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Policy Points:

• Community-engaged research (CEnR) engenders meaningful academic-
community partnerships to improve research quality and health out-
comes. CEnR has increasingly been adopted by health care sys-
tems, funders, and communities looking for solutions to intractable
problems.

• It has been difficult to systematically measure CEnR’s impact, as most
evaluations focus on project-specific outcomes. Similarly, partners have
struggled with identifying appropriate measures to assess outcomes of
interest.

• To make a case for CEnR’s value, we must demonstrate the impacts
of CEnR over time. We compiled recent measures and developed an
interactive data visualization to facilitate more consistent measurement
of CEnR’s theoretical domains.
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Context: Community-engaged research (CEnR) aims to engender meaningful
academic-community partnerships to increase research quality and impact,
improve individual and community health, and build capacity for uptake of
evidence-based practices. Given the urgency to solve society’s pressing public
health problems and increasing competition for funding, it is important to
demonstrate CEnR’s value. Most evaluations focus on project-specific outcomes,
making it difficult to demonstrate CEnR’s broader impact. Moreover, it is
challenging for partnerships to identify assessments of interest beyond process
measures. We conducted a mapping review to help partnerships find and select
measures to evaluate CEnR projects and to characterize areas where further
development of measures is needed.

Methods: We searched electronic bibliographic databases using relevant search
terms from 2009 to 2018 and scanned CEnR projects to identify unpublished
measures. Through review and reduction, we found 69 measures of CEnR’s
context, process, or outcomes that are potentially generalizable beyond a specific
health condition or population. We abstracted data from descriptions of each
measure to catalog purpose, aim (context, process, or outcome), and specific
domains being measured.

Findings: We identified 28 measures of the conditions under which CEnR is
conducted and factors to support effective academic-community collaboration
(context); 43 measures evaluating constructs such as group dynamics and trust
(process); and 43 measures of impacts such as benefits and challenges of CEnR
participation and system and capacity changes (outcomes).

Conclusions: We found substantial variation in how academic-community
partnerships conceptualize and define even similar domains. Achieving more
consistency in how partnerships evaluate key constructs could reduce mea-
surement confusion apparent in the literature. A hybrid approach whereby
partnerships discuss common metrics and develop locally important measures
can address CEnR’s multiple goals. Our accessible data visualization serves as a
convenient resource to support partnerships’ evaluation goals and may help to
build the evidence base for CEnR through the use of common measures across
studies.

Keywords: community-engaged research, action research, measurement, out-
comes, mapping review.

W hile the traditional approach to health research
treats individuals and populations as the subjects of inquiry,
community-engaged research (CEnR) involves establishing
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and maintaining authentic partnerships between researchers and those
who are being researched, including local community members and
organizations.1-5 CEnR is an umbrella term used to describe a range
of activities and approaches (eg, stakeholder engagement, patient
engagement, public involvement, participatory action research), with
community-based participatory research (CBPR) being the longest
standing and best known of these related to health.6 Yet, all approaches to
CEnR borrow from CBPR’s emphasis on community members as equal
partners in many aspects of the research process, from the identification
and selection of priority topics and research questions, to developing
data collection materials and analytical strategies, to drafting and dis-
seminating the publication of findings.1,5,7-10 In addition, CEnR often
aims to build the future capacity of academic-community partnerships
by improving community members’ research literacy and researchers’
concurrent understanding of the community’s history and needs.2,3,5,11

CEnR is theorized to impact research evidence and community health
outcomes through a number of different mechanisms.1,3,11-19 For ex-
ample, including community input into research design is likely to
result in evidence and subsequent interventions that are more applica-
ble to the community’s needs and thus, more readily accepted by the
community.12,14,16,17 Community input can also improve the translation
of research findings to practice by providing evidence that is tailored
to the setting and population of interest.1,3,13,14 Similarly, community
members are likely to greatly improve the translation and dissemination
of research evidence by championing the findings within the community
and suggesting alternatives to publication.11,16,20 Finally, the process of
CEnR can build trust and mutual respect and facilitate future research
participation, especially in populations that have traditionally been mis-
treated by or excluded from health research.11,12,15,16,19

