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Abstract

Health researchers are increasingly encouraged to engage with nonacademic stakeholders and provide evidence

of their engagement. However, evidencing research engagement and advancing the evidence base is challenging,
partly because of the lack of available tools to prospectively track research engagement activities. To fill this gap, this
Commentary introduces PROcess for Systematic Prospective Engagement Capture and Tracking (PROSPECT), a novel
process based on event logging that offers a systematic way to track and measure research engagement activities.
The development of PROSPECT was informed by a literature search, a series of reflective practice sessions and applica-
tion to one of our research programs. PROSPECT includes five phases: (1) determine the purpose, (2) define research
engagement and categories of research engagement, (3) determine the information to be recorded for each research
engagement activity, (4) determine the data collection system and (5) analyse, present and report. We provide
examples of how we are applying each phase. We have used the data collected through PROSPECT in funder reports
to describe our engagement activities and to gain insights into patterns of engagement throughout our research pro-
gram. Whilst PROSPECT offers a promising approach to capturing research engagement data, we have encountered

a range of practical, conceptual and technical challenges in applying this process. We suggest some next steps in its
development to address these challenges. Once the challenges of applying the process are addressed, PROSPECT will

be a valuable tool for researchers, leaders of research institutions and funders.
Keywords Engagement, Collaboration, Measurement, Tool, Prospective, Tracking, Partnership

Background

Health researchers are increasingly encouraged to engage
with nonacademic stakeholders and provide evidence
of their engagement [1-4]. Engaging with nonacademic
stakeholders, including clinicians, practitioners, policy-
makers, professional association representatives, lived
experience experts, industry representatives and the
public, is expected to increase the impact of research
through the production and accessibility of relevant and
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actionable findings [5-13]. Indeed, in several countries,
most notably the United Kingdom, patient and public
involvement is actively encouraged, if not mandated by
funders [14]. Guides have been developed to facilitate
engagement [14], and reporting checklists have been
created [15]. However, relative to the investment in and
rhetoric about research engagement, the evidence base
remains underdeveloped [16-20]. Furthermore, there is
an increasing recognition of the considerable resources
required for meaningful research engagement, both from
the perspective of researchers and nonacademic stake-
holders [21, 22].

Evidencing research engagement and advancing the
evidence base is hindered by a lack of tools that facilitate
the detailed, prospective tracking of research engage-
ment activities [23]. Of the existing measures of research
engagement, many are designed to retrospectively assess
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the quality of research engagement or identify global lev-
els and types of engagement [23—-26]. These measures have
some limitations. For example, they are subject to recall
bias [27] and lack detail on research engagement activi-
ties, which precludes quantifying research engagement or
examining changes over time. Further, they rarely examine
the spectrum of research engagement activities [28].

Novel processes are needed to prospectively track
research engagement activities. The application of diary
methods has the potential to advance the tracking of
research engagement. Diary methods include experi-
ence sampling, event logging, and daily diary studies
[29]. These methods minimise recall bias, document vari-
ation over time [30] and provide rich data for a variety
of analyses [31]. Event logging, which involves complet-
ing a series of items each time an event that meets a pre-
established definition occurs [27, 29, 32], is particularly
well suited for tracking research engagement. Although
event logging has been applied in a range of fields (e.g.
[27, 31, 33-36]), to our knowledge, it has not been uti-
lised to track research engagement activities. The appli-
cation of event logging to research engagement facilitates
the prospective tracking of research engagement, which
can be used to evidence research engagement, assess
its cost and advance the evidence base on the effective-
ness of research engagement in enhancing the relevance
and accessibility of research and ultimately, its impact.
This Commentary introduces PROcess for Systematic
Prospective Engagement Capture and Tracking (PROS-
PECT), a novel process for tracking research engagement
based on event logging.

