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Linguists use the concept of discourse community (DC) to describe the 

speech of groups of people associated by some extrinsic purpose or interest 

(Swales, 1990). One defining feature of a DC is a shared lexicon. Scriven (1994), 

in his discussion of evaluation as a discipline, addresses the need for evaluation 

to have a “core subject” which would then allow, among other things, the 

development of “concepts and language to deal with core problems,” while noting 

that there exists a definite lack of clarity of language among evaluators (p. 147). 

Christie and Rose (2003) suggest that the lack of clarification around definitions 

among evaluators is not simply a concern for linguists, raising fears that without 

this clarity, there could arise “a range of folk theories of evaluation that drive 

considerable real-world practice” (p. 42). They call for “a focused study of the 

language of evaluation [that] might help us to answer these lines of inquiry” (p. 

42). To date, such a “focused study” of evaluation language has not occurred. 



 

 

The question as to whether the evaluation community in general and the 

community of evaluation scholars more specifically, constitutes a DC has never 

before been considered and it has implications for evaluation’s standing as a 

field. The purpose of this study is to examine the issue of whether the evaluation 

community indeed possesses its own lexicon to the extent that would lend 

credence to its status as a DC.  

This study explores the lexicon and linguistic patterns of evaluation 

scholars using a set of established methods from corpus linguistics. CEJA2019, 

an approximately four-million-word corpus of scholarly evaluation literature, is 

analyzed using the Sketch Engine corpus linguistic platform. A word list and 

keyword list are generated. Other exploratory linguistic analyses are conducted.  

The results of this study indicate a low level of specialized vocabulary. 

What specialized vocabulary does exist mainly relates to taxonomical 

distinctions between different theories, models and approaches of evaluations. 

The findings also suggest more precision of use among evaluation scholars 

surrounding central evaluation vocabulary including “evaluation” and 

“assessment.” This study lends credence to Shadish’s (1998) assertion that 

“evaluation theory is who we are” and may allay the concerns of those who fear 

a lack of precision in evaluation definitions. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

 

 

 

 

 

Background of the Problem 

 

Whereas a dialect describes a way of speaking that is bound by a geographic 

and/or ethnic boundary, the concept of discourse community (DC) is used by 

linguists to describe the speech of groups of people associated by some extrinsic 

purpose or interest1 (Swales, 1990). In describing a discourse community around 

purpose or interest, one can examine the linguistic patterns of groups of people 

separated geographically and ethnically from one another but who nonetheless 

develop some identifiable common patterns of discourse2. 

Swales established eight criteria for a group to be considered a discourse 

community (Swales 1990, 2016). A discourse community… 

 

1. has a potentially discoverable set of common goals 

2. has mechanisms of intercommunication 

3. has participatory mechanisms used primarily to provide information and 

feedback 

 
1  The exact definition in Swales (1990): “Sociorhetorical networks that form in order to work 

towards sets of common goals” (p. 9). 

2 Discourse is identified as “language above and beyond the sentence” (Schiffrin, 2011, para. 

1). This would include such topics as the communicative purposes, subject matter, and means 

of communication found in language (generally or specifically) 



2 

 

4. possesses one or more genres3 in the communicative furtherance of its 

aims 

5. has acquired (or is developing) some specific lexis4 (abbreviations, jargon, 

proprietary terminology, etc.) 

6. has a hierarchical structure, explicit or not, that regulates entry and 

advancement in the community. He also includes in this criterion the 

requirement that there be a sufficient number of members with a suitable 

degree of relevant content and discoursal expertise (presumably without 

which the structure and hierarchy could not exist). 

7. has ‘silential relations’5: “a sense of things that do not need to be said or 

spelt [sic] out in detail in either words or writing” (Swales, 2016, p. 9). 

8. “develops horizons of expectation, defined rhythms of activity, a sense of 

history, and value systems for what is good and less good work” (p. 9). 

 

These criteria have been extensively debated since their establishment. For 

instance, Borg (2003) questions the need for a discourse community to possess 

a common set of goals, objecting that “a ‘public discourse community’ cannot 

have shared goals, and more crucially, a generalized ‘academic discourse 

community’ may not have any shared goals or genres in any meaningful sense” 

(p. 399). He also questions whether the discourse of “such nebulous 

communities can be described in meaningful terms” (p. 399). 

 
3 Swales (1990) defines genres as “classes of communicative events which typically possess 

features of stability, name-recognition, and so on” (p. 9).  

4 This term in Swales (1990) and other linguists is essentially parallel to the concept of 

vocabulary, and often focuses on phrases, abbreviations, or jargon.   

5 Silential relations refers to means of unspoken communication in a discourse community. An 

example from the evaluation field could be use of a headline such as “RFP: Workforce 

Development Program.” The underlying message is widely understood as, “We have an 

opportunity for an external evaluation concerning a workforce development program. If you are 

interested, please apply.” 
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Swales himself has noted such difficulties with the concept of discourse 

community (Swales, 2016). However, its enduring potential in the literature 

speaks to its utility for describing the discourse of academic, professional, or 

other associations. While there continues to be some debate about the 

parameters of discourse communities, inquiry into these discoursal features 

“provides insight into what at first sight might seem standard, ordinary and 

predictable” (Swales, 2016, p. 10). In terms of the evaluation community, 

specifically, one might ask why it is important to know about these language 

patterns that may seem self-evident. Scholars may, for instance, state that there 

is a lack of development of the evaluation vocabulary or that some terms lack 

standardized usage. Such conjectures need empirical testing. Otherwise, they 

are simply intuitions. 

Scriven (1994), in his discussion of evaluation as a discipline, addresses 

the need for evaluation to have a “core subject,” which would then allow, among 

other things, the development of “concepts and language to deal with core 

problems” (p. 147). Both of these characteristics are reflected in Swales’ first and 

fifth criteria. Scriven is not the only one who stresses the importance of common 

language for evaluators. For example, Schwandt (2015) points to the lack of a 

common definition for evaluation even among the most notable theorists as 

evidence of the fractious state of the field. 

 

Statement of Problem 

 

The question as to whether the evaluation community in general and the 

community of evaluation scholars specifically constitute a DC has never before 

been considered, and it has implications for evaluation’s standing as a field. It is 

apparent that the field, mainly mediated by organizations such as the American 

Evaluation Association (AEA) and through publications such as the American 

Journal of Evaluation, meets many of the criteria of a discourse community. 

While there is room for debate and further inquiry, seven out of the eight DC 
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criteria above appear easily met. However, there remains the critical issue of 

whether the evaluation community indeed possesses its own lexicon to the extent 

that would lend credence to its status as a DC. 

 

Study Objectives and Questions Investigated 

 

The objective of this study is to explore and describe the evaluation lexicon.  

 

1. To what extent does the scholarly evaluation literature possess a unique 

lexicon as compared to other fields? 

2. What are the most significant keywords of the evaluation lexicon? 

 

Significance of the Study 

 

The exploration of the evaluation field as a DC could shed additional light on the 

state of theoretical and methodological unity or disunity of the evaluation field, 

as well as its status as a discipline.  

Never before has an empirically-based effort to identify the lexicon of 

evaluation scholarship been attempted. Beyond the novelty of the study, the real 

significance of the study emanates from the potential applications. First, the 

study is significant in that it has the potential to create an empirically-based 

lexicon empowering those new to the field of evaluation to achieve a greater level 

of understanding of evaluation literature. Second, this study has the potential to 

reveal important findings related to the field of evaluation’s status as a discourse 

community, and in turn, its level of development as a stand-alone discipline. 

Specifically, generating an empirically-based evaluation word list could 

illuminate the extent to which the evaluation field is generating unique concepts 

and tools. Additionally, any lack of important evaluation-specific vocabulary in 
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the word list could give evidence of a lack of awareness of or engagement with 

these concepts and tools in the evaluation community – even among academics. 