The potential impacts of CEnR on population health outcomes are
less established in the literature. Yet, engaged research is theorized to
empower community members to become educated about their own
health and activated to participate in their health care.12 Engagement
in research may also lead community members to make better health
decisions based on the knowledge uncovered, which can improve long-
term health outcomes.17 Finally, participation in engaged research may
contribute to greater community acceptance of research, subsequently
guiding community action.12
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Much of the literature on participatory approaches has relied on case
studies, qualitative inquiry, or literature review to suggest conceptual
models and best practices for conducting engaged research.11,16,18,21-24

Although many proximal and distal outcomes are assumed to be af-
fected by community engagement, there is, in fact, little evidence in
the literature to demonstrate these relationships. Recent systematic
reviews have shown that popular evaluation techniques are to (a) count
the number of participants involved in engaged projects or events,25

or (b) elicit researcher and community member impressions of the im-
pact of participation through qualitative approaches such as interviews
or focus groups,10,25-29 which, while valuable, limits the ability to sys-
tematically measure change and compare outcomes across studies. Some
CEnR projects have developed their own limited-item scales to assess the
short-term health outcomes or processes most relevant to the particular
researcher-community partnership.25,30 The selection of locally relevant
tools is essential to the practice of CEnR as it allows researchers and com-
munity members to share control of all stages of the research process,
including which outcomes are most relevant to the partnership.31 Nev-
ertheless, the reliance on local tools impedes the comparison of outcomes
across studies or the validation of broader CEnR constructs, which could
help to strengthen the impact of the field and increase recognition of
CEnR as a scientific endeavor.32 To achieve CEnR’s broader goals of im-
proved health and research, there may be value in partnerships utilizing
common or broadly generalizable measures of engagement in projects
alongside locally tailored tools. We encourage partnerships to consider
the multiple aims of CEnR when discussing evaluation practices to assess
their projects.

CEnR approaches have been increasingly adopted by health care sys-
tems, funders, and communities looking for solutions to seemingly
intractable problems.13,17,22,33 Although researchers and community
members who have partnered can attest to the benefits of CEnR, there
is a growing emphasis in health research on funding evidence-based
interventions.34 Thus, it is more important than ever for engaged part-
nerships to demonstrate evidence of the positive impacts of CEnR. To
facilitate consistent measurement of the impact of engaged research
across projects over time and contribute to a clearer understanding of
the value of community engagement, our aims were to:
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1. Identify and categorize evaluation tools or measures of commu-
nity engagement contexts, processes, and outcomes that can be
used across a variety of CEnR projects in conjunction with locally
tailored measures

2. Characterize current gaps in measurement
3. Serve as a resource for future CEnR projects

Methods

Search Strategy

To achieve our stated aims, we opted to conduct a mapping review.
Mapping reviews categorize existing literature according to a partic-
ular theoretical model, participant population, or setting. This allows
the reviewers to identify gaps in the literature, which can inspire fur-
ther reviews or primary research.35,36 In addition, mapping reviews
often present results in a user-friendly visual format to support future
work.35,36

To ensure a comprehensive search for measures of engagement, we
adopted multiple strategies. First, we scanned the peer-reviewed lit-
erature using two popular electronic bibliographic databases: Web of
Science (including Medline/PubMed), and Academic Search Premier
(including PsycINFO). The Web of Science Core Collection includes
citations across the social science disciplines, allowing for a search across
an index of 148 sociology, 140 psychology, 90 anthropology, and 82
health policy/services peer-reviewed journals as examples.37 Academic
Search Premier similarly indexes across more than 3,900 peer-reviewed
journals across disciplines.38 We limited our search to include only
English-language articles published between January 2009 and Decem-
ber 2018, as other reviews have targeted earlier time frames.16,29,39-41

Four separate searches were conducted; search terms were entered into
the databases using quotation marks and included (1) community-engaged
research AND evaluation, (2) stakeholder-engaged research AND evaluation,
(3) community-based participatory research AND evaluation, and (4) participa-
tory action research AND evaluation for a total of 2,708 abstracts to review
(1,399 via Web of Science and 1,309 via Academic Search Premier).