Research context: Pathways in Place

Pathways in Place [37] is a 5-year research program
jointly led by two research teams based at two Australian
universities in Queensland (Griffith University) and Vic-
toria (Victoria University). This paper concerns the work
of Pathways in Place-Victoria University (VU), a program
of research that collaborates with practitioners, policy-
makers, researchers and communities to build capacity
to design and implement place-based systems change
approaches that improve outcomes of people experienc-
ing disadvantage. Pathways in Place-VU is guided by the
Theory of Systems Change [38]. This Commentary builds
on the Theory of Systems Change [38], which proposes
research engagement as one of four activities neces-
sary for systems change and research impact. Research
engagement is central to producing relevant research and
wide dissemination for rapid translation and adoption of
research to achieve impact. Since engagement is central
to our program, we sought a tool to track our engage-
ment over time for reporting, monitoring and evaluation
activities. Therefore, tracking research engagement has
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been grounded in each of the six stages of the research
process: research planning; problem identification; coor-
dinated activities; data collection, analysis or interpreta-
tion; monitoring or evaluation; and communication and
dissemination.

When we could not find a suitable tool, we developed
PROSPECT. In this Commentary, we present our work
on developing and applying PROSPECT to date, noting
that we will likely continue to refine the process.

Development and application of PROSPECT
Development

The development of PROSPECT was initially informed by
a literature search to scope out methods, techniques and/or
tools that could be applied to measure research engagement
(e.g. [15, 39—-44]). We identified event logging [27, 29, 32] as
a suitable approach on which to base the tracking of research
engagement activities and used literature on this approach to
inform the five phases of PROSPECT. Following the litera-
ture search, we engaged in a series of reflective practice ses-
sions within our research team to refine the process before
testing it within Pathways in Place. In the following sections,
we outline the five phases of PROSPECT: (1) determine the
purpose, (2) define research engagement and categories of
research engagement, (3) determine the information to be
recorded for each research engagement activity, (4) deter-
mine the data collection system and (5) analyse, present and
report.

Application

Phase 1: determine the purpose

There is a range of potential purposes for tracking
research engagement. These include:

(1) Quantifying the time and resourcing needed for
research engagement. This could inform funders
who wish to support research engagement, support
the development of university procedures and assist
with workload allocations.

(2) Assisting with monitoring engagement activities
to support continuous learning for more effective
research engagement activities [2].

(3) Examining the dynamic nature of engagement over
time [18, 30].

(4) Testing assumptions about the outcomes of
research engagement (when coupled with impact
data). This could contribute to the evidence base
on the types of research engagement that enhance
research translation and impact [45, 46], highlight
the contributions made by research that might oth-
erwise be overlooked [46—48] and inform the crea-
tion of conditions for research to influence policy
and practice [48, 49].
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(5) Assessing the effectiveness of interventions
designed to increase research engagement.

Determining the purpose of tracking research engage-
ment is vital because it helps to focus efforts and ensures
that the data collected is meaningful and aligned with the
purpose.

In Pathways in Place-VU, the primary purpose of track-
ing research engagement relates to points 1, 3 and 4.

Phase 2: define research engagement and categories

of research engagement

Research engagement has been described and theo-
rised using a range of terms and approaches, including
research partnerships, knowledge exchange, knowledge
transfer and research collaboration. In some cases, these
terms are used interchangeably, whereas in others, they
are associated with different meanings across the litera-
ture [18, 50, 51]. Ultimately, the definition of research
engagement will depend on the nature of the research
project.

In Pathways in Place-VU, we use research engagement
as an umbrella term to describe all knowledge-related
interactions between academic researchers and non-
academic stakeholders, including practitioners, poli-
cymakers, the public and people with lived experience.
Therefore, we took a comprehensive view of research
engagement to capture the various ways in which
researchers and stakeholders interact [52] to avoid the
restrictions of focussing on only one type of engagement
which could limit our insights into the nuances of differ-
ent types of engagement [52].
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Once research engagement has been conceptual-
ised, categories of research engagement must be clearly
defined. Whilst this can be challenging, it is a requisite
step for event logging [30, 31]. Categories of engagement
and their definitions will likely depend on the purpose of
tracking research engagement, the nature of the research
being undertaken and the definition of research engage-
ment adopted.

At Pathways in Place-VU, consistent with our broad
conceptualisation of research engagement, we defined
“categories of research engagement” as being inclusive
of interactions across all mediums (e.g. online and face-
to-face meetings, workshops, emails, phone calls and
social media communications). Interactions conducted
for operational reasons (e.g. emails to arrange a meeting
time) were excluded, as were internal university interac-
tions between the research team and professional staff,
meetings with our funder and governance meetings.
Consistent with our aim of capturing a diverse range of
research engagement activities, we defined five discrete
categories of research engagement (Table 1). We included
“research participation” as a research engagement cat-
egory because our program was grounded in co-creation
principles, where participation in the research was often
not merely completing a survey, but included the active
involvement of participants in identifying problems and
shaping, implementing and evaluating initiatives.

