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Abstract: Mixed-methods citation analysis can be used to conduct research on
evaluation (RoE) studies with a cross-country focus. In particular, this RoE study
employs mixed-methods citation analysis to investigate the influence of an evalua-
tion theorist’s concepts transnationally. We use Jennifer Greene’s program evalua-
tion theories as a case example for observing the imprint of a theorists’ concepts on
evaluators theorizing and practicing outside of the United States. Conducting this
case analysis highlights the methodological affordances and shortcomings of cita-
tion analysis. The article addresses equity and diversity considerations in using
citation analysis, particularly for investigating multidirectional transnational
influences in evaluation theory.
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Résumé : L'analyse de citations par méthodes mixtes peut étre utilisée pour faire
des études de recherches en évaluation visant I'ensemble du pays. Tout particu-
liérement, la présente étude de recherches en évaluation fait appel a lanalyse de
citations par méthodes mixtes pour évaluer l'influence transnationale des concepts
d’un théoricien en évaluation. Nous utilisons les théories d’évaluation de pro-
gramme de Jennifer Green comme étude de cas pour observer lempreinte des con-
cepts d'une théoricienne sur les évaluateurs et évaluatrices qui théorisent et
pratiquent a extérieur des Etats-Unis. L’analyse de ce cas met en relief les affor-
dances et les lacunes méthodologiques de I'analyse de citations. L'article traite des
considérations d’équité et de diversité pour Uanalyse de citations, particuliérement
pour évaluer les influences transnationales multidirectionnelles dans la théorie de
Pévaluation.
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INTRODUCTION

Within the field of evaluation, there are mounting empirical studies that investi-
gate the qualities, processes, and consequences of evaluations (Coryn et al., 2017;
Vallin et al., 2015). Additionally, some studies specifically investigate the evalua-
tion field’s origins and theory (e.g., Hood, 1998, 2001; Heberger et al., 2010),
using methods from archival to bibliometric. Still, other studies examine evalua-
tion’s institutionalization and development in different countries across the
world (e.g., Cakici, 2016; Gildemyn, 2014; Goodnight, 2022). This loose cluster of
research foci and activities are referred to broadly as research on evaluation
(RoE). Alkin and Christie (2019) assert that evaluation theory is one area in need
of the greatest attention in empirical studies on evaluation.' Substantiating much
of the field’s identity and foundation for practice, evaluation theory has been seen
as fundamentally constituting who evaluators are (Christie, 2011; Shadish, 1998).

Extending the notion that field identity and evaluation theory are intrinsically
linked, evaluators’ exchanges on theoretical issues are fundamental to the field’s
very constitution as an increasingly globalized scholarly community. These
exchanges include dialogues about evaluation concepts, which happen over time,
in different venues, and across various contexts. The International Year of Evalua-
tion in 2015 aimed to promote an ongoing global dialogue about evaluation and
its relationship to improving societies around the world (EvalPartners, 2016).
Given these global aims for the field, questions arise as to how the field’s theory is
evolving over time to reflect cross-cultural dialogues between evaluators from dif-
ferent places. Presumably, such dialogues happen (in part) through the field’s lit-
erature. Thus, by tracing these dialogues about concepts within the literature,
transnational exchanges regarding the field’s theory may be investigated.

This article is concerned with issues of methodology: how researchers can
study such cross-cultural and cross-country exchanges related to evaluation the-
ory. Drawing upon a larger study (Goodnight et al., 2023), this article specifically
examines the usefulness of mixed-methods citation analysis as a means for study-
ing transnational engagement with evaluation concepts. It probes whether trans-
national influences on theory can be observed adequately by studying the field’s
literature via citation analysis. In our study, we examined the influence of one
American evaluation theorist’s ideas, Jennifer Greene’s, across countries employ-
ing mixed-methods citation analysis (Goodnight et al., 2023). While investigating
which countries and what concepts were represented in citations of Greene’s
work, we viewed Greene as a case example for how to study the influence of a the-
orist’s concepts transnationally. Rather than conceptualizing researcher influence
in a strictly quantitative way (e.g., h-indexes) to determine research impact, we
sought a contextualized, richer understanding of the contexts in which Greene’s
ideas were being engaged. To pursue this depth of knowledge required both a
quantitative and qualitative assessment as well as attention to issues of geographi-
cal or cultural location (Kirkhart, 2010) and translation. In our first publication
on this study, we focused on sharing the results of our mixed-methods citation
analysis (Goodnight et al, 2023). However, conducting the study’s citation
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analysis led us to further queries about its methodological affordances and short-
comings. In this present article, we directly explore these affordances and short-
comings alongside a discussion of the equity and diversity considerations in
investigating the influence of evaluation theorists’ ideas transnationally using
mixed-methods citation analysis. To situate this discussion, a revisitation of the
notion of influence in the field is required.