 In relation to this last point, the results of this study are likely to be quite 

open for interpretation. For instance, what would a lack of a developed set of 

discipline-specific technical lexis indicate? One could argue that the discipline is 

in an immature stage of development or even that it does not exist. Alternatively, 

it could simply be evidence that a more specified set of technical terminology 

(such as that proposed in Scriven (1991)) has not had the chance to infuse the 

scholarly evaluation community completely. Conversely, a highly developed set 

of technical terminology could yield a piece of evidence toward the evaluation 

discipline’s maturity and status as a discourse community.   

 As inadequate as this study may be to answer such a line of inquiry fully, 

it will serve as a necessary first step toward doing so. 
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CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

 

 

 

 

 

Foundational Concepts 

 

Scriven (2013) describes evaluation as a basic cognitive process—indeed, 

perhaps the most essential cognitive process. By his definition, the process of 

determining “merit, worth, or significance” is thought to underly absolutely 

everything that we do as humans, and indeed any creature with any sort of 

cognitive capability.  

Unsurprisingly, then, evaluation has deep roots entangled with human 

origins and history. Scriven (2013, p. 15) gives examples of early humans 

fashioning tools using a primitive form of product evaluation to gradually 

improve design. Evaluations such as this, with no overt or systematic application 

of values, criteria, or standards to a given situation are considered informal and 

arguably underly every human action.  

While some formal and systematic evaluation was practiced by the Egyptian 

and Chinese imperial courts (Scriven, 1991), formal evaluation as a recognizable 

and cohesive social project began in the 1930s with the educational evaluator, 

Ralph Tyler (Stufflebeam & Coryn, 2014). As evaluation picked up speed as sub-

fields in education, management, and manufacturing, there began to be some 

recognition of evaluation as an umbrella discipline for these pursuits, which 

finally began to coalesce in the last quarter of the twentieth century (Stufflebeam 

& Coryn, 2014). Some of the markings of this transformation were the emergence 

of professional networks and training programs for evaluators as well as a body 

of scholarly literature for the development and dissemination of evaluation 
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theory. As this occurred, the concept of evaluation as a discipline became a 

dominant thread in the scholarly literature.  

 

Evaluation as a Discipline 

 

Smith (1979) called for the establishment of evaluation as a discipline, stating 

this would be achieved through publicly establishing a body of knowledge based 

on “actual experience with the method”, “public trials and applications of the 

method”, and “the use of the method in a variety of settings and contexts” (p. 6). 

Here, Smith foreshadows later work by Scriven (1994) defining a discipline as a 

“core subject” that “knits the fields together with an overview and a map of 

connections…develops concepts and language to deal with shared problems, 

addresses threats to validity, converts solutions from one field for use by others, 

and moves the frontiers of foundations research forward” (p. 147). Much more 

recently, Patton (2018) addressed this topic, stating “scientific disciplines are 

distinguished by the overarching questions they ask and the body of knowledge 

that is built through inquiry into those questions” (p. 187). Given the diversity 

of definitions of evaluation and conceptions of exactly what it is that evaluators 

do, the precise nature of this core subject area is not agreed upon in the field. 

Despite noble attempts (such as Christie, Lemire, and Inkelas’ (2017) attempt to 

differentiate evaluation from improvement science), full account of the exact 

differences between evaluation and other similar disciplines continues to elude 

the evaluation community at large. Christie and Rose (2003) suggest that the 

lack of clarification around definitions among evaluators is not simply a concern 

for linguists, raising concerns that without this clarity “a range of folk theories 

of evaluation” may emerge, “driv[ing] considerable real-world practice” (p. 42). 

They call for “a focused study of the language of evaluation [that] might help us 

to answer these lines of inquiry” (p. 42). To date, such a “focused study” of 

evaluation language has not occurred.  
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What Scriven, Patton, Christie, and Rose are describing and prescribing 

above is a certain type of social project that must be undertaken by a set of 

people. While a discipline is spoken of as a “body of knowledge” (Patton, 2018, 

p. 187), this body of knowledge exists only within and as defined by a collection 

of minds. Therefore, to further understand evaluation as a discipline, the means 

by which ideas are exchanged and coalesce must be considered and scrutinized. 

 

Evaluation as a Discourse Community 

 

The Introduction covered the history of the concept of Discourse Community 

(DC) as developed by Swales (1990, 2016) and the debate around the criteria by 

the likes of Borg (2003) and others. No further treatment will be given to the 

concept here, other than to state that the concept has never appeared in the 

evaluation literature – or if it has, it has never risen to a level of prominence. 

 Nevertheless, as stated before, it may be a useful way to further the 

examination of evaluation as a discipline. Of particular importance to this study 

is the focus on criteria one and five, those that deal with the clarification of a 

discernable goal and the development of a specific set of lexis. Again, these are 

echoes of Scriven’s (1994) concerns around the “core subject” of evaluation and 

the “concepts and language” to deal with them (p. 147). Such questions as 

identifying core concepts and language may be greatly aided by applying 

methods established in linguistics—specifically those of lexicography, 

terminology, and corpus linguistics. 
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Lexicography, Terminology, and Corpus Linguistics 

 

Lexicography, the study of dictionaries, is an ancient pursuit. The first 

lexicography in the English language was born out of necessity with the 

expansion of the Roman Catholic Church to Western Europe during the Middle 

Ages. The operation of monasteries was a bilingual affair, as the lingua franca of 

the British Isles collided with the Latin used in the sacred and academic texts of 

the era (Jackson, 2002). It took another thousand years for lexicography to take 

the leap of producing monolingual dictionaries, as the presence of loan words 

(words borrowed from other languages) increased (Jackson, 2002). Finally, 

dictionaries became more recognizable to the modern person in the eighteenth 

century, providing significant coverage of natural language use (Jackson, 2002). 

With the publication in 1755 of Samuel Johnson’s Dictionary, the first of its kind 

in the English language to be compiled with any systematic rigor based on a 

collection of empirical data from written sources, the complete transformation 

from simple word lists to the modern dictionary was complete (Jackson, 2002).  

Distinct from lexicography, Pearson (1998c) describes the discipline of 

terminology as emerging at the beginning of the Twentieth Century. As fields 

became more specialized, they began to require an ever-increasing level of 

precision for the language they used. Sager (1990) defines terms as lexical “items 

which are characterized by special reference within a discipline.” By this 

definition, terms are specific linkages of concept and word that hold a certain 

importance or weight in a specific context. Linguists define terminology as the 

process of “collecting, disseminating and standardizing terms” (Pearson, 1998c, 

p. 10). It can also refer to the collection of terms produced by such a process. 

 Establishing the specific terminology of a language for a specific purpose 

(LSP) has historically been conducted from a top-down approach by which 

experts in a particular discipline determine the appropriate set of terms to be 

described (Pearson, 1998b). Such a process produces standardized terms 

(Pearson, 1998b). More recently, terminologists have increasingly turned to a 
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bottom-up approach that focuses on identifying and defining terms both in 

language for general purposes (LGP) and LSP (Pearson, 1998b). This may be due 

mainly to the emergence of high-powered computers and the ability to index 

billions of words at the touch of a button. There are, however, significant 

theoretical reasons for doing so as well:  

 

‘Traditional’ terminologists tend to study terms in isolation from text and to ignore 

context, even when the terms have originally been sourced in text while ‘modern’ 

terminologies pay attention to usage, albeit mainly in the context of term 

recognition and the retrieval of appropriate contextual fragments” (Pearson, 

1998a, p. 2). 

 
This raises the concern that the traditional view of terminology may not be 

grounded in an empirical understanding of how language is used “in the wild,” 

and thus of reduced efficiency and utility.  

 This shift in focus and the new availability of high-powered computers has 

led to the establishment of corpus linguistics as one of the dominant discourse 

analysis methods within linguistics. Cheng (2011) defines corpus linguistics 

simply as “the compilation and analysis of corpora” (p. 6). Scott and Tribble’s 

(2006) definition is a set of linguistic “methods using corpora of texts, whether 

written or spoken, that is to say genuine examples of language in use” (p. 3). 