Phase 3: determine the information to be recorded for each
research engagement activity

Once the categories of research engagement have been
defined, it is necessary to determine the information to
be collected about each activity within each category. The

Table 1 Definitions and examples of each category of research engagement

Research engagement Definition

categories

Example research engagement
activities

Research participation

Relationship building
and maintenance

Informing the research
process

Communication and dissemi-
nation of research

Stakeholder initiated request
for information, advice,
or expertise

Direct stakeholder involvement in research as a research participant. The
signing of an informed consent form typically defines this type of involve-
ment

Intentional efforts by researchers to establish, nurture and strengthen
connections and rapport with nonacademic stakeholders to foster positive
relationships, build trust and create a supportive network for ongoing col-
laboration, mutual support and shared goals

Stakeholder involvement to inform any stage of the research process. This
is distinguished from research participation because the stakeholder does
not sign a consent form

Active, planned communication and dissemination of research. This cat-
egory has two subcategories:

- Targeted activities

« Mass activities

Stakeholders contact the research team seeking more information
about their research, or seeking their input or expertise

Completing a survey, participating
in a focus group or interview and partici-
pating in a workshop

Informal meetings, social events

Feedback on interview prompts or survey
items; assistance in designing workshops

Targeted activities: a link to a research
output is sent to an individual stake-
holder via email

Mass activities: sharing research via news-
letters or social media posts

Email requesting resources on research
methods
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data collected will depend on the purpose of tracking and
measuring research engagement. The framework for data
collection developed by Hamilton et al. [42] is a helpful
starting point to guide the details recorded about each
research engagement activity.

For Pathways in Place-VU, where relevant, we collect
information about what the engagement entails, when
and where it occurs and how it is initiated. An example of
the information we collect for the research engagement
category of “relationship-building and maintenance” is
outlined in Table 2. We provide “response categories” as
examples only. In the Challenges section, we discuss that
determining the most appropriate response categories
has been challenging, and we have not formally assessed
the reliability of reporting against these categories.

Phase 4: determine the data collection system

Determining the data collection system involves outlining
data collection protocols [41], developing a data diction-
ary (defined as a “centralised repository of information
about data such as meaning, relationships to other data,
origin, usage, and format” [53, 54]), and determining the
software or platform for data collection.

At Pathways in Place-VU, we developed a data collec-
tion protocol and dictionary to support data collection
and analysis. The data dictionary included, for example,
an explanation of each subdomain, cell type and a defini-
tion of each response category. We met several times as a

Page 4 of 8

team to discuss the protocol, and the project leads (M.C.,
A.M.) provided one-on-one support to individual team
members to complete information related to research
engagement activities. We used a series of Microsoft
Excel workbooks to collect engagement activity data
hosted on a private Microsoft SharePoint site. Excel was
the most pragmatic choice for the database as it is part
of Microsoft Office, the primary productivity suite used
by the research team. Where possible, data were entered
using predefined data validation rules to help ease com-
pletion and minimise data entry errors. In addition, we
sought to minimise the burden of recording by incorpo-
rating fixed-category responses where possible [55].

Phase 5: analyse, present and report

The data collected through event logging are rich in
detail, which allows for a range of analyses to be con-
ducted [18, 31, 45, 51]. The analyses should be tied to the
purpose of tracking research engagement. How data are
presented and reported will depend on the purpose and
the intended audience [56].

At Pathways in Place-VU, we have used research
engagement data to report to our funder and univer-
sity about our engagement activities. We have also used
the data internally to examine the nature of our engage-
ment activities and to reflect on how this has influenced
the direction of our research and knowledge exchange
activities. In the future, we expect to pair the research

Table 2 Example of data collection sheet for the research engagement category of “relationship-building and maintenance”

Domain Subdomain

Response categories

Who Stakeholder type (broad categories)

What Type/level of engagement

When
Where

How Interaction medium

What date(s) did the engagement take place?
What was the location of the engagement?