RECONCEPTUALIZING INFLUENCE FOR RESEARCH ON
EVALUATION THEORY

It is important to note that the ways in which influence is conceptualized and stu-
died in the field continues to evolve.” Increasingly, theoretical work and empirical
studies of influence highlight the contextual, historical, cultural, and social justice
considerations in analyzing an evaluation’s influence (e.g., Gildemyn, 2014; Good-
night, 2023; Hall, 2004; Kirkhart, 2011). Investigations of influence have also pre-
sented different methodological possibilities for studying influence from
ethnography (Goodnight, 2023) to case study (Gildemyn, 2014) to citation analysis
(Heberger et al., 2010). Nonetheless, our larger study’s questions about transna-
tional influence within evaluation theory relate only peripherally to the notion of
evaluation influence as it is commonly conceived across the field. Except for
Heberger et al. (2010), influence has been seen as the influence coming from an
evaluation—its process, results, or design—and the impact it has on the evaluand
(e.g., evaluated program) or individuals and communities with a stake in the
evaluand.’

Consequently, our study is different in its usage of the terminology of influ-
ence. Our conceptualization of influence is distinctly field-oriented and tied
directly to an evaluation theorist’s influence through dissemination of her ideas via
publications. We seek to understand the influence of Greene’s concepts on other
evaluators to understand the significance of cross-country exchanges to the field’s
knowledge base. Our project significantly, though not unprecedently (see Herber-
ger et al., 2010), diverts from the field’s dominant notion of influence by studying
the effects that stem from the evaluation theorist’s ideas, not her evaluations.* We
believe this expansion of the language of influence is useful for RoE; it pursues the
examination of something impactful beyond an evaluation, as the unit of analysis.

CITATION ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY IN EVALUATION

Amidst the field’s growing interest in citation analysis methodology, our study
examines its potential for investigating transnational influences on evaluation
theory. Previously, citation analysis has been used in evaluation to assess pro-
grammatic impact (Greenseid & Lawrence, 2011; Roseland et al., 2011) and
understand the disciplinary influences of evaluation theory literature (Heberger
et al., 2010). As a type of bibliometric method, citation analysis is the building
and application of indicators to assess influence, impact, or quality of scholarship
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originating from citation data (Moed, 2005). Researchers utilize databases such as
Scopus, Thomson ISI Web of Science, and Google Scholar to search for scholarly
information and bibliometric indicators. Key to interpreting the bibliometric
data from these databases is sound knowledge of how their indexing works. Web
of Science and Scopus rely on the traditional approach of human indexing,
whereby a person collects the bibliographic data, which is then stored closed
(Antell et al., 2013). In general, this leads Web of Science and Scopus to have a
more selective approach, which results in more curated indexing of scholarly
items (Martin-Martin et al., 2018). Contrarily, Google Scholar utilizes machine
learning algorithms to guide how the database identifies and indexes, creating its
own parsers for identifying and retrieving content from websites of journals and
institutions (i.e., universities), A&I repositories (free and subscription), and
packages like JSTOR. Google Scholar tends to be more effective in both identify-
ing relevant sources, as well as collecting the full-text versions of those sources
(Antell et al., 2013; Shah & Mahmood, 2017; Sahoo & Kumar, 2018). Essentially,
Google Scholar indexes anything that its algorithm identifies and deems as a
scholarly source on the web (Antell et al., 2013), resulting in a larger amount of
grey literature. Interpreting the findings of this study’s case depended upon a
foundational understanding of these mechanisms underlying databases.

MIXED-METHODS CITATION ANALYSIS: PROCESS,
LIMITATIONS, AND FINDINGS

Drawing on our larger mixed-methods citation analysis study as a case (Good-
night et al,, 2023), this article is focused on a methodological discussion. Our
overarching research question is, how useful is mixed-methods citation analysis
for studying transnational influence in evaluation theory? A secondary question
is, what are the equity and quality considerations in using this methodology for
this purpose? Below we describe the larger study’s process and findings that facil-
itate our scrutiny of mixed-methods citation analysis as a RoE methodology.
Our process of investigation for the larger study was organized under three
questions that informed our citation analysis: What countries or regions outside
of the United States are represented in citations of Greene’s work?, What con-
cepts in Greene’s writing are discussed in publications citing her work?, and
How are authors engaging her concepts? (Goodnight et al., 2023). Requiring
both quantitative and qualitative strategies in examining Greene’s imprint on
others’ published work, our method was distinct in its extension of common lit-
erature review and citation analysis strategies. Our objective was to substantively
investigate the meaning of a source’s usage in other publications. We sought to
determine the original source’s components that were influential and how so.
Mixing methods allows for the study of a topic comprehensively from various
methodological positions or stances of knowing (Greene, 2015b); mixing meth-
ods was useful in conducting this research because a synthesis of qualitative and
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quantitative data facilitated examining Greene’s transnational influence from dif-
ferent angles, contributing to a multifaceted understanding of her work’s impact.

