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Abstract
This special interest group addresses the status quo of HCI
research with regards to research practices of transparency
and openness. Specifically, it discusses whether current
practices are in line with the standards applied to other
fields (e.g., psychology, economics, medicine). It seeks to
identify current practices that are more progressive and
worth communicating to other disciplines, while evaluating
whether practices in other disciplines are likely to apply to
HCI research constructively. Potential outcomes include:
(1) a review of current HCI research policies, (2) a report on
recommended practices, and (3) a replication project of key
findings in HCI research.
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Background and Motivation
In 2015, a landmark paper was published that summarized
the efforts of 270 researchers in replicating 100 studies,
published across 3 highly-esteemed psychology journals
[2]. It found that approximately a third of previously reported
effects replicated in subsequent studies. Thus, it concluded
that the critical features of scientific enterprise, namely
transparency, openness, and reproducibility, were signifi-
cantly undermined in actual research practice.
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Since then, digital instruments have been developed to fa-
ciliate the documentation and dissemination of the progres-
sive stages of research projects, with the express goal of
facilitating open research. In particular, the Open Science
Framework (osf.io) provides a digital platform that allows
researchers to document and time-stamp progress in their
research projects as well as share relevant data, code, and
analytical tools. Cogent arguments have been made in fa-
vor of the open dissemination of such auxiliary research
materials (e.g., [7, 9]). Doing so ensures the replication of
foundational findings, whenever necessary, that the success
of new research proposals heavily rely on. Moreover, it pro-
motes interdisciplinary research between, otherwise, dis-
jointed communities that may not communicate published
findings but may, nonetheless, be interested in shared data
and methods. There is little doubt that an emphasis on
transparency, openness, and reproducibility will enhance
public (as well as collegial) trust in the scientific process [9].
To this extent, funding agencies are increasingly support-
ive of the adoption of open science practices in the projects
they sponsor (e.g., [10]). In line with this, advocates of rec-
ognized that the adoption of Open Science practices de-
pend on, not only on the ready availability of tools but also,
a reasonable recognition of the status quo and the effort
to improve this, and the appropriate incentivisation of this
effort.

SIDEBAR 1:
TOP GUIDELINES [9]
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This has given rise to the formalization and advocacy of
“Transparency and Openness Promotion” (TOP) guidelines
that strive to advance research [9]. Eight standards and
three levels of increasing stringency comprise TOP guide-
lines (see Sidebar 1 and next section for details), with the
primary objective of incentivising transparency in research
practices. To date, more than 5000 journals and institu-
tions have signed up to review their practices in accordance
to TOP guidelines; the Association of Computing Machin-

ery and, notably, its Special Interest Group for Computer-
Human Interaction (SIGCHI) are non-signatories.

Arguably, the human-computer interaction (HCI) commu-
nity has pioneered many of the open practices advocated
thus far. In fact, many HCI researchers actively share their
code for development on various platforms (e.g. GitHub) to
increase early adoption, as well as to strengthen the impact
and visibility of their work. HCI Journals and conferences
actively encourage researchers to submit supplementary
material, such as “survey text, experimental protocols,
source code, and data, all of which can help with replica-
bility of [the] work.” [1]. Further, HCI articles are shared
on open access journals (doaj.org) or submitted to ArXiv
(arxiv.org) that increase the visibility of work beyond the do-
main of HCI research. Recent years have also witnessed
significant efforts in promoting the value of replication stud-
ies [11] [4]. Open practices and their practical value to HCI
research have also been strongly encouraged [4]. Besides
this, there is a growing appreciation of statistical reporting
practices that promote transparency and openness, as ev-
idenced by the popularity of workshops and SIGs on this
theme [5, 6].

This raises the question: Are formal guidelines for trans-
parency and openness unnecessary or, worse, counter-
productive to the advancement of HCI research?