- Policymakers

« Practitioners

« Decision-makers

« People with lived experience
« Researchers

- Funders

« Other

«Inform

- Consult

- Involve

- Collaborate
« Empower

Open ended
Online or in-person (enter suburb and postcode)

- Social gathering

- Meeting (online or in person)

- Workshop

- Committee meeting

« Academic conference or seminar
« Nonacademic or mixed conference or seminar
« Email

«Training course

- Webinar

« Social media

« Traditional media
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engagement data with indicators of impact to assess
whether and how our engagements facilitated the devel-
opment of relevant and actionable research evidence and
improved the accessibility of our research.

Benefits and challenges of implementing
PROSPECT

Benefits

PROSPECT has allowed our research team to gather
detailed, prospective data about our engagement activi-
ties. Applying this process inspired us to develop and
conceptualise different categories of research engage-
ment. We believe ours is the first attempt to categorise
a comprehensive range of research engagement activi-
ties. We have used the data we collected in various ways,
including reports to our funders, and we continue to gain
valuable insights from the data. For example, we have
been able to calculate researcher time that has been spent
on engagement activities, and in doing so, can quantify
the time and resourcing required for research engage-
ment. We have also observed a shift from the research
team being the initiator of most engagement activities
at the beginning of the program to stakeholders initiat-
ing more contacts over time. We have been able to dem-
onstrate our engagement with a range of stakeholders, as
well as the range of our engagement activities.

Challenges

Although the five phases of PROSPECT appear concep-
tually robust, we experienced challenges in the practical
application the phases. Here, we discuss some practical,
conceptual and technical challenges we faced in applying
the phases of PROSPECT:

Practical challenges

We found that applying PROSPECT was sometimes bur-
densome and time consuming for the research team. This
is consistent with findings of previous studies in other
contexts, which show that event logging (the approach on
which PROSPECT is based) can be onerous for respond-
ents [57, 58], and that time and workload can be barri-
ers to completing measures of research engagement
[59]. Related to this point is the challenge of encourag-
ing research team members to comply with the process.
Again, this finding reflects a fundamental limitation of
approaches such as event logging, often reported in the
literature.

Initially, we tried several methods to encourage
research team members to enter research engagement
data immediately after the activity. However, some
researchers found it difficult to stick to a routine of post-
activity data logging. In some instances, this was due to
or amplified by the extra time and resources required to
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work within the community, which added to the work-
load of the research team.

Conceptual challenges

Defining and putting boundaries around what consti-
tuted a research engagement activity was challenging.
For example, would all emails with stakeholders be con-
sidered an engagement activity? Event logging has been
chiefly applied to recording activities over a short (e.g.
2 weeks) time period, allowing for granular recording of
activities. However, as we aimed to record activities over
the life of our research program, we needed to be realis-
tic about the level of granularity we could feasibly record.
In essence, it was challenging to define research engage-
ment activities as mutually exclusive and gain a shared
understanding of them across the team.

The distinction between activities categorised as
“research participation” and other categories of engage-
ment, such as involvement in the research process, has
been difficult to disentangle. This is particularly the case
in research programs such as ours, which strongly focus
on co-creation, wherein the boundaries between being a
research participant (in the traditional sense) or not are
blurred. To simplify this, the research participant data-
base contained only those approached for direct partici-
pation in research (e.g. participation required signing a
consent form).

There is no way to assess or verify compliance with
recording of research engagement activities indepen-
dently; that is, there is no way to know whether activi-
ties occurred that were not entered or (less likely) entries
made for activities that did not occur [30]. However,
because our engagement activities often involve more
than one research team member, we can cross-check the
data for missing entries, which is one way to enhance
data validity. Finally, many of the responses were set
categories. Whilst this is useful for reducing the time it
takes to complete research engagement entries, it could
be challenging at times for our team to identify the most
appropriate research engagement category or response
category, which may lead to data reliability issues. Fur-
ther, categorizsng engagement activities is necessarily
reductive and cannot capture the more nuanced aspects
of engagement.

Technical challenges

Using Excel for data collection was challenging, particu-
larly because we relied on the collaborative, online ver-
sion that allowed multiple team members to edit the
spreadsheet at the same time, which sometimes led to
conflicts and errors. We also found that some Excel fea-
tures important for our data collection (e.g. drop-down
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lists enabling the selection of multiple entries) functioned
inconsistently and were often prone to technical issues.
This is not a challenge of PROSPECT per se, but rather
how we applied it. Data collection tools, including dia-
ries, questionnaires and mobile apps, could be used to
record data when the activities occur. Ultimately, these
tools should be user-friendly and accessible.

