maintain privacy/confidentiality and 

meet ethics obligations is a complicated one. The 

growth in the number of tools and technologies to 

support open and transparent research also raises 

questions about data governance.

Proper governance (policies and process) need to 

be developed so that there is clear advice and 

instruction about how, when and where to apply 

transparency to research. 



Transparency would drive responsible research
(and may make research misconduct harder)

An institutional focus together with strong signalling from leadership on 

transparency would:

• reinforce the importance of responsible research.

• work in support of other initiatives in research integrity, and demonstrate a 

commitment to research integrity. 

• reduce opportunities to fabricate or 

falsify data.



Summary



Transparency is a fundamental principle, but it is best applied in 

support of other principles like honesty.

Transparency cannot be applied equally or fully across the range 

of research practices. Some transparency causes harm.

Institutions need to prepare to be more transparent, and support 

researchers by providing clear advice, education and tools to 

make their research more transparent.

Transparency will build trust, will support responsible research 

and reduce research waste. The risks can be managed, and the 

benefits are worth it.



Three transparent wishes for 2020…

Increased institutional and 

researcher fluency in 

research transparency

Great tools and 

governance that support 

researchers

Better funding for 

research to allow 

institutions to provide this 

support
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Thankyou