Process

The following is a summary of our sequential, mixed-methods approach, which
proceeded in five steps. (For greater detail on each of these steps, see Goodnight
etal., 2023.)

Step 1: After an extensive search across three databases—Scopus, Thom-
son ISI Web of Science, and Google Scholar, we selected five of Greene’s
publications to serve as the foundation for our investigation (listed in
Table 1).” These publications included Greene’s most cited article on
evaluation theory, “Evaluation as Advocacy” (1997), as well as other arti-
cles, chapters, and a report that exemplified transnational and cross-cul-
tural exchange. The inclusion of these internationally oriented
publications (one co-authored with Alison Mathie) helped us better pur-
sue our interest in the multidirectional nature of transnational influence.
Step 2: We answered the first research question quantitatively through
an analysis of citation counts for each Greene publication listed in
Table 1 across all databases. We examined a) to what extent different
countries are represented in citations of Greene’s work (number of

Table 1. Greene's publications included in our transnational citation analysis

Publication Publication

Year

Type Reference

1 1997

2 1997

3 2012

4 2015

5 2016

Article Greene, J. C. (1997) Evaluation as advocacy.
American Journal of Evaluation, 18(1): 25-35.

Article Mathie, A., & Greene, J. C. (1997) Stakeholder
participation in evaluation: How important is
diversity? Evaluation and Program Planning, 20(3),
279-285.

Report Greene, J. C. (2012) Values-engaged evaluation.

chapter In M. Sergone (Ed.), Evaluation for Equitable
Development Results (pp. 192-207). UNICEF.

Book chapter  Greene, J. C. (2015) Culture and Evaluation: From
a Transcultural Belvedere. In S. Hood, R. Hopson
& H. Frierson (Eds.), Continuing the Journey to
Reposition Culture and Cultural Context in
Evaluation Theory and Practice (pp. 91-107).
Charlotte: Information Age Publishing.

Book chapter  Greene, J. C. (2016) Advancing equity: Cultivating
an evaluation habit. In S. Donaldson & R.
Picciotto (Eds.), Evaluation for an equitable society
(pp. 49-66). Charlotte: Information Age
Publishing.
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citations); b) trends in the represented countries, such as belonging to
specific regions; and c) how citations of Greene’s publications changed
over time. We then categorized all citing publications as either “domes-
tic” or “international” according to the following criteria: if the citing
publication was written by a non-U.S.-affiliated author or written about
an evaluation context either outside of the United States, regionally out-
side North America, or globally. If the citing publication did not meet
the criteria for international, it remained in our domestic category within
the citation count.® For all international citations of Greene’s publica-
tions, we recorded the following information for them in a spreadsheet:
full citation, database, authors, publication type, international context,
year, and abstract. Then, we aggregated results and analyzed citation
counts by database, country designation, and citation year.

o Step 3: We used qualitative analysis to answer our second research
question, which built upon the quantitative part. The qualitative com-
ponent illuminated how authors were utilizing Greene’s ideas in their
own evaluation theorizing and practice as detailed in their publications
citing her work. In the first phase of our qualitative analysis, we ana-
lyzed the available full-text PDF for all international citations to a)
determine where Greene’s work was cited in the published text and b)
assign a level of priority for deeper analysis. The priority levels (high,
medium, and low) were based on the extent Greene’s publication was
cited, and her ideas were utilized. We categorized each citing publica-
tion and kept brief notes detailing each priority decision.”

o  Step 4: In the second phase of our qualitative analysis, we reviewed
all citing publications that received a high and medium prioritiza-
tion (n = 47) to categorize the concepts engaged and further analyze
how they were used. Citing publications that received a medium
prioritization were reviewed if they were for the three more recent
Greene sources—”Values-engaged Evaluation” (2012), “Culture and
Evaluation” (2015a), and “Advancing Equity” (2016)—because these
had comparatively few citations in total due to their publication date
and publication type (i.e., chapters in books and a report).

o Step 5: In the final phase of our qualitative analysis, we chose seven
cases (from the 47 citing publications) that best demonstrated deep
usage of Greene’s concepts. As selection criteria, we considered the
cases’ geographical spread, breadth of disciplinary connections and
publication venues, and range of Greene’s ideas used.

Study’s Limitations

A vpersistent issue within our study was determining “what counts as interna-
tional or transnational?” We were three researchers conducting this study from
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a U.S. perspective about an American evaluation theorist. We had difficulty
crafting and applying criteria for classifying who was an international author or
what constituted a transnational use of Greene’s published work. Not only was
accurate information about people’s nationalities, affiliations, training, and eva-
luation contexts sometimes hard to find, but also people have complex histories,
identities, and professional experiences. Ultimately, we classified citations as
“domestic” if the authors were U.S.-affiliated and solely publishing in a journal
venue with an internationally focused audience (e.g., a Canadian journal). How-
ever, we categorized as “international” Canadian-affiliated authors, who were
generally engaging a non-U.S. context in their publication. For teams of authors
with affiliations both inside and outside the United States, we dug into their
nationality, evaluator training, and other details of their citing publication to try
to determine an appropriate classification. We struggled with how to classify
authors who were based outside the United States but didn’t clearly engage a
non-U.S. context in their evaluation writing. In the end, we did classify these
authors’ citations as “international” in our quantitative analysis, but we did not
choose their publications as exemplars in our qualitative analysis since it was not
clear for what context they might be adapting Greene’s ideas. Generally, we were
not interested in acontextual and universalist applications of Greene’s ideas.