Recommendations for future research

and application

On balance, we believe further examination and develop-
ment of PROSPECT is warranted, given the resourcing
of, funding for and focus on research engagement [18]. In
particular, we suggest the following:

1. Whilst we have engaged in the initial and chal-
lenging work of conceptualising and categorising
research engagement activities, we recommend that
future research examines these categories in different
research contexts, refining them as necessary.

2. Related to the first point, future applications should
examine the reliability of reporting and categoris-
ing research engagement activities with independent
verification. For example, activities could be verified
if recordings were linked to digital calendars, such as
Outlook.

3. The information collected about research engage-
ment activities, including categories related to the
nature and extent of engagement, need further test-
ing. For example, the reliability between different
researchers when applying categories needs to be
examined. This will provide reassurance that the data
collected are reliable and consistent across research-
ers who enter data.

4. We suggest that future research examines how data
entry processes and data capture can be simplified
through automation or using technological advances
to smooth the data entry process. We used Excel for
pragmatic reasons but experienced various problems
with this software. We believe that alternative meth-
ods of capturing data, such as through apps, mobile
devices, or links to existing calendar entries, will
likely be more user-friendly and less burdensome for
participants to record engagement activities.

Conclusions

This Commentary introduces PROSPECT, a novel pro-
cess for tracking and capturing research engagement
activities grounded and tested in our own research prac-
tice. After further testing and refinement, we believe
PROSPECT could be of use to researchers, leaders of
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research institutions and funders. Researchers could use
PROSPECT to evidence their research engagement activ-
ities and advance the evidence base on which engage-
ment approaches work best in which contexts. Leaders
of research institutions could use PROSPECT to examine
engagement at an institutional level and use the insights
gained to inform workload allocations and develop evi-
dence-based support mechanisms to promote research
engagement [18, 45]. Funders could facilitate the devel-
opment of the evidence base by providing resources to
support research on research engagement, including
data collection through the application of PROSPECT.
Although sustained funding for “research on research” is
limited [60], given the expectations surrounding engage-
ment and its benefits, we believe allocating resources for
this type of research is necessary.

Acknowledgements
We would like to thank Ms. Alex Flux for supporting the entry of our engage-
ment data.

Author contributions

M.C. conceptualised the study; M.C. and A.M. developed the data collection
systems and protocols; M.C,, BK., and AM. contributed to data collection; M.C.
and A.M. drafted the initial manuscript; and BK. contributed to writing the
manuscript. All authors read and approved the final manuscript.

Funding

The research was funded by the Paul Ramsay Foundation (grant no. 681). Any
opinions, findings or conclusions expressed in this article are those of the
authors and do not necessarily reflect the views of the Foundation.

Data availability
No data presented.

Declarations

Ethics approval and consent to participate
This study was approved by the Victoria University Human Research Ethics
Committee (HRE22-021).

Consent for publication
Not applicable.

Competing interests
The authors declare no competing interests.

Received: 12 November 2024 Accepted: 6 October 2025
Published online: 23 October 2025

References

1. Boland L, Kothari A, McCutcheon C, Graham ID. Building an integrated
knowledge translation (IKT) evidence base: colloquium proceedings and
research direction. Health Res Policy Syst. 2020;18(1):8.

2. Lawrence L, Bishop A, Curran J. Integrated knowledge translation with
public health policy makers: a scoping review. Healthc Pol Politiques de
Santé. 2019;14(3):55-77.

3. MinogueV, Matvienko-Sikar K, Hayes C, Morrissey M, Gorman G, Terres A.
The usability and applicability of knowledge translation theories, models,
and frameworks for research in the context of a national health service.
Health Res Policy Syst. 2021;19(1):105.



Craike et al. Health Research Policy and Systems

20.

21

22.

23.

(2025) 23:139

Mékeld P, Boaz A, Oliver K. A modified action framework to develop and
evaluate academic-policy engagement interventions. Implement Sci.
2024;19(1):31.