The lead author (T.L.) reviewed each title and abstract to eliminate
duplicate records, study protocols, and those that diverged from
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community member, stakeholder, patient, or public engagement in
research (n = 1,666). At this stage, the following inclusion criteria were
also applied: (a) the study must describe an assessment or evaluation
(qualitative or quantitative) of an engaged project, thus excluding
articles that only described conceptual models or practical steps for
conducting engaged research (n = 482), and (b) the assessment or
evaluation must measure the context, process, or outcome of engaged
research. These evaluation targets were selected based on the theoretical
and practical premise that understanding the context and process of
engaged research is critical to interpreting the ultimate impact.16,27 In
addition, we aimed to uncover a body of “universal” measures that could
be used by partnerships consistently across studies in addition to locally
tailored tools. Thus, the lead author excluded articles where the only
results reported were study-specific and would not readily generalize to
other engaged research settings. These included varied outcomes such
as blood glucose level in a diabetes population, environmental health
literacy in a sample of school children, or level of trauma awareness in a
clinician group (to name a few) (n = 353). Although this decision likely
excludes a number of specific health-related items that could be useful
for some engaged partnerships, it was not feasible to include and analyze
the wide breadth of study-specific outcomes in this particular review.

As a secondary approach, we conducted a scan of “community-engaged
research organizations” (via Google search and discussions with col-
leagues engaged in CEnR) to identify academic centers and working
groups actively pursuing engaged research; we searched these organiza-
tions’ websites for additional evaluation resources and tools not captured
by the bibliographic databases. This yielded a total of 25 additional
white papers and instruments. Thus, the full text of 126 articles and
white papers were obtained and reviewed to glean specific qualitative
and quantitative assessments. After eliminating all papers that did not
describe the measurement scales or items used (n = 57), this left a total
of 69 final measures for data abstraction.

Data Abstraction, Validation, and
Visualization

The lead author abstracted data from the individual study authors’ own
descriptions of (a) the purpose of the measure, and (b) the domains mea-
sured. Additionally, the lead author classified the measures according
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to whether the study authors’ stated purpose or goal of the measure
most aligned with a context evaluation (examining the conditions in
which CEnR will be conducted), process evaluation (examining how
the engagement is done), or outcome/impact evaluation (examining the
intended effects).16,27 Measures were also allowed to represent multiple
goals—for example, a measure of how partnership conflict was resolved
could be used during engagement to measure the process and posten-
gagement to determine if a change has occurred—if indicated in the
study author’s stated purpose and the item descriptions of each subscale
or subsection. Our aim in allowing measures to serve in multiple eval-
uation categories is for academic-community partners to consider these
measures according to what would be useful for their specific contexts.

If an article did not include a discussion of the measure’s domains,
the measure’s items were summarized with key phrases to provide a
cross-item description. To validate the data abstraction, the other two
authors (A.H. and G.T.) each independently coded half of the measures
as described, so that all 69 measures were reviewed by two authors.
All three authors met biweekly to arbitrate coding conflicts through
consensus. The authors also maintained individual process memos to
highlight patterns and themes within the data. Selected measures from
each evaluation type (context, process, and outcome) can be found in
Appendix Table 1. The full 69 measures are represented in Online
Supplemental Table 1.

To serve as a resource for future CEnR projects, we utilized Tableau
Public to produce interactive data visualizations of the discovered
measures and the domains represented.42 Through this visual display,
we hope to support researchers and community members to identify
measures of engagement to use in their own CEnR projects, according
to their own goals. We encourage readers to explore this resource at
https://public.tableau.com/profile/tana.luger#!/vizhome/MeasuresofCo
mmunityEngagement/AuthorsandDomains.

Results

Across the literature and measures reviewed, we found substantial varia-
tion in how researchers conceptualized and defined domains to measure.
For example, the academic-community partnership central to CEnR has

https://public.tableau.com/profile/tana.luger#!/vizhome/MeasuresofCommunityEngagement/AuthorsandDomains
https://public.tableau.com/profile/tana.luger#!/vizhome/MeasuresofCommunityEngagement/AuthorsandDomains
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been described in the literature with such disparate phrases as “recip-
rocal relationships,”19 “collaborative partnerships,”5 “mutually effective
partnerships,”19 “mutual respect and acceptance of differences,”43 and
“shared power and decision-making,”13,44,45 among others. In addition,
nearly half (47.8%, n = 33) of the included measures could be applicable
to more than one domain (ie, context, process, or outcome evaluations).