They contrast this with the “established alternative [of] intuition—methods 

relying on the speaker’s own knowledge of the language and what seems to sound 

like possible utterance compared to what jars or seems ‘un-English’” (p. 3) (or in 

our particular case, ‘un-evaluese’). Scott and Tribble (2006) make the case that 

these methods are not in and of themselves new—the emergence of new 

hardware, software, and databases allows the methods to be applied more 

liberally and to better effect.  

 A corpus linguistic study often produces a word list, a concordance, and a 

keyword list. Scott and Tribble (2006) define a word list as “a list of word-types” 

(p. 12). In the modern era, this list would be generated by a computer by 

documenting the total number of types and tokens appearing in a text or a set 
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of texts. In this context, a type would mean a particular form of a word, while a 

token would refer to the number of times a particular word appears.6 Word lists 

are most usefully ordered by frequency to give the user a sense of the dominance 

of particular lexical types in a corpus or text (Scott & Tribble, 2006, p. 15). In a 

frequency-ordered word list, the topmost common 100-200 items tend to be 

“closed-set items, a weft of prepositions, determiners, pronouns, conjunctions, 

whose role is mostly to glue texts together by supplying grammatical information 

to a lexical warp of nouns, verbs, adjectives, and adverbs” (Scott & Tribble, 2006, 

p. 24). As one proceeds down the list, the words become more infrequent and 

specialized. In the middle tend to be “common nouns, verbs, adjectives” (Scott & 

Tribble, 2006, p. 25). At the bottom of the list, as one adds more data, is an ever-

expanding collection of hapax legomena, types that only occur a single time in a 

given corpus (Scott & Tribble, 2006, p. 26). These tend to be foreign words, 

proper nouns, and typographical errors. 

 In generating a concordance, a computer program documents the 

frequency of any two or more types occurring in a text or corpus together. This 

allows the researcher to “identify patterns of unusually high co-occurrence. That 

is, where two word-forms are found together (co-occur) more often than chance 

would predict” (Scott & Tribble, 2006, p. 33). Among other things, these 

concordances can be used to identify groupings of words that may have mental 

linkages in language users (Scott & Tribble, 2006, p. 40). Multi-word units 

(MWUs), are repeated strings of types that occur most frequently (Scott & Tribble, 

2006, p. 41). Identification of these items (also known as n-grams or lexical 

bundles) is useful for discovering terminology that is based in MWUs rather than 

in stand-alone types.  

 
6 The following illustration may elucidate the definitions of and distinctions between types and 

tokens. Take the sentence, “I am what I am.” The sentence consists of three distinct word 

forms, or types: “I”, “am”, and “what”. However, the sentence consists of five words in total, 

yielding a token count of five. In short, the type count is the number of unique words, while the 

token count is the raw tally of all words in the text, repeated or not.  
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The most useful product of a corpus analysis for this dissertation is 

identifying keywords in a corpus. Keywords are identified by Scott and Tribble 

(2006) as “items of unusual frequency in comparison with a reference corpus of 

some suitable kind” (p. 54). This greater-than-expected frequency of particular 

types is referred to as keyness, defined as “a quality words may have in a given 

text or set of texts, suggesting that they are important, they reflect what the 

text is really about, avoiding trivia and insignificant detail. What the text ‘boils 

down to’ is its keyness, once we have steamed off the verbiage, the adornment, 

the blah blah blah” (Scott & Tribble, 2006, pp. 55-56). The level of keyness for 

a particular type is calculated by tabulating the type-token ratio (TTR) in both 

the corpus of interest and a reference corpus (Gilmore & Millar, 2018). A log-

likelihood or chi-squared test has traditionally been employed in such software 

platforms as WordSmith tools to determine the keyness value (Baker, Hardie, & 

McEnery, 2006). The log-likelihood keyness value is “a statistic which, similar 

to chi-square, compares observed and expected values for two data sets but 

does not make assumptions of normal distribution” (Chiba, Millar, & Budgell, 

2010).  

Another approach to calculating keyness is known as “simple maths for 

keywords”, which dismisses the notion of using the log-likelihood or Fisher’s 

exact Test in linguistics, “since all it serves to do is to disprove a null 

hypothesis – that language is random – which is patently untrue” (Kilgarriff, 

2009, p. 2). 

Simple maths for keywords operates off the following formula:  

 

𝑓𝑝𝑚௥௠௙௢௖௨௦ + 𝑁

𝑓𝑝𝑚௥௠௥௘௙ +𝑁
 

 

Where 𝑓𝑝𝑚௥௠௙௢௖௨௦ and  𝑓𝑝𝑚௥௠௥௘௙ are the normalized frequency of words in the 

focus corpus and reference corpus, respectively. 𝑁 is a “smoothing parameter,” 

normally set to a default value of 1. A smaller value (e.g., .001) focuses on rarer 
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terms, while a larger value (e.g., 1,000) focuses on more common terms. This is 

the approach employed in the online corpus linguistic tool, Sketch Engine.  

 The main utility of a list of keywords is to give the user an idea of the 

‘aboutness’ of a text (Baker et al., 2006; Gilmore & Millar, 2018; Jablonkai, 2010; 

Pearson, 1998a; Scott & Tribble, 2006). This ‘aboutness’ is not only helpful in 

determining the nature of a text or corpus; it is also useful for determining the 

intangible qualities of the culture that produced the language being studied. 

Stubbs (2010) states, “keywords are the tips of icebergs: pointers to complex 

lexical objects which represent the shared beliefs and values of a culture” (p. 23).  

 

Selection of Corpora 

 

Rea-Rizzo (2010) defines a linguistic corpus as “a collection of written and/or 

oral naturally occurring texts” which is purposefully selected according to some 

sort of criteria as a means of representing a particular type of language. (p. 3). 

She particularly emphasizes the necessity of purposeful and systematic curation 

of corpora (p. 2), as representation is central to the goals of corpus linguistics. 

 Corpus linguists have set forth a variety of principles and guidelines to 

follow when establishing a linguistic corpus. Sinclair (2005) established the 

following ten guidelines as presented in Rea-Rizzo (2010): 

 

1. The contents of a corpus should be selected without regard for the 

language they contain, but according to their communicative function in 

the community in which they arise. 

2. Corpus builders should strive to make their corpus as representative as 

possible of the language from which it is chosen. 

3. Only those components of corpora which have been designed to be 

independently contrastive should be contrasted. 

4. Criteria for determining the structure of a corpus should be small in 

number, clearly separate from each other, and efficient as a group in 

delineating a corpus that is representative of the language or variety 

under examination. 
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5. Any information about a text other than the alphanumeric string of its 

words and punctuation should be stored separately from the plain text 

and merged when required in applications. 

6. Samples of language for a corpus should wherever possible consist of 

entire documents or transcriptions of complete speech events, or should 

get as close to this target as possible. This means that samples will differ 

substantially in size. 

7. The design and composition of a corpus should be documented fully with 

information about the contents and arguments in justification of the 

decisions taken. 

8. The corpus builder should retain, as target notions, representativeness 

and balance. While these are not precisely definable and attainable 

goals, they must be used to guide the design of a corpus and the selection 

of its components. 

9. Any control of subject matter in a corpus should be imposed by the use 

of external, and not internal, criteria. 

10. A corpus should aim for homogeneity in its components while 

maintaining adequate coverage, and rogue texts should be avoided. 

 

Most of these guidelines pertain to the notion that a corpus is meant to be 

representative of a certain population of speech events (see numbers 1, 2, 4, 6, 

8, 9, 10). The issue of representativeness in linguistic corpora is heavily 

emphasized in the work of many others (Biber, Connor, & Upton, 2007; Cheng, 

2011; Pearson, 1998a; Rayson, Berridge, & Francis, 2004; Rea-Rizzo, 2010). 

Biber, Conor, and Upton (2007) note that the need for representativeness in 

corpus linguistics is “of course no different than any other quantitative research 

in the social sciences, where there is always a concern that the ‘sample’ being 

studied represents the larger target ‘population’” (pp. 17-18). They identify two 

potential barriers to effectively collecting a representative corpus (p. 18): 

 

1. Corpora are often designed for general use rather than a specific study. 

As a result, the population being represented can be relatively general, 

such as newspaper language, or even an entire language. 
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2. Researchers sometimes choose to use a corpus just because it is publicly 

available, with little consideration of whether that corpus actually 

represents the target population being investigated. 