Jull J, Giles A, Graham ID. Community-based participatory research and
integrated knowledge translation: advancing the co-creation of knowl-
edge. Implement Sci. 2017;12(1):150.

Kneale D, Rojas-Garcia A, Thomas J. Obstacles and opportunities to using
research evidence in local public health decision-making in England.
Health Res Policy Syst. 2019;17(1):61.

Tabak RG, Padek MM, Kerner JF, Stange KC, Proctor EK, Dobbins MJ, et al.
Dissemination and implementation science training needs: insights

from practitioners and researchers. Am J Prevent Med. 2017;52(3, Suppl.
3):322-9.

Nystréom ME, Karltun J, Keller C, Andersson Gare B. Collaborative and
partnership research for improvement of health and social services:
researcher’s experiences from 20 projects. Health Res Policy Syst.
2018;16(1):46.

Belcher B, Hughes K. Understanding and evaluating the impact of inte-
grated problem-oriented research programmes: concepts and considera-
tions. Res Eval. 2020;30(2):154-68.

Zimmerman E, Concannon TW. Engaging patients and stakeholders in
health research: an introduction. In: Zimmerman E, editor. Researching
Health Together: Engaging Patients and Stakeholders, From Topic Identifi-
cation to Policy Change [Internet]. Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE Publications,
Inc,; 2021 [cited 2023 May 8]. p. 1-22. Available from: https://methods.
sagepub.com/book/researching-health-together.

. Green LW. Making research relevant: if it is an evidence-based practice,

where’s the practice-based evidence? Fam Pract. 2008;25(Supplement
1):i20-4.

Green LW, Glasgow RE, Atkins D, Stange K. Making evidence from
research more relevant, useful, and actionable in policy, program
planning, and practice: slips “twixt cup and lip” Am J Prev Med.
2009;37(6):5187-91.

Jessani NS, Valmeekanathan A, Babcock CM, Ling B. Academic incentives
for enhancing faculty engagement with decision-makers—Considera-
tions and recommendations from one School of Public Health. Humanit
Soc Sci Commun. 2020;7(1):1-13.

. National Institute for Health Research (NIHR). Patient and public involve-

ment in health and social care research: a handbook for researchers.
2014.

. Staniszewska S, Brett J, Simera |, Seers K, Mockford C, Goodlad S, et al.

GRIPP2 reporting checklists: tools to improve reporting of patient and
public involvement in research. BMJ. 2017;358;j3453.

. Fergusson D, Monfaredi Z, Pussegoda K, Garritty C, Lyddiatt A, Shea B,

et al. The prevalence of patient engagement in published trials: a system-
atic review. Res Involv Engag. 2018;4(1):17.

. Graham ID, Kothari A, McCutcheon C. Moving knowledge into action for

more effective practice, programmes and policy: protocol for a research
programme on integrated knowledge translation. Implement Sci.
2018;13(1):22.

. Hoekstra F, Mrklas KJ, Khan M, McKay RC, Vis-Dunbar M, Sibley KM, et al.

A review of reviews on principles, strategies, outcomes and impacts of
research partnerships approaches: a first step in synthesising the research
partnership literature. Health Res Policy Syst. 2020;18(1):51.

. Esmail L, Moore E, Rein A. Evaluating patient and stakeholder engage-

ment in research: moving from theory to practice. J Comp Eff Res.
2015;4(2):133-45.

Yoong SL, Bolsewicz K, Reilly K, Williams C, Wolfenden L, Grady A, et al.
Describing the evidence-base for research engagement by health care
providers and health care organisations: a scoping review. BMC Health
Serv Res. 2023;23:75.

Oliver K, Kothari A, Mays N. The dark side of coproduction: Do the
costs outweigh the benefits for health research? Health Res Policy Syst.
2019;17(1):33.

Pizzo E, Doyle C, Matthews R, Barlow J. Patient and public involvement:
how much do we spend and what are the benefits? Health Expect.
2015;18(6):1918-26.

Goodman MS, Ackermann N, Haskell-Craig Z, Jackson S, Bowen DJ,
Sanders Thompson VL. Construct validation of the research engagement
survey tool (REST). Res Involv Engag. 2022;8(1):26.

24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31

32.

33

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44,

45.

