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If you want to go fast, go alone.  
If you want to go far, go together.

         -African Proverb



Community Engagement Working Definition

“….the process of working collaboratively with and through groups of people affiliated 
by geographic proximity, special interest, or similar situations to address issues 
affecting the well-being of those people. 

It is a powerful vehicle for bringing about environmental and behavioral changes that 
will improve the health of the community and its members. 

It often involves partnerships and coalitions that help mobilize resources and 
influence systems, change relationships among partners, and serve as catalysts for 
changing policies, programs, and practices.”

Source: Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. (1997). Principles of community engagement (1st ed.). Atlanta, GA: Author. As cited in Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry. (2015). 
What is community engagement? Retrieved from https://www.atsdr.cdc.gov/communityengagement/pce_what.html

https://www.atsdr.cdc.gov/communityengagement/pce_what.html


Why Do Stakeholder Engaged Research?
■ Ensure research is patient/community centered 

– Non-academic stakeholders provide unique perspectives on needs

■ Increase relevance to non-academic stakeholders 
– patients, communities, policy makers

■ Supports sustainability of interventions post-funding

■ Builds capacity and trust among all stakeholders

■ Leverage existing resources within the community

■ Reciprocal relationship between researchers and non-academic stakeholders

■ Evidence-based approach for addressing health disparities
Source: Patient-Centered Outcomes Research Institute. (2013). Patient-centered outcomes research. Retrieved from https://www.pcori.org/research-results/patient-centered-outcomes-research 

https://www.pcori.org/research-results/patient-centered-outcomes-research
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NAME DOMAIN NUMBER OF 
ITEMS

SCORING/
INTERPRETATION

VALIDATION 
(IF APPLICABLE)

Mainous Trust in Medical 
Researchers [10]

Trust in medical 
researchers

12 Score ranging from 0 to 48; higher values 
indicate higher trust

Cronbach’s alpha = 0.84

Hall Trust in Medical 
Researchers [11]

Trust in medical 
researchers

12 Score ranging from 0 to 100; higher values 
indicate higher trust

Cronbach’s alpha = 0.87.  Factor model 
consists of 1 factor.  

Survey of community 
engagement [12]

Community 
engagement

3 categories; 25 
items

Average score ranging from 1 to 7; higher 
scores indicate higher engagement

n/a

Partnership Assessment In 
community-based Research 
(PAIR) [13]

Evaluates key 
dimensions of 
researchers and 
community member 
partnerships

5 dimensions; 31 
items

Average score ranging from 1 to 5; higher 
scores indicate higher engagement

Content validation (literature review, 
experts, cognitive interviews)

Community Engagement 
Research Index (CERI) [14] 

Community 
engagement in 
research

12 Sum score ranging from 4 to 12; higher 
scores indicate higher engagement

Face validity (items identified by 
interview participants), content validity 
(items based on previously collected 
qualitative data)

Coalition Self-Assessment 
Survey (CSAS) trust sub-scale

Trust within coalition 7 Average score ranging from 1 to 4; higher 
scores indicate higher trust

No validation data, but used across 
several projects
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NAME DOMAIN
NUMBER OF 
ITEMS

SCORING/
INTERPRETATION

VALIDATION 
(IF APPLICABLE)

Partnership Self-Assessment Tool 
(PSAT) – Leadership 

Partnership 
leadership

11 Average score ranging from 1 to 5, rounded to 
0.1; higher scores indicate better leadership

According to the National Collaborating Centre 
for Methods and Tools (NCCMT), the PSAT tool 
has been evaluated, validity properties meet 
accepted standards, and reliability properties 
meet accepted standards. They gave the tool a 
‘strong’ methodological rating.

Partnership Self-Assessment Tool 
(PSAT) – Efficiency

Partnership 
Efficiency

3 Average score ranging from 1 to 5, rounded to 
0.1; higher scores indicate better efficiency

Partnership Self-Assessment Tool 
(PSAT) – Administration/ Management

Partnership 
administration/ 
management

9 Average score ranging from 1 to 5, rounded to 
0.1; higher scores indicate better 
administration/ management

Partnership Self-Assessment Tool 
(PSAT) – nonfinancial resources

Partnership 
nonfinancial 
resources

6 Average score ranging from 1 to 5, rounded to 
0.1; higher scores indicate has resources

Partnership Self-Assessment Tool 
(PSAT) – financial other capital 
resources

Partnership 
financial other 
capital resources

3 Average score ranging from 1 to 5, rounded to 
0.1; higher scores indicate has resources

Wilder Collaboration Factors 
Inventory

Collaboration 
evaluation

6 dimensions, 
20 factors, 40 
items

Average score ranging from 1 to 5 with 
dimensions equally weighted; higher 
scores indicate higher collaboration

Reliability varied for dimensions (alpha 0.50 – 
0.93) [19]



Why Measure Partner Engagement?

