
The Cape Town 
statement on 
fostering research 
integrity through 
fairness and equity: A 
recap and overview

A/Prof Lyn Horn MBBch, PhD 



7WCRI Cape Town Statement 
on fostering research integrity 
through fairness and equity, 



The  Cape Town 
Statement has been 
published via an 
article in Nature 
https://www.nature.co
m/articles/d41586-
023-00855-y

Core issue: making 
inequity and 
unfairness a research 
integrity matter!!!

https://www.nature.com/articles/d41586-023-00855-y
https://www.nature.com/articles/d41586-023-00855-y
https://www.nature.com/articles/d41586-023-00855-y


https://www.wcrif.org/guidance/cape-town-statement





https://www.nature.co
m/articles/d41586-
023-02313-1
OCEAN MERCIER: Put Indigenous people, not 
their knowledge, first

Marine and freshwater researcher at Victoria 
University of Wellington.

SAMIA CHASI: Shift lingering colonial power 
dynamics

Internationalization practioner-scholar at the 
International Education Association of South 
Africa in Johannesburg

ALINE GHILARDI: Demand repatriation of 
extracted fossils

Palaeontologist at the Federal University of Rio 
Grande do Norte in Natal, Brazil.

MINAL PATHAK: Abandon tokenism and 
gatekeeping

Climate-change scientist at Ahmedabad 
University in Ahmedabad, India.



Much interest in the 
statement over the last 
year.

• I have given about 20  invited  webinars and conference 
presentations both locally and at international 
conferences  over last year.
• Some of the co-authors have been involved in similar.

• Big question : How does one measure 
the impact of a statement such as the 
CTS?
• How can this be researched?
• What methodologies could be used? 
• Who can take this up? 
• How can future WCRI outputs/ 
statements/ legacies build on this work 



Why is inequity and unfairness 
in research a research integrity 
matter?



Research Integrity

Unfairness and 
inequity, lack of 
diversity can  
undermine integrity at 
every stage of the 
research lifecycle and 
lead to detrimental 
research practices or 
even frank misconduct 

Research priority/agenda setting

Establish research team/ collaboration

Refine research question

Develop funding proposal; get funding

Engage with stakeholders and communities

Collect, analyse, store, share, date

Publish, disseminate, influence policy, feedback to 
stakeholders



Research 
priority/agenda setting

How does this work in reality ? (not 
always but often)
• Funding call developed by HIC 

funders; require LMIC partner
• HIC consortium established, LMIC 

partner invited to join ( may be a 
recognised as a leader in the research 
field, but may also be seen as 
someone providing valuable access to 
sites and participants)

• Research questions often already set.
• Power imbalances between teams 

lead to neglect of pertinent research 
questions

• Valuable local community input 
including that of peer researchers is 
ignored or given to late

Research Integrity 
requires that the most 
pertinent research 
questions for any given 
problem and context are 
asked and adequately 
answered.



Establishing the 
research  team.

• Lack of diversity in a research team can 
lead to bias in interpretation of data 
especially when race/ gender/ culture/ 
ethnicity involved

• Collaborations that are a means to an end 
for HIC researchers ( access to sites and 
participants) can lead to inadequate 
acknowledgement of the contributions of 
some team members

• Late involvement in a collaboration can 
result poor allocation of budget and the 
need for ‘short cuts’ that can influence 
data validity (e.g. field workers on short 
term contracts)

• A dominant perspective of the HIC grant 
holder unduly influencing methodologies 
and analysis, e.g. lack of nested social 
science studies that may help answer 
important local research questions e.g 
involving health-related behaviours. 

A lack of diversity 
(geographical, cultural, 
language, discipline etc) 
in a research team can 
result in biases that 
undermine the integrity 
of the research 



Develop funding 
proposal; get funding • Research systems that support 

researchers are essential.
• These are often very underdeveloped at 

LMIC institutions: pre-award due 
diligence, contracts office, post-awards, 
procurement systems, HR support,  
financial reporting, data management 
infra structure  etc : end result is a 
disadvantaged LMIC researcher struggling 
to compete/ keep up with HIC 
collaborators, even to the point of been 
viewed as ‘incompetent’, ‘untrustworthy’

• This could have a knock-on effect that 
leads to various DRPs, undermines 
relationships, reinforces power 
imbalances etc. 