TOP guidelines
The Center of Open Science advocates eight standards
(i.e., TOP guidelines; see Sidebar 1) that supports the
translation of Open Science values (i.e., transparency,
openness, and reproducibility) into concrete and tangible
actions. Signatories (e.g., journals, professional societies,
funding agencies, etc.) to TOP guidelines commit them-
selves to reviewing existing policies and procedures, and
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determine the current level of stringency (i.e., levels 0-3)
of current practices. TOP guidelines serve to incentivise
the research community to formally adopt practices that
promote openness and transparency. They can be summa-
rized in three groups:

Reward for open practice: Besides published communi-
cations, citation standards could include citations of data,
code and research material, to credit them as original intel-
lectual contributions. Stable versions of repositories should
be cited, which provides a formal acknowledgement of their
intellectual contributions to the community. Also, publication
venues could actively encourage the submission of replica-
tion studies, especially those with fundamental implications
for high impact research domains. These practices will al-
low for self-correction as well as identify promising research
directions [9].

SIDEBAR 2: SIG AGENDA

00 mins
Welcome and Introduction (5
mins)

05 mins
Invited talk by COS represen-
tative (15 mins)

20 mins
Debate: HCI does not require
TOP guidelines
(20 mins)

40 mins
Breakout discussion on TOP
guidelines (20 mins)

60 mins
Present decision on current
HCI standards with regards
to TOP guidelines and rec-
ommended next steps (15
mins)

75 mins
Summary statement (5 mins)

80 mins
END OF SIG

Transparency: TOP guidelines identify at least four types
of contributions that deserve recognition in their own right.
These should be openly shared independent of the re-
search publication itself. They are: Data, Analytic methods,
Research materials, Design and analysis. Such contribu-
tions allow others to understand the detailed procedures
in analyzing the data collected in order to generate the re-
ported results. This includes providing access to research
prototypes under a license that permits use, modifications,
improvements, or derivations from existing source code [8].
Furthermore, the research material standard promotes to
provide all elements of that methodology and data shar-
ing standards that make data available in common trusted
repositories (e.g. the Open Science Framework). Finally,
the analytic methods standard promote the publication and
citation of the code and the statistical models and simu-
lations used in the research [9]. Access to raw datasets
without restrictions allow reuse and aggregation of research

data from multiple resources for extended analysis [8]. This
will reduce uninformative variance across different studies
and ensure that best practices are repeated. Data sharing
will also promote new discoveries as well as contribute to
modeling and simulation efforts.

Pre-registration: Pre-registrations of studies and analyses
are strongly encouraged to distinguish between research
that are confirmatory (hypothesis-testing) and exploratory
(hypothesis-generating). Researchers are encouraged to
submit their research proposals and associated hypotheses
for review prior to data-collection. Research proposals that
pass peer-review are accepted prior to data collection, if
the protocols are observed. This procedure is expected to
minimize the abuse of inferential statistics [3].

Structure of the SIG and Outcome
The objective determine whether the TOP guidelines apply
to advance current HCI research practices. The opinions
raised before, during, and after this SIG is documented as
an Open Science Framework project (http://osf.tophci.org/).
This document will inform the COS as well as the executive
committee of ACM SIGCHI.

Sidebar 2 provides a brief structure of the SIG meeting.
It will commence with an invited talk by a representative
from the Center for Open Science (COS). This talk will in-
troduce the COS, tools for Open Science, the challenges in
implementing recommended practices, and the outcome of
incentivising Open Science. Next, there will be an Oxford-
style debate on the proposition: “Transparency and Open-
ness Promotion guidelines are unnecessary and potentially
counterproductive to the advancement of HCI research.”.
Two three-member panels will separately represent an af-
firmative and negative position on the proposition, inde-
pendent of their own beliefs. This is based on the opinions
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shared prior to the meeting via the OSF project. Following
this, 4 independent groups will be formed to address two
TOP guidelines each. The goal for each group will be to de-
termine the current level of each standard and to discuss
whether it applies to HCI research. Discussants will ad-
dress the relevance of TOP guidelines and how they might
be applied or modified accordingly. Each group will sub-
sequently present the results of their discussion. The SIG
meeting will conclude with an invitation for continued contri-
bution to an open collaborative document on the applicabil-
ity of TOP guidelines to ACM SIGCHI interests.

The discussion could yield positive HCI practices that could
be recommended to COS. Also, an interest in TOP prac-
tices could inspire a new research domain, namely devel-
oping better human-computer interfaces for facilitating the
adoption of Open Science practices by scientists.
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