These many difficulties point to conceptual issues in viewing people or eva-
luations in contextually or culturally reductionist ways—as either international
or domestic. While we believe it is interesting and important to understand the
flow of evaluation ideas between cultures and countries, the truth is people and
contexts can be shaped by factors local and global. Simple, static representations
certainly aid categorization and quantification but defy messy reality.

Summary of Findings

The following two sections provide a summary of findings from the larger study
to support this article’s methodological discussion of mixed-methods citation
analysis (Goodnight et al., 2023).

Quantitative Findings. The quantitative findings were summarized in three
ways. The first was via a comparative analysis of Greene’s domestic versus inter-
national reach. Table 2 depicts citation counts disaggregated by publication and
database. “Evaluation as Advocacy” (1997) had the greatest number of domestic
versus international citations, specifically in Google Scholar. International cita-
tions far outpaced domestic ones for “Stakeholder Participation” (1997) pub-
lished in the same year, although with less difference in Google Scholar than in
Scopus and Web of Science. For the remainder of Greene’s publications—all
published more recently with less citations—the numbers distinguishing domes-
tic versus international citations are few with Scopus not indexing any of them.
These findings highlight the significant variation in databases’ indexing and
results, which alters perception of the degree that Greene publications have
transnational influence.
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Table 2. International and domestic citation counts for Greene’s publications
by database

Pub. Total International Domestic
Greene Source  Year Database Citations Citations (%) Citations (%)

?fh‘ffiﬁ 202 53 (26.2%) 149 (73.8%)
EV:(';;‘;:::;Q;S 1997 Scopus 89 34 (38.2%) 55 (61.8%)

;/Z.eet:,?z 56 21 (31.5%) 35 (62.5%)

gcc’h"oglfr 116 61 (52.6%) 55 (47.4%)
53?5322??3 1997 Scopus 40 30 (75.0%) 10 (25.0%)

!Z.Z?,SZ 28 20 (71.4%) 8 (28.6%)

?ffﬁfr 17 9 (52.9%) 6 (35.3%)

ValuesEngaged 5,15 copus NI NI NI

Evaluation

Wfab of NI I \

Science

thocﬁi 4 1(25.0%) 3 (75.0%)
Culture 'and 2015 Scopus NI \ u
Evaluation

;/Zieea(c):; 1 1 (100.0%) 0 (0.0%)

thoﬁﬁ 8 2(25.0%) 6 (75.0%)
Advan'cmg 2016 Scopus - \ u

Equity
;’Z&ii 3 1(33.3%) 2 (66.7%)

Note: *NI indicates that the Greene publication was not indexed by the database.

The second way findings were analyzed were via international citations over
time. The age of Greene’s publications was an important factor in studying their
influence through citation. As Tables 3 and 4 depict, “Evaluation as Advocacy”
and “Stakeholder Participation” were the most helpful for studying how the pas-
sage of time shaped the evidentiary influence of Greene’s work. For “Evaluation
as Advocacy,” international citations for all three databases followed a similar
trend of increasing as the article aged. For “Stakeholder Participation,” there was
a significant jump in international citations between 1997 and 2010 according to
Google Scholar’s database but not reflected in Scopus and Web of Science. A
main finding was Web of Science indexed less of the international publications
that cited both Greene articles as compared with Scopus and Google Scholar.
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Table 3. International citations by decade for “Evaluation as Advocacy”

Evaluation as Advocacy* (1997)

Decade Database International Citations

Google Scholar 33
2011-2020 Scopus 24

Web of Science 17

Google Scholar 16
2001-2010 Scopus 9

Web of Science

1991-2000 Scopus

3
Google Scholar 3
1
Web of Science 1

Note: *Evaluation as Advocacy had one article with publication year unknown.