 

Because of these issues, bounding the population of language to be 

examined is of great importance to ensure unbiased and equal access to all 

speech events contained therein. Biber, Conor, and Upton (2007) state that one 

of the best ways to achieve this is to compile specialized corpora, which 

“represent a narrowly defined genre” (p. 18). Cheng (2011) distinguishes between 

general corpora, those which “aim to examine patterns of language use for a 

language as a whole, and specialized corpora [which] are compiled to describe 

language use in a specific variety, register, or genre” (p. 166). General corpora 

are normally quite large, with token counts numbering in the hundreds of 

millions, or even billions (Cheng, 2011). Specialized corpora are generally much 

smaller, ranging from thousands to tens of millions of tokens (Cheng, 2011). 

Some corpora, when seen to have multiple categories of speech, are divided into 

sub-corpora. For instance, Biber, Conor, and Upton (2007) describe a study of 

non-profit fundraising letters that is divided into sub-corpora based on the type 

of non-profit. Another is described as a corpus of biology scholarly literature that 

is arranged by the sub-disciplines found therein (e.g., evolutionary, cellular, 

micro) (Biber, Conor, & Upton, 2007). Others (Biber et al., 2007; Chiba et al., 

2010) perform more targeted studies of academic writing without identifying 

specific sub-corpora.  

 

Applications of Corpus Linguistics 

 

The primary use of corpus linguistics, especially lexicography, has been the 

identification of essential vocabulary for language learners (Brezina & Gablasova, 

2015, 2017; Chiba et al., 2010; Gilmore & Millar, 2018; Jablonkai, 2010; Rea-

Rizzo, 2010; Scott & Tribble, 2006). These studies primarily focus on producing 
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empirically-based lists of words and phrases necessary for a language learner to 

achieve facility in a particular lexis. Disciplines investigated in this way include 

plumbing, nursing, medicine, law, pharmacy, and international relations 

(Bancroft-Billings, 2020; Coxhead & Demecheleer, 2018; Grabowski, 2015; 

Jablonkai, 2010; Nguyen Le & Miller, 2020; Staples, 2019). Others also use 

corpus analysis to provide insights as to the nature of a particular discipline. For 

instance, Gilmore and Millar (2018) used their sub-corpus data to calculate the 

relatedness of subdisciplines of civil engineering. Again, many emphasize the 

importance of keyword analysis in determining the “aboutness” of a particular 

corpus (Pearson, 1998b; Scott & Tribble, 2006). For instance, Chiba, Millar, and 

Budgell (2010) found that midwifery literature “focuses on the interaction of 

mother, child and care-giver, processes related to birth and the importance of 

holistic care and client—care-giver interactions. Anatomical and pathological 

terms are uncommon” (p. 81).  

Using corpus-based lexicography, analyzing the different ‘levels’ of lexis in 

a body of speech events can be a useful tool for drawing inferences regarding a 

particular discipline. Jablonkai (2010) synthesizes the different types of lexis into 

three categories: technical lexis, “highly specialized lexical items with no 

semantic ambiguity”; semi-technical lexis, which is “general lexis with a higher 

frequency in specialized texts” but may also have “specific, restricted meaning in 

certain disciplines; general lexis, which is comprised of “general content words” 

and “function words” (p. 46). Using these categorizations, one could calculate 

the ratios belonging to each category and draw inferences regarding the 

specialization of the language. 

 

Linguistic Inquiry in Evaluation 

 

The concept of DC and language use in evaluation scholarship has not been 

studied to any empirical extent in the research on evaluation literature. However, 

there have been some significant nods to the general importance of language to 
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evaluators. For instance, Patton (2000) focuses on issues of ambiguity in the 

language evaluators use and the role that language has in shaping the reality 

and practice of evaluators. Patton raises the issue of evaluation jargon, asserting 

the importance of “examin[ing] how it is used in a specific context, by whom, to 

communicate what, with what purposes and effects” (p. 9). Madison (2000) 

reviews how language use among evaluators has sociopolitical implications. The 

author uses the example of the term “at-risk youth” as used by evaluators as a 

case study, demonstrating how a shift in language in a particular political 

context led to the promotion of healthy youth development, rather than a 

pathology or problem-based model. Cabatoff (2000) conducted a case study to 

explore the implications of evaluators’ language on their ability to influence 

policy change. Kaminsky (2000), speaking from his own experience working as 

an evaluation practitioner, examines how evaluators’ use of metaphors 

influences how they view and practice their work. Shanker (2019) used discourse 

analysis to examine how language use in evaluation literature contributed to 

conceptions of race in the field and points to the importance of language and its 

effects on a community’s thoughts, practices, and equity. However, the study 

focuses on one sole issue, that of race, and does not yield broader quantitative 

findings regarding the general lexicon of evaluation scholars. 

Scriven (2013) addresses the importance of lexicography in determining 

the identity of a discipline: 

 

We know how to identify the lexical and behavioral footprints of most of these 

transdisciplines when we look for their practical applications in their own or other 

disciplines. In the case of evaluation, its lexical footprints are the use of terms like 

good and bad, right and wrong, better and best, etc., and the multitude of slightly 

less general evaluative terms… There are also scores of area-dependent 

derivatives, such as sick/well, intelligent/stupid, elegant/dowdy, 

ethical/unethical, valid/invalid. What may make this search – and any attendant 

conceptualization – harder in the case of evaluation is that, unlike most other 

transdisciplines, evaluation’s vocabulary is not new and technical, hence not as 
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easy to recognize as in the case of statistics, for example. There terms come from 

millennia of use in the common language. 

 

Scriven’s work in the lexicon of evaluation has mainly been constructive 

rather than descriptive. In his Evaluation Thesaurus (Scriven, 1991), he attempts 

to create a “large annotated glossary” (p. viii) relevant to what he terms as the 

“transdiscipline” of evaluation. Christie (2013) states that “Scriven has 

translated, developed, and shaped a vocabulary to describe some of the most 

fundamental aspects of our work—most famously, terms such as formative and 

summative evaluation” (p. 94). Scriven’s work, according to Christie, has 

included “creat[ing] new terminology while defining and promoting existing 

concepts in relationship to evaluation” (p. 96). She asserts that many of these 

terms developed and endorsed by Scriven “are now normalized and central to the 

field” (p. 96).  

Many governmental organizations such as the US Department of Energy 

and the US Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, and multilateral 

organizations, like the Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development 

have also recognized a pedagogical need for clarification of terminology of 

evaluation and have developed glossaries to this end (CDC, 2011; Education 

Endowment Foundation, n.d.; National Endowment for Financial Education, 

n.d.; OECD, 2002; Sportanddev.org, n.d.; Switchboard, n.d.; US Department of 

Energy, n.d.; US Fish and Wildlife Service, n.d.). All of these glossaries differ in 

size, scope, and terms included. This is the expected result when a vocabulary 

list is generated top-down by experts in the field who have differing views of the 

“aboutness” of evaluation. Dahler-Larsen and colleagues (2017) addressed 

issues of lexicon building as it relates to issues of translation and transferability 

of evaluation-related concepts to different linguistic contexts. This points to the 

reality that evaluation, a globalized phenomenon, is certainly not one discreet 

discourse community. Conversely, it is likely a complex set of nested discourse 

communities with varied levels of isolation and interaction, and each with 

differing cultural and linguistic backgrounds and contexts. This issue speaks to 
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both the importance of and the complicated nature of establish some agreed-

upon lexicon. It also necessitates the acknowledgement of these complexities in 

any attempt to describe the lexicon at an aggregate level.  

 Aside from constructive efforts of lexicon building, there have been several 

attempts in the descriptive inquiry of normative language use in evaluation. 

Brown (2000) studied the linguistic dynamics of mixed-gender focus groups. 

Quantitative indicators such as talking time, topic raising, and leadership 

emergence were examined to reveal insights regarding gender-based power 

differentials in the focus groups.  

