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Research environment/

Reward system

Research Integrity

Research productivity/waste  



Research and publications as 
career progression/personal 

monetary gain? 

or 



The right research question (curiosity, added value)
+

Responsible conduct of research with
highest standard of integrity 

+ 
Transparent and full publication

=
Trust, validity, innovation, and scientific progress

Research for the benefit of society



The many levels of (Research) Integrity

I

Individual values and integrity

Immediate lab/work environment

Institutional environment

Societal/cultural norms

National/political environment

International collaboration/global



Science in the 21st century

• Where science is done is changing

• Science growth is changing

• Research is becoming more international

• Research is becoming more collaborative

• Research environment is becoming more 

competitive

• Research reward system has false 

incentives

• Distorted purpose of research?





Avoidable waste or inefficiency in 
biomedical research

Are research 
decisions 
relevant to 
users of 
research?

Appropriate 
research 
design, 
methods, 
and analysis?

Efficient 
regulation and 
management?

Fully 
accessible 
research 
information?

Unbiased 
and usable 
research 
reports?

Research waste

Lancet 2014;383:101–4



1. Setting research priorities

Lancet Neurol 2012;11:209

Involve stakeholders



1. Recommendations
• More research on research should be done to identify factors associated with 

successful replication of basic research and translation to application in health care

• Funders should make information available about how they decide what research 
to support, and fund initiatives to engage potential users of research in research 
prioritisation

• Research funders and regulators should demand that proposals for additional 
primary research are justified by systematic reviews showing what is already 
known, and increase funding for the required syntheses of existing evidence

• Research funders and regulators should strengthen and develop sources of 
information about research that is in progress

Lancet 2014;383:156–65



2. Design, conduct and analysis
Failure to replicate published pre-clinical academic 
results

64%

36%

89%

11%

Lancet 2014;383:166–75





What are the main issues?

• Conflicts of interest and 
introduction of bias

• Incentives to publish 
novel findings in high 
impact journals

• Current scientific culture



How do we talk publicly about reproducibility?

• Open discussion about irreproducible research, its 
causes and methods to tackle it

• Joint responsibility of researchers, journalists, science 
writers and press officers to ensure accurate 
reporting



2. Recommendations

• Make publicly available the full protocols, analysis plans or sequence of 
analytical choices, and raw data for all designed and undertaken 
biomedical research

• Maximise the effect-to-bias ratio in research through defensible design 
and conduct standards, a well trained methodological research workforce, 
continuing professional development, and involvement of non-conflicted 
stakeholders

• Reward (with funding, and academic or other recognition) reproducibility 
practices and reproducible research, and enable an efficient culture for 
replication of research

Lancet 2014;383:166–75
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4. Accessible reporting

HTA 2010;14(8):iii, ix-xi, 1-193

Proportion of funded/completed research that is reported



4. Recommendations
• Institutions and funders should adopt performance metrics that recognise 

full dissemination of research and reuse of original datasets by external 
researchers

• Investigators, funders, sponsors, regulators, research ethics committees, 
and journals should systematically develop and adopt standards for the 
content of study protocols and full study reports, and for data sharing 
practices

• Funders, sponsors, regulators, research ethics committees, journals, and 
legislators should endorse and enforce study registration policies, wide 
availability of full study information, and sharing of participant-level data 
for all health research

Lancet 2014;383:257–66



The Lancet REWARD (REduce research 

Waste And Reward Diligence) Campaign 

invites everyone involved in (biomedical) 

research to critically examine the way they 

work to reduce waste and maximise 

efficiency.

Read the REWARD statement

http://www.thelancet.com/campaigns/efficiency/statement


The REWARD Statement
We recognise that, while we strive for excellence in 

research, there is much that needs to be done to reduce 

waste and increase the value of our contributions. We 

maximise our research potential when:

we set the right research priorities;

we use robust research design, conduct and analysis;

regulation and management are proportionate to risks;

all information on research methods and findings are 

accessible;

reports of research are complete and usable.

We believe we have a responsibility not just to seek to 

advance knowledge, but also to advance the practice of 

research itself. This will contribute to improvement in the 

health and lives of all peoples, everywhere. As funders, 

regulators, commercial organisations, publishers, 

editors, researchers, research users and others – we 

commit to playing our part in increasing value and 

reducing waste in research.”



http://www.thelancet.com/campaigns/efficiency

PARTNERSHIPS



• How can we improve decisions on which research 
papers we should publish?

• How can we better ensure accurate, transparent, 
and full reporting of research findings?

• How can we improve the accessibility and usability 
of research findings, and data availability?

• How can we further raise awareness and continue 
discussions on the topic of research productivity?











Data sharing (example)

“The High-STEACS trial makes use of several routine 
electronic health care data sources that are linked, de-
identified, and held in our national safe haven, which is 
accessible by approved individuals who have undertaken 
the necessary governance training. Summary data can be 
made available upon request to the corresponding author.”





Academic institutions

“We assessed the extent to which academic 
institutions have policies to make study materials 
publically available, a recommendation from the 

Series. Deans and directors of research of the medical 
schools of the top 100 universities from the Times 

Higher Education World University Rankings 2013–14 
(ordered by clinical, preclinical, and health) were 

invited to participate in a five-question email survey.”



“We received complete responses from only 26 of 
the 100 invited universities. We noted that most 

of these schools (n=20) have a policy to register 
clinical trials in a publicly accessible trial registry 

and to make full study reports available (n=19), but 

such policies are rare for protocols (n=5), 

analytical algorithms (n=5), and raw data (n=5). 

Two of 26 universities did not have an institutional 
policy for any of these five elements”.



How can research institutions become 
partners to increase value in research 
through strong integrity measures ??



www.wcri2019.org