Table 4. International citations by decade for “Stakeholder Participation”

Stakeholder Participation (1997)

Decade Database International Citations

Google Scholar 27
2011-2020 Scopus 17

Web of Science 14

Google Scholar 29
2001-2010 Scopus 11

Web of Science 6

Google Scholar 5
1991-2000 Scopus 2

Web of Science 0

The third way we analyzed findings was by the number, breadth, and fre-
quency of countries represented in the international citations for Greene’s five pub-
lications: 42 countries total were represented in addition to a handful of regional
and global contexts (See Appendix A, Figure 1). We noted clear differences in the
frequency countries were mentioned. For instance, publications citing “Stakeholder
Participation” referenced Australia 16 times and Nigeria 2 times as evaluation con-
texts. The Global North was overrepresented in international citations for all
Greene publications (by number of European, Western, and high-income coun-
tries), yet “Evaluation as Advocacy” and “Stakeholder Participation” were cited by
authors referencing evaluation across regions and nations in the majority world:
Central and Latin America (e.g., Costa Rica and Brazil), Africa (e.g., South Africa,
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Somaliland), and Asia and the Pacific (e.g., Nepal and Indonesia). These results sig-
nal the global reach of Greene’s work. At the same time, several international cita-
tions for “Evaluation as Advocacy” were associated with one country—the United
Kingdom—but without further qualitative information and a more robust process
of citation tracing, it was hard to determine the reasons. Second, the most heavily
represented countries were places where English is the dominant national language
(e.g., Canada, United Kingdom, and Australia) and evaluation has been signifi-
cantly institutionalized. This suggested that language plays a role in accessing and
employing literature on evaluation theory, and it possibly indicates the incentives
to engage with the field’s theory and publish on evaluation issues are skewed
toward contexts where evaluation is well established in the activities of govern-
ments and civil society.

Qualitative findings. The qualitative analysis results are presented in two
parts. The first part focused on identifying Greene’s concepts that were discussed
in the citing publications. A key decision in our content analysis was to consistently
use Greene’s own terminology to describe the concepts being engaged by authors.
Appendix B summarizes our findings and indicates the breadth of concepts authors
drew upon in their international citations. Across Greene publications, there was
considerable overlap in the concepts being engaged by citing authors. Regarding
the second part of the qualitative analysis, we analyzed seven citing publications
that demonstrated the deepest engagements with Greene’s ideas. We observed two
things during this analysis: The first was that the most detailed engagements with
Greene’s work were in dissertations (as measured by number of in-text citations
and depth of consideration of her concepts). When those same studies were pub-
lished in other venues like articles in academic journals, traces of engagement with
Greene’s work diminished (e.g., Emerson, 2020; Quiedeville, 2017). The second
observation was that the citations we chose for extended qualitative analysis were
publications from high-income countries that were culturally Western, except for
South Korea. We found one publication where the author offered great substance
in connecting Greene’s ideas with a context beyond the United States. Published in
an American journal, Cavino’s (2013) article examines evaluator roles when con-
ducting evaluations with Indigenous people. She simultaneously appreciates
Greene’s theorizing of values advocacy and problematizes it for a Maori context,
providing a rich example of how ideas forged out of democratic values in one place
can be inappropriate for serving the common good in another.

In conducting the qualitative analysis, we searched for acts of translation
where the citing authors reinterpreted Greene’s concepts for their own evalua-
tion contexts. Ultimately, it was hard to locate examples of deep usage, let alone
translation. Reasons included that the author includes Greene’s publication in a
list of citations about an evaluation principle, practice, or observation; the author
cites only Greene but offers little detail about the substance of her idea(s) or how
her publication is being used; the author analyzes Greene’s ideas through an
intermediary author’s work; the author uses Greene in a way that is vague or
misinterprets Greene’s argument; the citing publication is written in a language
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other than English; and the author discusses Greene’s ideas but doesn’t apply
them to an explicit evaluation context. Without extending our qualitative analy-
sis further (beyond the publications themselves) to directly talk to authors, our
ability to understand their translations of Greene’s concepts was limited.

DISCUSSION

Instead of resolving uncertainties about how to study transnational influence in
evaluation theory, the quantitative and qualitative analyses from our larger study
prompted additional questions: What are the methodological affordances and
shortcomings of mixed-methods citation analysis according to this case? What
are the equity and diversity considerations in using citation analysis to study
transnational influence? The insights and limitations we encountered in the
study informed our ability to respond to these new questions, as the substantive
focus of this article. In this section, we address them through synthesizing the
study’s findings and consulting the scholarly literature on three topics: citation
database functionality and limitations, citation analysis for research(er) evalua-
tion, and citation analysis for conducting research on influence in evaluation.
We also consider the equity and diversity consequences of what we have
learned.

Examining Citation Analysis as a Methodology for Studying Influence

Regarding the affordances of citation analysis, specifically a mixed-methods
approach, we found a) our ability to interpret the causes and significance of
some citation trends was constrained, and b) our capacity to observe deep
engagement with evaluation theory in citing publications was limited. Our study
stimulates questions not just about citation analysis methodology but also about
what constitutes influence.