 Christie and Rose (2003) conducted a textual analysis of evaluation 

practitioners’ writing. Their findings suggest a fundamental lack of clarity 

around evaluation terminology and definitions, leading to their call for greater, 

linguistically-focused inquiry as stated above. This study seeks to be the first 

attempt to answer that call.  
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CHAPTER III 

METHODS 

 

 

 

 

 

Research Questions 

 

This study seeks to explore issues around the evaluation lexicon. It is concerned 

with answering the following two research questions:  

 

1. To what extent does the scholarly evaluation literature possess a unique 

lexicon as compared to other fields? 

2. What are the most significant keywords of the evaluation lexicon? 

 

The following subsection will detail the methods employed to appropriately 

answer each question 

 

Research Design 

 

The research questions upon which this study rests lead directly to a well-

established set of methods for identifying keywords and describing a lexicon. The 

first set of operations, including the development of the keyword and n-gram lists 

and the coverage analyses, aim to describe the lexicon and keywords in the 

evaluation literature. These methods include building a focused corpus, selecting 

reference corpora; generating word, keyword, and n-gram lists; and conducting 

coverage analyses. A sensitivity analysis is also described, which was used to 

assess the reliability of the results.  
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 Sketch Engine, the main software package used for this study, includes a 

suite of exploratory language tools. As this study is the first of its kind in 

evaluation scholarship, the opportunity was taken to implement a small set of 

these to understand further the language used in evaluation scholarship. These 

methods include word sketches, word sketch difference, and thesaurus tools. 

The keyword, n-gram and coverage procedures are fully sufficient for answering 

the research questions. However, these exploratory language tools will contribute 

to a richer and more nuanced understanding of research question 1. 

 

Building a Focus Corpus 

 

The most critical aspect of a corpus linguistic study is that of constructing a 

quality focus corpus. This corpus will serve as the bedrock of the study, enabling 

the exploration of both research questions. Biber, Conor, and Upton (2007) 

emphasize that just as in other quantitative research, the representative nature 

of a corpus is of high importance, as it affects one’s ability to infer to a larger 

collection of literature, speech, or population of speakers or writers.  

  A selection of journals was identified due to their emphasis on program 

evaluation, in general, and their use in previous investigations and systematic 

reviews of evaluation practice (Coryn, Noakes, Westine, & Schroeter, 2011; Coryn 

et al., 2017), in particular. Moreover, placing boundaries around subject- or 

discipline-specific journals (e.g., education, public health, medicine) would be 

virtually impossible given the ubiquitous, transdisciplinary nature of evaluation 

(Coryn & Hattie, 2006; Scriven, 1994).  

As Scott and Tribble (2006) recommend, this corpus is narrowly focused so 

as to limit the introduction of systematic bias. The alternative of building a 

corpus of scholars across disciplines who write about evaluation, or a corpus 

that includes more genres of evaluation literature were possible. However, this 

would have been much more complex to build, as one could imagine many forms 

of bias that could be introduced in the selection process. For instance, one might 
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search for articles that list evaluation as a keyword, potentially leaving out many 

others that address evaluation but simply call it something else. This could 

introduce significant errors since the nature of the speech events themselves 

would simultaneously be of interest and affect their very inclusion in that 

sample. Similarly, efforts to add in other evaluation genres, such as conference 

preceedings or blogs, would add challenges regarding achieving a balance that 

accurately reflects evaluation speech in general.  

The current study is focused on speech events belonging specifically to 

evaluation scholars, who are identified as those individuals who publish in 

evaluation-focused journals. The 14 scholarly evaluation-focused journals 

identified for this study are:  

 

1. African Evaluation Journal (AEJ) 

2. American Journal of Evaluation (AJE) 

3. Canadian Journal of Program Evaluation (CJPE) 

4. Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis (EEPA) 

5. Evaluation: The International Journal of Theory, Research and 

Practice (EIJTRP) 

6. Evaluation and the Health Professions (EHP) 

7. Evaluation and Program Planning (EPP) 

8. Evaluation Journal of Australasia (EJA) 

9. Evaluation Review (ER) 

10. Journal of MultiDisciplinary Evaluation (JMDE) 

11. New Directions for Evaluation (NDE) 

12. Practical Assessment, Research and Evaluation (PARE) 

13. Research Evaluation (RE) 

14. Studies in Educational Evaluation (SEE) 

 

The second issue of bounding relates to the temporally volatile nature of 

speech. The interest of the current study is to describe the language of 
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evaluation scholarship in its current state. Questions related to shifts in 

speech patterns in evaluation scholarship, while relevant, are outside the scope 

of this study. To this end, the temporal focus of this study was bound to 2019, 

the year before this study was initiated. The population of scholarly evaluation-

focused journals is relatively small compared to many other fields, making a 

time-bound census of all scholarly evaluation journal articles feasible. To this 

end, all articles from the 14 evaluation-focused scholarly journals for the year 

2019 were collected. The corpus will be henceforth referred to as the Corpus of 

Evaluation Journal Articles 2019 (CEJA2019). This title follows the tradition of 

other corpus linguistic studies, which tend to name the study corpus. The title 

enables tracing the origin of a collection of speech events more easily in the 

literature and the search for other studies that may have been conducted with 

the corpus. The title also suggests the possibility for more evaluation-related 

corpora to be collected under similar nomenclature, contributing to an even 

larger evaluation-specific corpus that possibly expands the temporal frame or 

the types of speech events included.  

The third issue in corpus selection relates to issues of balance. There is a 

potential concern that there may be a particular type of speech event, author, 

or another such aspect that is over-represented or under-represented in a 

corpus. The current corpus, for example, could over-represent the number of 

articles related to medical evaluation relative to that of engineering or product 

evaluation. However, when considering the population of interest for this study, 

it is the population of speech events in this particular genre, namely evaluation 

scholarship. If medical evaluation happens to be over-represented, that is not a 

systematic bias introduced by the researcher. It instead tells us something 

about those speech events – that medical topics are over-represented in the 

literature relative to other types of writing. Attempting to create a balanced 

corpus according to what we think the community of evaluation scholars looks 

like or ought to look like, we get less, not more, signal regarding the state of the 

evaluation literature. This, again, would play to the hands of those seeking a 
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top-down, prescriptive model of evaluation lexicon building rather than the 

bottom-up process this study intends to approach.  

 

Collecting the Focus Corpus 

 

All articles for 2019 were downloaded as PDF documents from the 14 evaluation-

focused journals. PDF is a type of document encoding that stores the documents 

as images rather than as encoded characters. The articles were then screened, 

and any that were not deemed to be related explicitly to scholarly evaluation 

literature were discarded. These were limited to 11 editorials that that pertained 

to subscriptions, pagination details, or other such topics that were not 

evaluation focused, and therefore outside the scope of the study. What remained 

was a sample of 483 articles containing 4.02 million tokens7 and 3.13 million 

words. Gilmore and Millar (2018), Pearson (1998b), and Rea Rizzo (2010) suggest 

that the recommended minimum sample size is one-million words. This corpus 

is over three times this threshold, making it more than sufficient for this study. 

Further information regarding the composition of the focus corpus is provided 

in Chapter IV.  

 

Preparing the Focus Corpus 

 

After selection and collection of the focus corpus it was necessary to prepare the 

data for analysis. The online utility PDF2go.com was used to convert all 483 PDF 

articles into TXT files suitable for uploading to Sketch Engine. Corpus linguistic 

software packages traditionally use TXT files for compiling word lists and 

conducting other analyses, as plain text files are smaller allowing for more agility 

and speed during processing. PDF2go.com uses optical character recognition 

 
7 See footnote on pg. 10 for a distinction between types, tokens, and words. 
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(OCR) to convert pdf to plain text. This process resulted in some errors. Many of 

these errors were common and occurred throughout the corpus. To correct these, 

WordSmith Tools, a corpus linguistic software, was used to identify common 

typographical errors. Notepad++, a text editor which allows the user to 

manipulate code and perform batch searches and edits across a large collection 

of text documents, was used to find and replace these dominant errors. This was 

done in an iterative process until typographical errors were no longer prominent 

on the word list. Notepad++ was also used to batch-remove soft-hyphens, mid-

sentence paragraph breaks, and any other errata left from converting PDFs to 

plain text. Reference sections were also removed from the articles to limit junk 

text. Upon close examination, some errors still carried over, but to a minimal 

extent. 