Page 7 of 8

Hood NE, Brewer T, Jackson R, Wewers ME. Survey of community engage-
ment in NIH-funded research. Clin Transl Sci. 2010;3(1):19-22.

Wilkins CH, Spofford M, Williams N, McKeever C, Allen S, Brown J, et al.
Community representatives’involvement in clinical and translational sci-
ence awardee activities. Clin Transl Sci. 2013;6(4):292-6.

Forsythe L, Heckert A, Margolis MK, Schrandt S, Frank L. Methods and
impact of engagement in research, from theory to practice and back
again: early findings from the patient-centered outcomes research insti-
tute. Qual Life Res. 2018;27(1):17-31.

Spillane JP, Zuberi A. Designing and Piloting a Leadership Daily Practice
Log: Using Logs to Study the Practice of Leadership. In: Oude Groote
Beverborg A, Feldhoff T, Maag Merki K, Radisch F, editors. Concept and
Design Developments in School Improvement Research: Longitudinal,
Multilevel and Mixed Methods and Their Relevance for Educational
Accountability [Internet]. Cham: Springer International Publishing; 2021
[cited 2023 Nov 171]. p. 155-95. (Accountability and Educational Improve-
ment). Available from: https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-69345-9_9.
Zych MM, Berta WB, Gagliardi AR. Initiation is recognized as a funda-
mental early phase of integrated knowledge translation (IKT): qualitative
interviews with researchers and research users in IKT partnerships. BMC
Health Serv Res. 2019;19(1):772.

Ohly S, Sonnentag S, Niessen C, Zapf D. Diary studies in organizational
research: an introduction and some practical recommendations. J Pers
Psychol. 2010;9(2):79-93.

Shiffman S, Stone AA, Hufford MR. Ecological momentary assessment.
Annu Rev Clin Psychol. 2008;4(1):1-32.

Wheeler L, Reis HT. Self-recording of everyday life events: origins, types,
and uses. J Personality. 1991;59(3):339-54.

Crosby RD, Lavender JM, Engel SG, Wonderlich SA. Ecological Momen-
tary Assessment. In: Wade T, editor. Encyclopedia of Feeding and Eating
Disorders [Internet]. Singapore: Springer Singapore; 2015 [cited 2023 Oct
24]. p. 1-3. Available from: https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-287-087-2_
159-1.

Wittau J, Seifert R. How to fight fake papers: a review on important
information sources and steps towards solution of the problem. Naunyn-
Schmiedebergs Arch Pharmacol. 2024;397:9281-94.

Glennie E, Charles K, Rice O.Teacher logs: a tool for gaining a comprehen-
sive understanding of classroom practices. Sci Educ. 2017;25:88-96.
Bunger AC, Powell BJ, Robertson HA, MacDowell H, Birken SA, Shea C.
Tracking implementation strategies: a description of a practical approach
and early findings. Health Res Policy Syst. 2017;15:15.

Camburn EM, Spillane JP, Sebastian J. Assessing the utility of a

daily log for measuring principal leadership practice. Educ Adm Q.
2010;46(5):707-37.

Pathways in Place. Pathways in Place-Victoria University [Internet]. [cited
2024 Oct 11]. Available from: https://www.pathwaysinplace.com.au/victo
ria-university.

Craike M, Klepac B, Mowle A, Riley T. Theory of systems change: a middle-
range theory of public health research impact. Res Eval. 2023;00:1-19.
Maitland N, Wardle K, Whelan J, Jalaludin B, Creighton D, Johnstone M,

et al. Tracking implementation within a community-led whole of system
approach to address childhood overweight and obesity in south west
Sydney, Australia. BMC Public Health. 2021;21(1):1233.

Chen H, Yu P, Hailey D, Cui T. Identification of the essential components
of quality in the data collection process for public health information
systems. Health Informatics J. 2020,26(1):664-82.

Chen H, Yu P, Hailey D, Cui T. Validation of 4D components for measuring
quality of the public health data collection process: elicitation study. J
Med Internet Res. 2021;23(5):e17240.

Hamilton CB, Leese JC, Hoens AM, Li LC. Framework for advancing the
reporting of patient engagement in rheumatology research projects.
Curr Rheumatol Rep. 2017;19(7):38.