First, is influence well represented by the number of times an author has
been cited? Citations as quantitative indicators are used as a proxy for influence,
but what does citing an author mean? Lindgren (2011) finds the reasons can be
many and only some reflect the cited work’s quality or importance. We concur
quantitative approaches alone that rely on tallying citations and interpreting
citation trends (without further historical or contextual information) do not ade-
quately portray the influence of a theorist’s ideas domestically or internationally.
For instance, the perception that the field of evaluation is progressively globaliz-
ing is commonplace. In Table 2, the disparity between domestic and interna-
tional citations for “Evaluation as Advocacy” (1997) might lead one to think that
this gap is reflective of a lower degree of international participation in the field at
the time of its publication and in the years immediately following. Table 3 indi-
cates growth in international citation of the article, but Figure 1 reveals a sizable
number of citations related to just the United Kingdom. Meanwhile, citation
results for “Stakeholder Participation” (1997) in Table 2 reveal that quick
assumptions about lacking international interest in evaluation theory until
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recently are not justified; this article potentially indicates the role of other factors
like explicitly engaging a non-U.S. context (e.g., Papua New Guinea) and co-
authoring with an internationally affiliated evaluator who continues interna-
tional development and evaluation work, possibly diversifying and expanding
the article’s audience beyond the United States. In interpreting the causes and
meaning of these different trends in international citation between the two arti-
cles, it is neither possible to disentangle Greene’s and Mathie’s individual ideas
in “Stakeholder Participation” nor their respective influences on the field’s the-
ory resulting from its publication. These limitations highlight the limitations of
interpretation inherent in citation analysis. Moreover, Greene’s publications
used in this study reveal a long period (1998-2011) in which her evaluation the-
ory scholarship appears domestically focused; this prolonged domestic orienta-
tion in Greene’s publications are despite her own account of rich and influential
transnational friendships during this period that she credits with expanding her
evaluation theorizing and practice (Goodnight & Avent, 2023). Thus, Greene’s
publications, citations of her publications, and her stories about her transna-
tional friendships offer different pieces in constructing an account of her work’s
impact on others—and dynamically, other people’s influences on her work. Mul-
tiple sources of data beyond merely citations seem essential to constructing an
adequate understanding of the transnational influence of Greene’s ideas.

Second, can a qualitative approach to citation analysis offer a more in-depth
perspective on the quality or nature of a scholar’s influence? Our qualitative ana-
lysis produced further information about Greene’s concepts being discussed in
citing publications. Some citing publications substantively utilized Greene’s con-
cepts within their texts (e.g., Cavino, 2013), yet our study revealed a surface-level
engagement with Greene’s concepts in most publications citing her work. In our
analysis, it was uncommon to observe translations or interrogations of Greene’s
ideas for a new evaluation context. Generally, our study fell short of producing a
significant level of information about how evaluators are engaging her ideas
across borders. When a qualitative analysis of citations does not yield deep infor-
mation about how authors are conceptualizing and applying concepts, we might
wonder whether mining publications for understanding influence is foolhardy.
Perhaps, the impactful ideas of evaluation theorists are more evident in other
evaluators’ practices or dialogues about practice rather than their publications.
We wondered if interviews would provide a different level of depth about
Greene’s influence on evaluators citing her work, but the increased investment
of time for data collection would be considerable.

What does our experience with qualitative citation analysis suggest about the
quantitative ways of determining author influence through citation counts? We
argue that when content analysis cannot help one comprehend how authors are
employing the theoretical ideas that they cite, it is misguided to assign much
worth to the act of citation. Lindgren (2011) finds that high citation counts reli-
ably indicate whether the author has achieved the status of “an internationally
renowned scholar,” but not the quality or significance of the research produced
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(p. 7). Based on the experience of conducting this study, we concur with her posi-
tion that such bibliometric methods are suspect in approximating the true merit
or impact of a researcher’s scholarship. Given the other indications we have of the
immense importance of Greene’s ideas to the field (e.g., Alkin, 2013; Hall et al.,
2023; Mertens & Wilson, 2019), we hypothesize that the vague and less substan-
tive uses of Greene’s work that we observed in many citing publications highlight
common limitations with citation analysis methodology for studying influence,
and we believe using the published work of other renowned evaluation theorists
as cases would generate similar results.