 Notepad++ was also used to eliminate data not directly related to the 

content. This includes reference sections, abstracts, and, where possible, 

headers and tables.  

Once this process was complete, all .txt files were uploaded to Sketch 

Engine for compilation. Each journal was uploaded as a subcorpus for additional 

data on the size and description thereof. 

 

Selecting Reference Corpus 

 

As the identification of keywords and key n-grams require the identification of 

those lexical items that appear more than expected in a corpus (Baker et al., 

2006), there needs to be a body of language to which the focus corpus can be 

compared. This body of language is called the reference corpus. Additionally, the 

use of a similar reference corpus in all respects except the subject matter is, 

according to Scott (2021), of high importance through the keyword and key n-

gram procedures. “If your reference corpus (RC) is very similar to your study 

corpus (SC) in lexis (though bigger, maybe better stratified and presumably more 

representative), the KW (key word) procedure should throw up specifics of the 
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topics covered in SC. If RC is scholarly lit but not mainly from the SC's field, you 

should get lexis of that field too” (personal correspondence with Scott, February 

9, 2021). 

Finding a suitable reference corpus was a significant challenge for this 

study, as there are few large general academic corpora available. The Coxhead 

(2000) Corpus is large, but not accessible for researchers. The Directory of Open 

Access Journals (DOAJ) corpus, which includes 2.7 billion words and 3.3 billion 

tokens is available on Sketch Engine. However, it is, as its name suggests, open 

access – a feature unlike CEJA2019 and therefore disqualifying. The Corpus of 

Contemperary American English (COCA) and the British National Corpus (BNC) 

are both general language corpora, rendering them not ideal for the keyword and 

key n-gram procedures. The Michigan Corpus of Upper-Level Student Papers 

(MICUSP) is comprised of student papers, not scholarly journal articles.  

The most suitable corpus of international English-language academic 

journal articles is the Corpus of Academic Journal Articles (Kosem, 2010). CAJA 

is international and is sufficiently large. The corpus contains 13,115 documents 

with 94.4 million tokens, 3.3 million sentences, and 1.4 million unique words. 

This corpus is available to academic researchers by request for analysis on 

Sketch Engine. The raw data cannot be downloaded but is available for analysis 

in the application, necessitating using Sketch Engine for this study rather than 

WordSmith.  

The keyword and key n-gram procedures are run on the Sketch Engine 

platform. Therefore, for these operations, the raw data does not need to be 

downloaded. However, some of the coverage analyses described below require an 

exhaustive word list, so another sufficiently similar corpus will need to be 

substituted for those portions8.  

 
8 Specifically, the coverage of the CAJA corpus by the word lists produced from the keywords 

procedure (the Evaluation Word List and the Evaluation Specific Word List) can be calculated. 

This is because the table of the keywords from CEJA2019 includes the word counts of all 

keywords from the CAJA corpus. Word lists not generated from CEJA2019 do not have the 
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Analytic Methods 

 

The previous section detailed the rationale and procedure behind selecting and 

collecting linguistic data for this study. The following sections detail the methods 

for analysis. Data analysis was conducted exclusively in Sketch Engine and 

Microsoft Excel. As this is the first study of its kind in the evaluation field, any 

findings will serve as enlightenment on current issues in the field and a 

springboard for continuing corpus linguistic research.  

 

Word List 

 

The word list procedure generates an exhaustive list of lemmas9 present in the 

corpus. In contrast to the keyword list as described in the next subsection, the 

lemma list is not generated based on any measure of keyness. It is instead 

derived from the program counting each appearance of every single lemma and 

arranging them from most common to least common. Lemmas occurring as few 

as one time occur on the list. This lemma list is used in two ways: First, the raw 

count of lemmas on the list give a sense as to the size of the lexicon of the corpus 

(see results section). Second, the lemma list is combined with the New Academic 

Word List and the New General Service List to conduct a lexical diversity analysis 

 

associated word counts from the CAJA corpus, meaning that another corpus that does allow 

for download of an exhaustive word list, such as MICUSP, needs to be used.  

9 Lemmas are word groupings or families, meaning different forms of the same word. For 

instance, “are” and “is” would all be counted as belonging under the lemma, or parent verb, 

“be.” Lemmas are used instead of words in this analysis because the coverage analyese 

described in following sections employ other word lists, namely the New Academic Word List 

and the New General Service List. These also use lemmas. This means that this study also 

needs to use lemmas, so as to maintain consistency.  
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(see pg. 30). Both of these pieces of information are used to answer research 

question 1.  

The following settings in Sketch Engine produced a lemma list that 

excluded nonwords and was non-case-sensitive: “find: lemmas,” “all,” and “A=a,” 

“result format: simple list.” All other options were left as the default.  

 

Keyword List 

 

Whereas the word list procedure produced an exhaustive list of lemmas arranged 

by raw frequency, the keyword list is limited in size and designed to point toward 

both the subject matter and the uniqueness of the focus corpus. In corpus 

linguistics, keywords “describe lexical items that occur more frequently in the 

target corpus than would be expected by chance,” when compared to a larger 

reference corpus (Baker et al., 2006, p. 97), thus “represent[ing] what makes a 

corpus unique or different, and they can often provide a clear indication of what 

a set of texts is about” (Gilmore & Millar, 2018, p. 5). Hence, the corpus 

linguistics approach of keyword identification is useful for researchers wishing 

to know what distinguishes the field of evaluation from general scholarly 

literature.  

This procedure required the use of both Sketch Engine and Microsoft 

Excel. In the Sketch Engine settings, a smoothing factor10 of N = 1000 was used 

to produce a list of keywords that was balanced to focus on more typical words. 

A minimum frequency of five was required as a threshold to weed out terms of 

less common usage. Maximum items were set to 1,300 to allow for deletion of 

typos and errata after the fact. Options “at least one alphanumeric” and “only 

alphanumeric” were selected to ensure that words were only comprised of letters 

 
10 As stated in the literature review, N is a mathematical symbol for a smoothing factor used in 

the simple maths keyword calculations. It can be confused with a sample size, but it is not 

related in this case. 
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and numbers and not other symbols. The procedure was executed and the 

resulting table was exported into Microsoft Excel. 

A dispersion metric that places a threshold on the minimum number of 

documents a word needs to appear in to be included on a keyword list are often 

applied in corpus linguistics. This ensures that a word does not appear to be 

more important than it is if it only appears in a small number of documents 

(Gilmore & Millar, 2018). For this study, a keyword had to appear in at least five 

documents in the focus corpus documents to remain on the list. Initially, this 

was set at five percent of the focus corpus, or 24 documents. However upon 

examining the output many obviously evaluation-specific items like “logframe” 

were excluded. Experimentation with the settings led to the current optimization. 

This filtering was done manually in Excel after exporting from Sketch Engine.  

Obvious typographical errors and other errata such as “HTTP” were 

manually removed from the word list. Once these errors and words not meeting 

the minimum dispersion metric threshold were identified, they were manually 

removed in Excel. The top 1,000 words remaining are reported on the word list.  

The top thirty words on Evaluation Word List and Evaluation Specific Word 

List were classified by the researcher according to Jablonkai’s (2010) lexical 

levels. Ratios were calculated to determine the discipline-specificity of the word 

lists.  

 

Word List Coverage Analyses 

 

Calculating the coverage of a keyword list of various corpora is a method for 

determining the extent to which that list represents a corpus. Word lists can also 

be compared to determine the extent to which they overlap and are therefore 

similar or dissimilar. Below, the methods for conducting the overlap analysis for 

determining the Evaluation Specific Word List and calculating the coverage of 

the various word lists and corpora are described. These methods are directed 
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toward research question 1. They are specifically geared toward understanding 

the discipline-specificity of the evaluation lexicon.  