We found the boundaries between core CEnR concepts were similarly
unclear. For example, although many studies attempted to evaluate
the role that community members had adopted within the engaged
research, the scope of the evaluation varied significantly. Some studies
asked community members to quantify the specific tasks in which they
engaged.46,47 Some focused on the community members’ roles in the
research and communication processes that promote role clarity.48-51

Still other studies focused on the community’s perception of the impact
that their specific activities had on the research project.52-54

In order to place our results within the context of the larger literature
and characterize gaps, we present a brief table of the systematic reviews
(n = 12) that were uncovered utilizing our specific search criteria (see
Appendix Table 2). As our aim was not to conduct a review of reviews,
but to discover measures of engagement, it is important to note that
these 12 are not an exhaustive representation of the previously reviewed
literature. Nevertheless, the authors of the included systematic reviews
frequently call for the need to develop reliable and valid measures in order
to better understand contextual factors, partnerships, and the impacts
of engagement. Many of the systematic reviews also acknowledge the
value of quantitative and qualitative measurement for better analyzing
engagement processes.

Context Measures

We identified 28 measures that assess the context of engaged research
(see Figure 1); these measures predominantly focus on the conditions
under which the research will be conducted and considerations for
effective collaborations between researchers and community members.
The majority of context measures evaluate the community’s capacity
for engaged research (see Figure 2), including training and past CEnR
experiences. For example, a quantitative needs assessment by Goytia and
colleagues. inquires about the experiences of community organizations
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Figure 1. Engagement Measures by Evaluation Type

For interactive data visualization, please visit https://public.tableau.com/
profile/tana.luger#!/vizhome/MeasuresofCommunityEngagement/
AuthorsandDomains.

in research and evaluation, their interest in building specific research
skills like survey development or literature review, and interest in
partnering in the future.55 Similarly, the Canadian Foundation for
Healthcare Improvement’s tool encourages community organizations
to self-evaluate their capacity to utilize research evidence, a key skill
for active participation in an engaged project.56 In addition, a survey
by Rubin and colleagues asks community members to assess their level
of confidence in working with researchers as well as motivations and
attitudes toward research.57 Many context measures also assess the
strengths and resources of the community that may be brought to bear
in an engaged research project such as social capital and organizational
linkages. A qualitative interview guide by Gibbons and colleagues

https://public.tableau.com/profile/tana.luger#!/vizhome/MeasuresofCommunityEngagement/AuthorsandDomains
https://public.tableau.com/profile/tana.luger#!/vizhome/MeasuresofCommunityEngagement/AuthorsandDomains
https://public.tableau.com/profile/tana.luger#!/vizhome/MeasuresofCommunityEngagement/AuthorsandDomains
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encourages community members to reflect on the strengths within
the community that may be drawn on for an academic-community
partnership.58 This includes a variety of community resources such as
social groups, occupations, and sources of information. In addition,
the Partnership River of Life participatory exercise published by
Sanchez-Youngman and Wallerstein encourages partners to develop a
“communal narrative” about the origins and key events of their partner-
ship in order to better understand the larger historical, social, political,
and economic context in which the partnership is aiming to function.59

Several measures evaluate the academic researcher’s capacity for en-
gaged research, such as researchers’ sufficient knowledge and under-
standing of the community or expectations and goals for engagement.
The Engage for Equity Key Informant survey asks partners to rate
whether the principal investigator of an engaged project is from a similar
cultural background as the targets of the project and whether the project
has provided any training or discussions about oppression and cultural
sensitivity.60 Another survey, this one by DiGirolamo, asks researchers
to assess their current skills and interests related to conducting CBPR
(such as coalition-building or how to obtain funding) for the purpose of
uncovering needed academic infrastructure to support CBPR projects.61

