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engagement remains inconsistent from agency to agency, and the requirement for 

“community cores” –when they exist-- changes over time. Further, until commitments to 

community interests in the context of research are as foundational as research ethics 

commitments to individual participants, the burden of building community trust and 

engagement will remain solely with individual investigators who will lack the institutional 

support needed both to assist new investigators going forward, and for sustainability after 

grant funding has ended.

Although the technical training of our researchers is superb, less attention focuses on 

preparing researchers to work ethically and effectively in communities from whom they 

often differ by race, ethnicity, social class and culture. While researchers learn the scientific 

method and that objectivity is key to integrity of the results, community engagement may 

require us to adjust our methods, approach, and sometimes even the questions we are asking. 

Moreover, demonstrated proficiency in scientific methodology cannot be assumed to include 

the interpersonal skills and humility needed to work effectively with diverse communities. 

We have every reason to assume that most researchers are sympathetic to the health issues 

of racial and ethnic minority communities; and yet, just like with other research methods, 

formal training in engagement, recruitment, retention, and interactions must be conducted, 

and must emphasize the knowledge, skills and attitudes that can enable us to become “self-

reflective researchers” – researchers who develop the “cultural confidence” to say when we 

do not know, and to willingly examine our own biases and prejudices (12). This novel type 

of training fosters the ability to recognize that being well intentioned may not be sufficient; 

that learning the stories, the background, the concerns and the priorities of other groups, our 

partners, may be central to our being a good partner ourselves; and enables us to ask 

ourselves and our institutions critical questions.

The articles in this issue provide evidence of a “glass half full, half empty and of the wrong 

size.” Many of these articles echo the challenges inherent in the complex issues associated 

with the ethical treatment of underrepresented, minority, and vulnerable populations in 

research. Some challenge the idea of what it means to be a vulnerable population, and raise 

new ideas about how we should think about the words “minority” and “vulnerable”. Others 

explore the unique concerns about the ethical inclusion of Native American and Alaskan 

Native populations, and the growing attention researchers are now giving to the protection 

of communities in addition to the protections of individuals who are involved in research. 

Several papers highlight the need for increased training of researchers and health 

professionals designed to increase their capacity to ethically engage minority or vulnerable 

communities. Some tackle the issues of past research abuses and mistrust and provide 

insight on how researchers can move forward and build trusting relationships. In others, we 

find successful strategies, suggestions of best practices for community engagement, and an 

overview of the state of the field. Together, the articles illustrate the breadth and variety of 

concerns related to ethical human subjects research, and highlight the growing awareness 

that a one-size-fits-all approach to ethical inclusion is insufficient to address the many 

factors that can impact an individual or community’s experience of research. Rather, these 

articles point to the need for creative approaches despite an environment of standardizing, 

streamlining, and maximizing efficiency. This rich discussion reflects the growing 

complexities of communities defined by immigrant status, degree of disability, tribal status 
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or racial group, while also articulating different strategies for respect, promotion of agency, 

protection from harm and achievement of fair share of benefits, enabling us to reengineer the 

shape of the ‘glass’ to one in which racial and ethnic minorities are active participants in a 

research enterprise that is ethical, trustworthy and scientifically sound.
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