 

Overlap Analyses. Jablonkai (2010) determined the discipline-specificity of the 

European Union Word List (EUWL) by determining the amount of overlap 

between the EUWL, the New General Service List , and the New Academic Word 

List. The extent to which the Evaluation Word List is evaluation-specific was 

determined by calculating the coverage of the New General Service List and 

New Academic Word List of the Evaluation Word List. This was done by 

counting the number of words in the Evaluaion Word List, and the New 

General Service List and New Academic Word List, respectively. Then, each 

coverage percentage was calculated by dividing the number of lemmas 

occurring in the New General Service List or the New Academic Word List by 

the number of words in the Evaluation Word List.  

Words occurring in the Evaluation Word List but not the New General 

Service List nor the New Academic Word List were considered evaluation-specific 

and comprised the Evaluation Specific Word List. 

 

Coverage Calculations. The coverage of a corpus by a lemma list was calculated 

using the following formula: 

 

𝐶 =
∑𝑘௜ …𝑘௫

𝑤
 

 

where C = coverage percentage, k = the keyword count, and w = the total number 

of words in the corpus. These calculations were performed using Microsoft Excel.  

The procedure described above was used to determine the following 

coverages: 

 CEJA2019 by the Evaluation Word List 

 CEJA2019 by the Evaluation Specific Word List 
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 CEJA2019 by the New Academic Word List and New General Service 

List combined 

 CEJA2019 by the Evaluation Specific Word List, New Academic 

Word List, and New General Service List combined 

 CAJA by the Evaluation Word List 

 CAJA by the Evaluation Specific Word List 

 MICUSP by the Evaluation Specific Word List 

 MICUSP by New Academic Word List  and New General Service List 

combined 

 MICUSP by Evaluation Specific Word List, New Academic Word List, 

and New General Service List combined 

 

Because of lack of access to the entire CAJA word list in Sketch Engine, MICUSP 

was used as a proxy general scholarship reference corpus for the coverage 

analysis11. It is sufficiently large and represents scholarship from across 

disciplines at the University of Michigan. It lacks the size and international 

nature of CAJA. However, this particular coverage analysis simply acts as a test 

to demonstrate the difference in coverage in an evaluation-focused corpus versus 

a general academic corpus. Any inaccuracies here would be conspicuous and of 

less consequence to this study. Additionally, the coverage of Evaluation Specific 

Word List of CAJA is possible to calculate. This allows for comparison between 

CAJA and MICUSP to ensure that coverages may be assumed to be similar 

between the two.  

 

Lexical Diversity Analysis. A lexical diversity analysis was conducted using the 

exhaustive lemma list described in the “word list” subsection (see pg.27). The 

 
11 As stated previously, since CAJA is proprietary and not available for download, only the word 

lists generated from CAJA can be used to calculate coverage of CAJA. This is because these 

word lists have the associated word frequency from CAJA. This is not true of other external 

word lists, including the New Academic Word List and New General Service List.  
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number of words that a reader must know to comprehend a certain percentage 

of words in a text has been treated by linguists as both a measure of 

readability and diversity (Coxhead, 2000). The threshold has traditionally been 

set at either 95% or 98% (Coxhead, 2000). Knowing the number of lemmas that 

are required to reach this level in the CEJA2019 Corpus, therefore, serves as 

an indicator of the diversity of the text, especially when compared to similar 

studies in other fields. 

 The steps for this analysis were carried out in Microsoft Excel using the 

exhaustive lemma list and the New General Service List and the New Academic 

Word List. First, lemmas occurring on the New Academic Word List and the New 

General Service List were removed from the exhaustive lemma list. Next coverage 

calculations using the same mathematics detailed in the previous subsection 

were employed to determine the percentave of CEJA2019 covered by New 

Academic Word List, New General Service List and the first 1,000, 2,000, 3,000 

and 4,000 lemmas on the list.  

 The results of these calculations are used to draw conclusions toward 

research question 1 in that they indicate the size of the lexicon, as well as the 

diversity. In this case, a small number of words required to achieve the 95% 

readability threshold would indicate a small, highly specialized vocabulary. A 

large number of words required to achieve the threshold would indicate a large 

vocabulary with little specialization.  

 

 

 

 

Key n-gram List 

 

Similar to keywords, key n-grams, multi-word units that string together multiple 

words repeatedly and at a higher rate than expected compared to a reference 

corpus, can yield fiendings related to the “aboutness” of a literature (Scott & 



33 

 

Tribble 2006). These bundles themselves can also serve as evidence of a unique 

lexis. This process was executed to help answer the first research question 

regarding the uniqueness of the evaluation scholarship lexicon.  

In this process, three- to four-word n-grams were generated to identify key 

co-occurring words in Sketch Engine. The “nest n-grams" option was selected, 

meaning that sub-n-grams are under the heading of the parent n-gram. For 

example, “call to action” and “a call to” would be sub-n-grams of “a call to action” 

and listed directly below the parent. The attribute of words (as opposed to 

lemmas or word families, e.g., the conjugations is, be, were, are) was selected. 

The same simple math described in the literature review was employed in this 

function. All other settings were the same as in the keyword operation.  

 

Word Sketches 

 

A word sketch is a representation of the grammatical and lexical associations of 

a word (Wang & Huang, 2017, p. 1). A grammatical association is the position in 

a sentence and the relationships a word may have. For example, a word sketch 

of the word “dog” may reveal that the top grammatical association is that the 

word acts as a direct object of a verb. Every such relationship, in order from most 

common to most uncommon, will be listed and will have an associated table. 

Comprising each table are the lexical associations, which are, in order 

from most to least common, the words that most commonly appear in that 

particular lexical relationship. For instance, if the most common grammatical 

association for “dog” is as the direct object of a verb, the most common lexical 

association might be “walk”, as in “walk the dog.” This may be followed closely 

by “feed” and “pet”, and so on.  

Whereas keywords produce a shallow pool of knowledge about a broad set 

of data, word sketch is used to generate deep insights into using a single word. 

Word sketches were used to examine similarities and differences between the 

word “evaluation” in the CEJA and CAJA. This analysis contributes to 
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understanding of research question 1. In addition to the n-gram procedure this 

is a method that can yield additional insights as to the use of phrases which are 

part of the evaluation scholarship lexicon. 

The process for conducting this operation is very simple. The appropriate 

corpus was selected for both, and then the search term “evaluation” was entered 

into the search box. No advanced options were selected.  

 

Word Sketch Difference 

 

The previous subsection detailed what a word sketch is. A word sketch difference 

allows for a word sketch comparison between two words, showing differences 

and similarities in use. This function was used to compare the usage of the words 

“evaluation” and “assessment”. This method also contributes to understanding 

of question 1. Specifically, knowing the level of specification of use that 

evaluation scholars have for these pivotal words would add evidence for or 

against the existence of a specific evaluation language.  

While a number of dimensions could have been explored, this study simply 

focused on one of the most common grammatical association: verbs for which 

“evaluation” and “assessment operate as objects. The results of this operation 

were downloaded as a visual directly from Sketch Engine.  

While the mathematics and processing behind this operation is complex, 

the execution is simple. The following settings were used for word sketch 

difference: lemmas were compared, part of speech was a noun, and the minimum 

frequency was set to auto.  

Thesaurus Tool 

 

A thesaurus is a list of “synonyms or words belonging to the same category 

(semantic field)” (“Sketch Engine: Thesaurus,” n.d.). Rather than simply 

identifying words with similar meaning, the Sketch Engine software creates a 

thesaurus where “the word sketches of all words with the same part of speech 
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are compared, and those that share the largest proportion of collocates are listed. 

The score given for each synonym indicates the percentage of shared collocates” 

(“Sketch Engine: Thesaurus,” n.d.). While identifying words of similar meaning 

is useful as is done in traditional thesauruses, this method has the added benefit 

of yielding richer data by showing words that share similar relationships to other 

words as the search term. This is again a tool that can be used to illuminate the 

extent to which a vocabulary is specialized, especially when compared to other 

corpora. These data will contribute to learning associated with research question 

1 in that any discernable differences will add to evidence of a disctinct lexicon in 

the evaluation scholarly literature.  