Finally, a few context measures encourage reflection on the specific
logistics of an engaged project before it begins. For example, the Patient
Engagement Workbook takes researchers through a number of important
considerations for engaged research with patients, including the pa-
tient’s role across the stages of research, methods to identify and recruit
patient partners, institutional requirements, how patient concerns will
be addressed, and processes for sharing data.49 As another example, the
Community Priority Index allows researchers and community members
to rate the importance and ease of change of community issues in order
to quantify the partnership’s priorities for engaged research projects.62

Process Measures

We identified 43 measures that evaluate the process of engaged
research—ie, aspects of how community engagement occurred (see
Figure 1). Manyprocess measures examine group dynamics within the
partnership,20,44,45,48,53,63-67 typically adapted from a 2003 instrument
by Schulz, Israel, and Lantz.68 For example, interview questions by Paige
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and colleagues elicit community members’ general experiences in the
partnership to characterize the academic-community collaboration.67

Following the overarching goals of CEnR, many measures in-
quire about perceptions of influence and power, respect, trust, and
communication across group interactions to ensure an equitable
collaboration.44,45,48,52,53,69 For example, the Youth-led Participatory
Action Research Process Template allows team members to rate the
power-sharing observed between teachers and students during an en-
gaged project.70 The Partnership Assessment in Community-based Re-
search (PAIR) survey encourages stakeholders to assess the fundamental
characteristics of a strong partnership, including open and honest com-
munication, equitable collaboration, shared partnership values such as
mutual respect and trust, and a plan for sustaining the partnership.43 In
addition, quantitative measures by Braun and colleagues and Goodman
and colleagues allow stakeholders to reflect whether the processes uti-
lized within their partnership align with the goals of community-based
participatory research (CBPR).64,65 The partnership is rated on the basis
of how well or how often it “fosters capacity-building for all partners”
and “seeks and uses the input of community partners,” among others.65

These measures allow stakeholders to determine whether the engaged
project is being conducted in the spirit of equitable, collaborative CEnR.

Another body of measures examine partnership synergy, or enhanced
collaboration among partner members. For example, the CBPR Rating
Scale by Pivik and Goelman asks partners to rate the importance of shared
decision making, goals, and values to their engaged work.71 Similarly,
the Engage for Equity Community Engaged survey encourages partners
to assess the level at which they develop shared goals and strategies and
respond to challenges and community needs.60

Another process survey measures the practicalities of the engaged
project, such as satisfaction with the organization and structure of project
meetings.53 Other measures examine the leadership in place for the en-
gaged research, assessing the effectiveness of leadership and outlining
governance decisions.43,48,72 The Engage for Equity Community En-
gaged survey also asks respondents about project governance, such as
who approved participation in the project on behalf of the community
and who controlled project resources.60 Such measures would be use-
ful for obtaining feedback to inform effective partnership strategies for
future engaged research.
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Outcome and Impact Measures

We identified 43 measures that evaluate the outcome or impact of
engaged research or the intended effects of community engagement
(see Figure 1). Although a number of measures ask open-ended ques-
tions about the benefits and challenges of participating in engaged
research,20,44,73 others more formally assess the perceived benefits of
engaged research through survey methods in order to elicit reported
impacts and costs within each academic-community partnership.51-53,58

Often, this involves asking stakeholders directly about their satisfaction
with the partnership.52,53

The majority of included outcome measures evaluate the systems
and capacity changes produced by the engaged research, such as in-
creased information and resource exchange among stakeholders,44,74,75

joint activities or events,75 ongoing or new funding for partnered work,72

and improvements to services and programs.48 Others focus especially
on measuring improved community capacity for research, such as the
knowledge and skills for future research engagement51,53,73,76 as well as
self-efficacy and confidence in research participation.70,77-80

Similarly, many measures appraise the sustainability of the part-
nership by gauging stakeholder commitment to the work,43,48,53,65

ongoing funding,48,72 and enhanced research networks.52 Still others
quantify the number of publications, policy revisions, and solicited
funding opportunities to judge the effectiveness of the partnership’s
efforts.60,72,81 Yet, few measures in our sample directly assessed how
engagement improved research practice or outcomes. The CBPR Model
Visioning Guide encourages stakeholders to consider research produc-
tivity (ie, papers, grant applications, and awards) as an intermediate
outcome, if applicable to their CBPR partnership.82