Christensen TC, Barrett LF, Bliss-Moreau E, Lebo K, Christensen TC. A
practical guide to experience-sampling procedures. J Happiness Stud.
2003;4(1):53-78.

Stone AA, Shiffman S. Capturing momentary, self-report data: a proposal
for reporting guidelines. Ann Behav Med. 2002,24:236-43.

Goodman MS, Sanders Thompson VL. The science of stakeholder engage-
ment in research: classification, implementation, and evaluation. Transl
Behav Med. 2017,7(3):486-91.


https://methods.sagepub.com/book/researching-health-together
https://methods.sagepub.com/book/researching-health-together
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-69345-9_9
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-287-087-2_159-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-287-087-2_159-1
https://www.pathwaysinplace.com.au/victoria-university
https://www.pathwaysinplace.com.au/victoria-university

Craike et al. Health Research Policy and Systems (2025) 23:139

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

54

55.

56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

Spaapen J, van Drooge L. Introducing ‘productive interactions’in social
impact assessment. Res Eval. 2011;20(3):211-8.

Wilsdon J et al. The metric tide: independent review of the role of metrics
in research assessment and management [Internet]. 55 City Road, Lon-

don; 2015. Available from: https://sk.sagepub.com/books/the-metric-tide.

Knight E, Mitchell V. The 'how’ rather than the ‘what' of research impact.
High Educ Res Dev. 2023;42(2):336-49.

Morton S. Progressing research impact assessment: a ‘contributions’
approach. Res Eval. 2015;24(4):405-19.

Luger TM, Hamilton AB, True G. Measuring community-engaged research
contexts, processes, and outcomes: a mapping review. Milbank Q.
2020;98(2):493-553.

Perkmann M, Salandra R, Tartari V, McKelvey M, Hughes A. Aca-

demic engagement: a review of the literature 2011-2019. Res Policy.
2021;50(1):104114.

Jessani NS, Valmeekanathan A, Babcock C, Ling B, Davey-Rothwell MA,
Holtgrave DR. Exploring the evolution of engagement between aca-
demic public health researchers and decision-makers: from initiation to
dissolution. Health Res Pol Syst. 2020;18(1):15.

Rashid SM, McCusker JP, Pinheiro P, Bax MP, Santos HO, Stingone JA, et al.
The semantic data dictionary—An approach for describing and annotat-
ing data. Data Intell. 2020;2(4):443-86.

Dictionary of IBM and Computing Terminology.

Stone AA, Kessler RC, Haythornthwaite JA. Measuring daily events and
experiences: decisions for the researcher. J Pers. 1991,59(3):575-607.
Wilson MG, Lavis JN, Travers R, Rourke SB. Community-based knowledge
transfer and exchange: helping community-based organizations link
research to action. Implement Sci. 2010;5(1):33.

Dawood S, Hallquist MN, Pincus AL, Ram N, Newman MG, Wilson SJ,

et al. Comparing signal-contingent and event-contingent experience
sampling ratings of affect in a sample of psychotherapy outpatients. J
Psychopathol Behav Assess. 2020;42(1):13-24.

Ebner-Priemer UW, Trull TJ. Ambulatory assessment. Eur Psychol.
2009;14(2):109-19.

Bowen DJ, Ackermann N, Saunders Thompson V, Nederveld A, Goodman
M. A study examining the usefulness of a new measure of research
engagement. J Gen Intern Med. 2022;37(1):50-6.

Oliver K, Boaz A. Transforming evidence for policy and practice: creating
space for new conversations. Palgrave Commun. 2019;5(1):1-10.

Publisher’s Note
Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in pub-
lished maps and institutional affiliations.

Page 8 of 8


https://sk.sagepub.com/books/the-metric-tide

	Introducing PROSPECT: a novel process for prospectively tracking research engagement
	Abstract 
	Background
	Research context: Pathways in Place
	Development and application of PROSPECT
	Development
	Application
	Phase 1: determine the purpose
	Phase 2: define research engagement and categories of research engagement
	Phase 3: determine the information to be recorded for each research engagement activity
	Phase 4: determine the data collection system
	Phase 5: analyse, present and report


	Benefits and challenges of implementing PROSPECT
	Benefits
	Challenges
	Practical challenges
	Conceptual challenges
	Technical challenges

	Recommendations for future research and application
	Conclusions
	Acknowledgements
	References