Identifying Diversity and Equity Concerns

Results from citation searches are heavily influenced by the database used, the
time that has passed since publication, the type of citing publication (e.g., journal
article, book chapter, dissertation, and report), the language of the citing publica-
tion, and the regional/country affiliation of the citing publication’s author(s). In
interpreting our results, we found that the way databases work and the realities
of academic citation have clear equity and diversity implications. Geography is a
key consideration in thinking about these databases’ use for citation analysis. An
important component of what scholarly documents are indexed is the origin of
those documents. Google Scholar results are thought to be geographically neutral
while Web of Science and Scopus are thought to be more geographically geared
in their results (Shah & Mahmood, 2017). Nevertheless, Google Scholar typically
yielded larger shares of domestic citations for Greene’s publications when com-
paring it to the percentages from Scopus (Table 2). Elsevier (parent body of Sco-
pus) is based in the Netherlands—the United States, United Kingdom, and
Netherlands are most represented in this database (Erfanmanesh et al., 2017). In
the recent decade, there has been growth in representing South Asian journals in
Scopus. The role of geography within databases was showcased in a study invol-
ving the analysis of publication output and citation impact of over 200 South
African journals in Web of Science (Tijssen et al., 2006). The study found most
local South African journals were not indexed based on the selective criteria used
for indexing by Web of Science. This brings about distinctions between local and
international journals within one country context, reflecting the element of pres-
tige for a journal. A local versus international designation for a journal explains
why an article published in a Global South country might be treated by databases
in a disadvantaged way beyond criteria directly related to the quality of the scho-
larly work. Tijessen et al. (2006) speak to the importance of not using just a single
criterion to distinguish between local and international research journals. They
discuss inconsistencies in designations with neither local or international classifi-
cations signaling consistency in scope, size, age, type of publisher, or by visibility
or prestige within their respective journal communities. Such differences show-
case why it is important for these journals to be evaluated according to what
kind of knowledge they are producing and how significant that knowledge is at
local, regional, and global levels.
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In terms of language, Web of Science and Scopus are more likely to index
English publications while Google Scholar is more likely to expand to indexing
publications in other languages due to its inclusion of low-ranking publications
and institutional repositories. According to Noruzi (2005), Google Scholar
includes more publications in other languages (e.g., French, German, Italian,
Portuguese, and Spanish), while Web of Science only includes a very small num-
ber of non-English journals. Meho and Yang (2007) support this in finding only
1.14% of Web of Science and 0.70% of Scopus citations were from journals in
non-English languages, while 6.94% of Google Scholar citations were from non-
English journals. Because of the human indexing approach of the Web of
Science and Scopus, editors of these databases might be hindered in their ability
to assess or analyze the content of non-English journals, whereas Google’s
machine indexing affords it a clear advantage.

An issue in citation analysis more broadly is prestige ranking of both indivi-
dual authors and institutions. There is an invisibility problem where certain
authors’ publications do not exist in the results produced by databases if they do
not meet a prestige benchmark; prestige ranking also means publications can be
buried in long lists where rank does not indicate study quality or significance
(Walters, 2016). Prestige is geographically oriented, more rarely affecting the
representation of research in Europe and the United States. In our case, we did
not pay attention to the ranking of results from the databases. We included all
citations in our counts and analyzed all citing publications that met our criteria
for international. Despite our interest in inclusivity and our value of capturing
the diversity of authors drawing upon Greene’s work, we recognize the strong
possibility that certain publications were not indexed. If “local” or not linguisti-
cally or geographically privileged publications cited Greene’s sources, they were
liable to not show up in our findings. The values of our study were constrained
by what the databases do and the valuing underpinning their algorithms. Our
approach could not be independent of the databases’ approaches despite clear
incongruence between our investigative priorities and these systems of indexing
and ranking that shaped our inquiry.

Finally, the hegemony of U.S. contexts and scholars in evaluation theorizing
is an important backdrop of this study; it has been harmful to majority world
contexts (Chilisa et al., 2015) and to the field’s diversity, inclusivity, and quality.
The current practices of database indexing and publication seem to largely rein-
force that hegemony. Additionally, we recognize that an important limitation of
our study is its general framing in using Greene’s publications as the sole foun-
dation for this analysis. Our singular case explores international engagement
with American evaluation ideas: This one-directional focus for transnational
exchange anchors our citation analysis via our research questions. Undoubtedly,
evaluators practicing in other countries have their own evaluation ideas and
practices, and we are not promoting the United States as a primary source for
evaluation know-how through this case. Greene herself promotes evaluator
humility (not authority) when working in evaluation spaces that are not
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culturally or nationally one’s own (Goodnight & Avent, 2023; Greene, 2015a).
We value cross-cultural exchange in the field and believe our study, despite its
limitations, is important: It reveals barriers to diversifying the field through pub-
lication streams and their analyses.

CONCLUSION

While our mixed-methods citation analysis study yielded valuable information
about a) the international reach of Greene’s ideas and b) which of her concepts
international authors were engaging most in their work (Goodnight et al., 2023),
our analysis in this article emphasized several limitations of citation analysis as a
methodology for investigating transnational influence. First, interpreting cita-
tion trends is not straightforward and, upon further qualitative analysis, the act
of citation can be murky in its meaning and significance. Second, citing publica-
tions infrequently revealed deep usages of Greene’s concepts or translations of
them for new contexts. Publications generally, and citation counts particularly,
are incomplete sources of data for examining the contribution of an evaluation
theorist’s work across a globalized field. Synthesizing our findings with the exis-
tent literature, we hypothesize that indexed publications are particularly inade-
quate for judging the impact of evaluation theorists who are contributing to the
field’s literature from underrepresented spaces and who have not achieved the
status of an internationally renowned scholar. If free-flowing, multidirectional
exchanges of evaluation ideas between countries are truly valued, specifically
across Global North and Global South contexts, there are currently large pro-
blems with the roles that affluence, geography, nationality, ethnic and cultural
identity, and language play in what scholarship is recognized as contributing to
the field’s literature and who is seen as an evaluation theorist. Until these exclu-
sions and biases are adequately addressed within academic publishing and scho-
larly databases, we doubt publications will be a sufficient venue for studying the
richness and meaning of transnational exchanges in evaluation theory.