Some measures examined more distal outcomes of the project such
as policy changes60,83-85 or community empowerment. For example, the
Knowledge Ownership Social Network Analysis asks partners to rank
stakeholders according to whether they held important information re-
lating to the project.74 Meant to be conducted longitudinally, the mea-
sure allows partners to track whether knowledge is elicited and owned
equitably among stakeholders, reflecting a more active, empowered role
of the community. Similarly, the Ripple Effect Tool quantifies the social
connectedness or enhanced relationships and resource sharing within an
engaged project.83 Finally, the Engage for Equity Community Engaged
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survey asks about health outcomes to evaluate longer-term changes to
community health status or health outcomes of interest that may arise
from the engaged project.60

Discussion

Through a mapping review technique and multipronged search, we
identified 28 measures appropriate for a context evaluation, 43 process
measures, and 43 outcome or impact measures of CEnR that have been
developed over the past decade. The majority of the measures assessed
community capacity for engaged research, either as a context evaluation
to understand the community’s skills and resources for engaged work
or as an outcome or goal of an engaged project. This is in contrast
to two recent systematic reviews,16,29 which found a focus on process
measurement.

Our work also supports the assertion of many authors that there is a
lack of consensus on the goals of CEnR (see Appendix Table 2); we found
substantial variation in how study authors conceptualized and defined
even similar domains to measure. Although all measurement is impor-
tant to understanding the impacts of engaged research, achieving more
consistency in the ways that partnerships evaluate key constructs could
reduce some of the measurement confusion apparent in the literature.
Although many authors have valiantly attempted to systematically orga-
nize this complex body of literature, it is still difficult for partnerships
to identify measures to use in their engaged projects. In the context
of CEnR, it is important to highlight the inherent tension between a
researcher-driven approach to selecting established and validated metrics
and a community-driven process of developing and/or adopting metrics
that may be more trusted, relevant, and useful in the local setting. Based
on our experiences conducting engaged research, discussions with col-
leagues and community members, and CEnR’s overarching goal of an
equitable partnership where no member is more or less important than
another,31,86,87 it seems that a hybrid approach in which researchers and
community members propose and discuss both measures of the broader
domains of engaged research and the specific needs and goals of the
community allows for both consistency and local tailoring. In addition,
a hybrid approach that encourages partnerships to identify common
metrics and develop locally important measures may represent a process
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whereby the desired outcomes of CEnR such as synergy, shared power,
and shared ownership can flourish.88 In that spirit, we hope that the
included data visualization will serve as a convenient resource to help
academic-community partnerships identify common measures to con-
sistently include in their projects. Similarly, although many research
groups and organizations have attempted to create models to guide the
practice of CEnR,32,86,89,90 more collaborative work needs to be done
to promote a consistent framework for engaged research. A clear, guid-
ing model built and tested across settings and data sources, such as the
one proposed recently by Oetzel and colleagues,91 can encourage more
systematic measurement of important domains.

In contrast to systematic reviews by Sandoval and colleagues29 and
Esmail, Moore, and Rein,16 we discovered many context measures,
which could indicate a growing interest in understanding the condi-
tions in which CEnR will take place. As described earlier, these mea-
sures predominantly assessed the community’s capacity for engaging in
research, such as skills in literature review or experiences with academic
researchers. This is a strong step forward in improving overall measure-
ment of engaged research. As Sandoval and colleagues purport, “differ-
ences in context significantly influence processes, which form the core
operational partnership features of CBPR. These differences . . . matter
in terms of partnership success.”29 Thus, understanding the context in
which engagement takes place is a critical step in understanding the
academic-community partnership and measuring the impact of engaged
research. We recommend that partnerships include measures throughout
the life cycle of the engaged project so that the context, processes used,
and impacts are all assessed. Ultimately, the strength of the partnership
and ability to identify project impacts may be facilitated by carefully
made decisions at the project’s start to include systematic measurement.
Recent toolkits and planning exercises49,82,92,93 can facilitate equitable
participation among stakeholders in this critical stage.