The extent to which stakeholders in research partnerships feel engaged has not 
received sufficient attention. 

It is important to understand:

How engagement level in a partnership is 
developing.
 
To what extent engagement level is a 
predictor of outcomes in the larger study.



Systematic Review to Identify Measures

Started by thinking that such 
measures existed and that 
they had properties that were 
understood 

Found that lots of people had 
measured something 

But really did not know what 
they had measured Field was “not very strong 

methodologically”



Existing Measures Came in Two Camps

■ One, in which investigators simply counted the attendance in various 
events and activities, and assumed engagement

– Example: Number of people who attended a board meeting or community 
meeting 

■ Two, in which investigators measured some construct that was 
possibly related to engagement

– Example: Degree to which participants felt comfortable sharing their thoughts 
and opinions

■ Neither way has been validated or corroborated

■ Mostly not examined in relation to outcomes or progress in project

■ Not tracked over time 
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Source: Goodman, M.S., Ackermann, N., Haskell-Craig, Z. et 
al. Construct validation of the Research Engagement Survey 
Tool (REST). Res Involv Engagem 8, 26 (2022). 
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40900-022-00360-y



Source: Sanders Thompson, VL., Ackermann N, Bauer, KL, Bowen, DJ, Goodman MS. Strategies of community engagement in 
research: definitions and classifications, Translational Behavioral Medicine, , ibaa042, https://doi.org/10.1093/tbm/ibaa042 

https://doi.org/10.1093/tbm/ibaa042


Categories of Partner Engagement in Research

Source: Sanders Thompson, VL., Ackermann N, Bauer, KL, Bowen, DJ, Goodman MS. Strategies of community engagement in 
research: definitions and classifications, Translational Behavioral Medicine, , ibaa042, https://doi.org/10.1093/tbm/ibaa042 

https://doi.org/10.1093/tbm/ibaa042


All I really need to know….I learned in Kindergarten

Adapted from a poem  by Robert Fulghum

Wisdom was not at the 
top of the graduate 
school mountain. 

Share everything Play fair

Don't hit people Put things back where 
you found them Clean up your own mess

Don't take things that 
aren't yours

Say you're sorry when 
you hurt somebody 

And it is still true, no 
matter how old you are, 
when you go out in the 
world, it is best to hold 

hands and stick together



melody.goodman@nyu.edu @goodmanthebrain
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Name Domain Number of 
items

Scoring/
interpretation

Validation 
(if applicable)

Partnership Self-Assessment 
Tool (PSAT) – Synergy

Partnership 
synergy

9 Average score ranging from 1 to 5, 
rounded to 0.1; higher scores indicate 
higher synergy

According to the National Collaborating 
Centre for Methods and Tools (NCCMT), 
the PSAT tool has been evaluated, validity 
properties meet accepted standards, and 
reliability properties meet accepted 
standards. They gave the tool a ‘strong’ 
methodological rating.

Partnership Self-Assessment Tool 
(PSAT) – decision making

Partnership 
decision making

3 Average score ranging from 1 to 5, 
rounded to 0.1; higher scores indicate 
better decision making

Partnership Self-Assessment Tool 
(PSAT) – benefits

Partnership 
benefits

11 Percentage score (out of nonmissing 
items); higher score indicates more 
benefits

Partnership self-assessment tool 
(PSAT) – Drawbacks

Partnership 
drawbacks

6 Percentage score (out of nonmissing 
items); higher score indicates more 
drawbacks

Partnership Self-Assessment Tool 
(PSAT) – comparing benefits and 
drawbacks

Comparing 
benefits and 
drawbacks

1 1='Drawbacks greatly exceed the 
benefits' to 5='Benefits greatly exceed 
the drawbacks'

Partnership Self-Assessment Tool 
(PSAT) – satisfaction

Partnership 
satisfaction

5 Average score ranging from 1 to 5, 
rounded to 0.1; higher scores indicate 
higher satisfaction
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Source: Bowen, D.J., Ackermann, N., Thompson, V.S. et 
al. A Study Examining the Usefulness of a New 
Measure of Research Engagement. J GEN INTERN 
MED 37 (Suppl 1), 50–56 (2022). 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11606-021-06993-1
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