NOTES

1 Tlluminating the importance of RoE to the quality of the field’s theory, Christie (2011)
states, “Good theory development is grounded in empirical inquiry” (p. 1).

2 Early notions of influence centred on evaluation use: how evaluation findings inform
the decisions and actions of people related to the program, as well as the impact of eva-
luation processes on program beneficiaries, staff, and the evaluand (for a detailed his-
tory, see Alkin & King, 2016). Later, Kirkhart (2000) proposed an integrated theory of
evaluation influence that accounted for a) the sources of influence, b) the intentionality
of influence, and c) the time dimensions of influence. Soon thereafter, Henry and
Mark (2003) and Mark and Henry (2004) provided a menu of potential influences that
captured the mechanisms of change and outcomes of evaluation.

3 Herberger, Christie and Alkin (2010) studied the academic influence of evaluation the-
orists’ publications by examining the disciplines that theorists draw upon in their the-
orizing as well as the disciplines that cite the theorists’ work.
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4 Our study’s exploration of influence can be seen as closely related to scholarship on
research impact or research evaluation (e.g., Donovan, 2011; Morrow, et al, 2017).
While useful, an extensive review of this literature is beyond the scope of our study.
We determined the terminology of influence was most appropriate for our research in
its alignment with Herberger, et al.’s (2010) related work on this topic within the field
of evaluation. Importantly, rather than trying to gauge the larger societal or broader
academic impact of Greene’s work (as with research impact), we wished to understand
its consequences more narrowly: its influence on evaluators’ conceptualizations and
practices of evaluation in different contexts across the world.

5 The three database searches were to identify Greene’s indexed writings published
before January 2020 (n = 110). From the publications, we focused our attention on
those discussing program evaluation theory and selected Greene’s 1997 article “Evalua-
tion as Advocacy” for our pilot analysis because we determined it was her most cited
publication. The article also sets into motion one of Greene’s seminal contributions to
the field’s theory—the concept of values engagement. In addition, we selected four
other Greene publications for this study because of their explicit global and transna-
tional qualities. Central to our study’s purpose in examining transnational and cross-
cultural exchange, we found these articles and chapters revealed glimpses of how social
programs, communities, and evaluators beyond the United States and the Global
North perspective of mainstream evaluation enriched Greene’s vision of evaluation.

6 In our analysis of citation counts for domestic publications, we did not intentionally
note or eliminate any self-citations (made by Greene). Thus, it is possible her self-cita-
tions are included in the domestic citation figures that we report in this study. For
international citations, given they were the focus of our study’s analyses, we conducted
a closer examination of each, and no Greene self-citations are included in our interna-
tional citation counts or qualitative analyses.

7 Two of the authors developed the criteria for the priority levels and discussed their
application. The categories are defined as follows: High—citation of several Greene
sources or one Greene source several times, with moderately substantive treatment of
her idea(s); Medium—citation of several Greene sources or one Greene source several
times, with less substantive treatment of her idea(s); and Low—citation of one Greene
source one to two times, with superficial or vague treatment of her idea(s). Then, one
author categorized each article after reviewing the full text and wrote a short explana-
tion of her designation. A second author reviewed all categorizations and discussed
them with the author who conducted the original analysis. A joint revisiting of the pub-
lications’ full text resolved the few incongruencies between their priority designations.
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APPENDIX A. NATIONAL CONTEXTS REPRESENTED IN CITATIONS

OF GREENE'S FIVE PUBLICATIONS
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APPENDIX B. GREENE’'S CONCEPTS DISCUSSED IN CITING

PUBLICATIONS
Number of
Citations Greene Concepts Discussed in Citing
Greene Publication Analyzed* Publications**
Greene (1997) 20 Democratic deliberation, democratic
Evaluation as Advocacy pluralism, democratic values, politics in
evaluation, values advocacy
Mathie & Greene (1997) 17 Dialogue, diversity of participation,
Stakeholder equity, participation of marginalized or
Participation underrepresented stakeholders, power,
pluralism, voice
Greene (2012) Values- 7 Dialogue, inclusion, participation of
engaged Evaluation marginalized or underrepresented
stakeholders, politics in evaluation,
representing plurality of stakeholder
interests and views, values
engagement, values prescription
Greene (2015a) Culture 1 Critical reflection, culturally responsive
and Education evaluation practice
Greene (2016) 2 Equity, inclusion, participation of

Advancing Equity

marginalized or underrepresented
stakeholders

Notes: *These citing publications were analyzed because they received high or
medium level priority in phase Il of our qualitative analysis.

**The terms used to describe the concepts in this table are aligned to the language
used in Greene's original publication being cited. Some variation in terms exists
across Greene’s original publications.
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