Nevertheless, many of the measures that we uncovered can be used at
multiple points in the engaged research; for example, a process measure
administered at the start and end of the project may simultaneously
represent an evaluation of the engagement process as well as an outcome
or impact of the project (eg, change in the partnership or process).
Although our goal is to point partnerships toward valid and reliable
common measures that can be used across settings, we do not suggest that
partnerships rely solely on these measures for evaluation purposes. It is
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critical for academic-community partners to have the flexibility to adapt
measures to best fit their needs and local settings. Many of the qualitative
guides or workbooks that we include in this paper are designed to
encourage partnerships to self-reflect on the type of measurement that
best fits their needs.49,82,92,94,95

Encouragingly, we identified a growing number of measures of the
outcomes or impacts of engaged research, in contrast to the findings
of previous systematic reviews.16,26,29,40,41 In our analysis, investiga-
tors chose to measure such outcomes as change in community capacity
(eg, increased information exchange or resource sharing), perceptions
of whether the project aligned with CBPR principles, the number of
activities or goals that the partnership achieved, the perceived benefits
of the project, and satisfaction with the project. Although these out-
comes can be easily documented from project activities or elicited from
participants, there is much more to be done to determine the impact
of engaged research. Recent efforts in this direction provide valuable
practical guidance for addressing the heterogeneity of impacts in the
literature96 and the challenges of measuring across local settings and
partnerships.32 Similar to multiple reviews,16,26,29,39 we found a lack of
attention to long-term outcomes such as improved uptake of research or
an effect on health outcomes. We recommend that partnerships include
both measures of the immediate effect of the research process or project
(eg, increased group cohesion) as well as consider follow-up measurement
of more distal outcomes over time.

As previously mentioned, many systematic reviews call for the need
to develop psychometrically valid and reliable quantitative measures
in order to further understanding of the mechanisms at work (see
Appendix Table 2). We agree that it is critical for the field to move
toward validation of existing quantitative measures as well as the con-
tinued production of new instruments in order to assure that engaged
research models and measures are evidence-based. Nevertheless, we
affirm that there is value in including qualitative measurement in en-
gaged research projects, following our choice to include interview and
focus group guides in our mapping review. Hearing directly from stake-
holders in their own words can lend insight that can lead to better
conceptualization and operationalization of engagement. In turn, this
can lead to more valid and reliable quantitative measures. Additionally,
the nonspecific effects of engagement that are theorized to be influential,
such as cohesive relationships or feelings of being valued, may not be
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fully captured by a 7-point Likert scale. As Conklin and colleagues men-
tion, “the emphasis placed on assessing outcomes/impact of public in-
volvement risks missing the normative value of public involvement
as intrinsically good because it is a deliberative democratic process.”41

There is likely inherent value in engaging community members in re-
search beyond the targets of any intervention. Integrated qualitative and
quantitative measurement may best capture these complex effects.

There are several limitations to our work. Although we relied on
multiple strategies to ensure as comprehensive a search for measures as
possible, we did not conduct a systematic review, due to the wide scope
and ambiguity of the literature. As a result, we may have unintentionally
missed a measure for inclusion. In addition, we reviewed only those
measures whose individual items were described in the peer-reviewed or
online literature. It is possible that organizations have developed useful
measures but have not identified an effective way to share them with
other engaged groups. If readers have developed or identified measures
for engaged work to recommend, we encourage them to contact the lead
author for inclusion in the interactive data visualization.

Conclusion

Researchers and community members who have partnered on research
together can attest to the perceived benefits of CEnR; many practical
lessons learned and conceptual models can be found in the literature.
Simultaneously, CEnR approaches and methods have been taken up by
health care systems, funders, and communities looking for solutions
to intractable problems, within the context of funding evidence-based
interventions. This means it is more important than ever for those con-
ducting CEnR to be able to demonstrate impacts of CEnR over time,
and for the field as a whole to make a case for the value of CEnR.
Nevertheless, models and concepts of engaged research still remain
muddy. We have compiled a body of recent measures and developed an
interactive data visualization to facilitate more consistent measurement
of the theoretical domains of CEnR. Along with previous systematic
reviews, we hope that our work will support academic-community part-
nerships to identify key domains to be measured within their projects
and instruments with which to do so.
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