Research Integrity requires 
honesty, transparency, 
scrupulousness throughout 
the entire research life 
cycle and this needs to be 
supported by adequate 
recourses both financial, 
human, systems and 
infrastructure.



Engage with 
stakeholders and 
communities

• Late entrance into a collaboration can mean 
this step is skipped.

• Community input into research priority setting 
is missed.

• Funding gets spent on research that fails to 
address essential research questions. 

• Research translation ends at publication (as 
that can be the end goal for many academics.) 

• Inadequate attention given to translation into 
locally appropriate innovation and policy (the 
stakeholders that are needed to take care of 
this not involved)

• Example: US-Ugandan transgenic banana 
study, funded by Bill & Melinda Gates 
Foundation.   “nutritionist” vs “food sovereignty, 
sustainability” of local agricultural practices.  (ref: 
See Ethics Dumping Casebook. Doris Schroeder et al  Chpter 11.  Jaci 
van Niekerk and Rachel Wynberg. Springer. 2018. 

Responsible research conduct 
ensures that, where appropriate  
(more often then not!) local 
stakeholders play an important 
part in setting research priorities 
and advising research teams on 
how to conduct culturally 
sensitive, valuable research. 
They are also key to identifying key 
benefits  from the perspective of 
communities and ensuring 
appropriate translation of findings



• Inadequate research support systems can 
result in data being stored and protected 
sub-optimally with the potential for data 
breaches

• Funder requirements for early sharing of 
data can force under-resourced 
collaborators to have to share data on 
open platforms or via data access 
committees before they have had an 
oppourtunity to interrogate the data ( that 
they have usually been instrumental in 
collecting) for additional secondary 
analyses or to attempt to address local 
research priorities that were not included 
in the original study ( perhaps for some of 
the reasons  discussed above)

Research Integrity 
requires that data is 
analysed, stored, 
reanalysed, and shared in 
a manner that is 
trustworthy, scrupulous, 
transparent and that 
maximises the  utility of 
the  data, particularly 
where public funding is 
involved. 

Collect, analyse, store, 
share, data



Collect, analyse, store, 
share, data • Funder requirements or lead PI 

requirements, may mean that the data is 
hosted on servers at centres in the global 
north that local collaborators  don’t find 
easy to access for various reasons: lack of 
human and infrastructure capacity to 
download and analyse large  data sets, 
unsurfaced power imbalances, difficult 
processes

• Better resourced researchers from HICs 
may be able to use the data more quickly. 
However secondary analyses done by 
those that are removed from the 
context/environment/ community where 
the data was collected may produce  
analyses that are biased or interpreted 
incorrectly

Research Integrity 
requires that data is 
analysed, stored, 
reanalysed, and shared in 
a manner that is 
trustworthy, scrupulous, 
transparent and that 
maximises the  utility of 
the  data, particularly 
where public funding is 
involved. 



Publish, disseminate, 
influence policy, 
feedback to stakeholders

•  Perpetuation of helicopter research 
where authors from HICs are writing 
about issues and communities in 
LMICs, that they are not directly 
involved with

•  Inadequate credit to LMIC 
collaborators in authorship (Much 
literature to show this remains a huge 
issue) 

•  Inadequate translation of research 
into policy or innovation relevant to 
local context. (Careers are mostly built 
on publications- why Hong Kong 
statement on research assessment so 
NB)                                 

Research integrity requires 
honesty, transparency and 
scrupulousness in 
authorship and publication 
ethics and commitment to 
research translation, 
transfer and innovation
 Unfairness, inequity and 
lack of diversity can lead to 
an undermining of RI in this 
domain.



Concluding Remarks
• The CTS is an important document that 

takes an additional step, by linking 
unfairness, inequity and  lack of diversity 
directly to research integrity.

• My first hope is that it will have an impact 
that will gather momentum amongst many 
stakeholders- funders, HIC RPIs, LMIC RPIs, 
researchers, publishers etc

•  My second, is that some will take up the 
challenge to research the impact of WCRI 
statements and declarations because we 
hope and assume they are making a 
difference, but we need to find the evidence. 
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