This operation was executed for the word “evaluation” across several 

corpora and the results were compared. This function was performed by selecting 

the corpus to be used, followed by entering the desired search term. Results were 

compared between the CEJA, CAJA, and the British National Corpus (BNC) to 

detect any notable difference in usage between the evaluation literature, general 

academic literature, and the general English lexicon.  

 

Sensitivity Analysis 

 

All of the analyses detailed in the previous subsections rely on quality data for 

them to be trustworthy. One condition that could significantly affect the quality 

of this study, especially for coverage analyses, is the number of typographical 

errors in the data. A sensitivity analysis was performed to estimate the extent to 

which this may be an issue. To this end, one article from each journal was 

meticulously cleaned to remove or correct typographical errors. Many of these 

errors were introduced in the optical character recognition (OCR) phase of data 

processing. For instance, OCR often reads the letter “m” as “rn”, leading to many 

occurrence of typos such as “rnake” or “rnove” versus “make” or “move”. These 

fourteen articles were then uploaded to Sketch Engine as a corpus, and then the 

coverage analyses detailed above were performed. This process elucidates any 
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effects data quality may have on the coverage analyses and allows for calibration 

if any major effects are apparent.  

 

Summary 

 

The research questions upon which this study is based focus on the 

exploration of the lexicon of evaluation scholars. The processes detailed above 

serve to document and investigate the uniqueness of the evaluation lexicon and 

identify the dominant keywords in the evaluation lexicon. These aims are 

reflected in research questions 1 and 2, respectively.  

 The word list, keyword, and n-gram operations serve to identify the 

lexicon, while the coverage analyses, word sketches, word sketch differences 

and thesaurus operations explore the uniqueness of that lexicon. The 

sensitivity analysis serves as evidence as to the integrity of the focus corpus, 

the data upon which this study rests and from which it draws its credibility. 

 

Limitations 

 

This study, being the first of its kind to study the language of evaluation 

scholars, attempts to cover a lot of ground. As such, there are several areas in 

which limitations may be present. 

 First are challenges related to the sample. The data collected only 

represent a narrow time period. This limits the extent to which inferences 

regarding the language of evaluation scholars can be made in the past or 

present. Additionally, the genre selected is narrow. It is entirely possible that 

the lexicon of evaluation scholars may differ in conference proceedings, 

evaluation reports, or other genres.  
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 Second, there were some technical limitations related to data 

transformation and quality. An unknown amount of error was added to the 

data in the process of OCR and conversion of articles from PDF to TXT.  

 Third, there are limitations in the methods themselves. For instance, the 

classification of keywords according to Jablonkai’s (2010) levels of lexis was 

only conducted for the top thirty lemmas due to the limited time and resources 

for the study. The extent to which these findings regarding specialization can 

be inferred to the rest of the lemmas present on these lists is extremely limited. 

An alternate method would be to take representative samples of the lists and 

classify those. Limited time and resources made this infeasible for this study, 

but this weakness also represents an opportunity for the future.  

 Lastly, there are many different facets to the word sketches, word sketch 

differences, and thesaurus operations that were not explored. This means that 

there is plenty of room for additional pieces of data that could confirm or refute 

the findings of this study. Again, this represents both a challenge for this 

research as well as a future line of inquiry.  
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CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

 

 

 

 

 

The Corpus of Evaluation Journal Articles 2019 

(CEJA2019) 

 

The data collection process resulted in a respectably sized corpus deemed 

suitable for general corpus linguistics purposes related to evaluation 

scholarship. The CEJA2019 exceeds the minimum million-word standard set by 

many corpus linguists (Gilmore & Millar, 2018). The corpus includes 483 articles 

from 14 different evaluation-specific journals from 2019 (see Table 1). The corpus 

contains 4 million tokens, 3.1 million words, 114,848 sentences, and 151,692 

unique words. The corpus is weighted toward European journals (53.83%) over 

American journals (38.10%) (See Tables 1 & 2). There are two journals from other 

regions, Oceana and Africa, comprising 5.59% and 2.48% of articles, 

respectively.  

There is considerable variation in the size of each journal’s contribution to 

the corpus. For instance, Evaluation and Program Planning includes 119 articles 

and makes up 25.14% of the corpus, compared to Practical Assessment, 

Research, and Evaluation, containing only nine articles, comprising 1.95% of the 

corpus.  
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Table 1  

List of Included Journals by Region, Articles, and Tokens 

 

Journal Region Articles Tokens 
Percent of Total 

Tokens Used 

African Journal of Evaluation Africa 12 81,238 2.02% 

American Journal of Evaluation 
North 

America 
37 332,397 8.27% 

Canadian Journal of Program 

Evaluation 

North 

America 
31 177,576 4.42% 

Educational Evaluation and Policy 

Analysis 

North 

America 
23 328,154 8.16% 

Evaluation Europe 30 240,793 5.99% 

Evaluation and the Health Professions 
North 

America 
24 173,368 4.31% 

Evaluation Journal of Australasia Oceana 27 942,42 2.34% 

Evaluation and Program Planning Europea 119 1,010,425 25.14% 

Evaluation Research 
North 

America 
9 121,341 3.02% 

Journal of MultiDisciplinary Evaluation 
North 

America 
14 83,842 2.09% 

New Directions for Evaluation 
North 

America 
37 22,4082 5.57% 

Practical Assessment, Research, and 

Evaluation 

North 

America 
9 78,271 1.95% 

Research Evaluation Eurpoe 38 33,6029 8.36% 

Studies in Education Evaluation Europe 73 73,7638 18.35% 

Total  483 4,019,441 100.00% 
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Table 2  

Corpus Composition by Region 

 

Region Articles 
Article 

Percentage 

Total Tokens 

Count 

Token 

Percentage 

North America 184 38.10% 1,519,031 37.79% 

Europe 260 53.83% 2,324,885 57.84% 

Oceana 27 5.59% 94,242 2.34% 

Africa 12 2.48% 81,283 2.02% 

 

Word List 

 

Execution of the word list procedure produced a lemma list that includes 70,755 

items. The table only contains two rows: “Item” and “Frequency”. The table is 

arranged by the “Frequency” column in order of greatest to least. At the top of 

the most prominent words are function words, starting with “the” with 179,972 

appearances in the corpus. There are a few more specific lemmas near the top of 

the list, signalling their relative importance, such as “evaluation” (no. 11 with 

24,440 occurrences) and “program” (no. 21 with 12,399 occurrences). At the 

bottom are lemmas only appearing once in the corpus, ending with “a-11”. Many 

of the lemmas at the bottom are typos, while others are simply infrequent words 

such as “urine”. The prohibitive size of this table makes its inclusion in the 

appendices unfeasable. The word list is available from the author upon request.  

 

Lexical Diversity Analysis 

 

The coverage of of CEJA2019 by the exhaustive lemma list items that did not 

appear on the New General Service List and New Academic Word List was 

calculated. Traditionally, linguists test the number of lemmas from the 

exhaustive lemma list combined with the New General Service List and the New 

Academic word list against the corpus from which the exhaustive lemma list was 



41 

 

created to determine the number of items required to cover 95% to 98% of the 

corpus (Coxhead, 2000). This is generally seen as a means of testing readability, 

but it also is an indicator of the lexical diversity of the corpus. 

When combined with the New General Service List and the New Academic 

Word List, the top 1,000, 2,000, 3,000, and 4,000 lemmas yielded 91.70%, 

93.42%, 94.44%, and 95.14% coverage, respectively. In contrast, Chiba, Millar, 

and Budgell (2010) crossed the 95% threshold with 2,000 additional items. 

Gilmore and Millar (2018) achieved a 92.4% coverage rate with only 650 off-list 

words, a level only approached (and not achieved) with the top thousand items 

from this list. Jablonkai (2010) found that their European Union Word List 

(EUWL) of 512 items combined with the first 2,000 word families of the General 

Service List achieved 93.5% coverage of their European Union corpus. These 

comparisons indicate a more extensive vocabulary is needed for a reader to 

comprehend the documents included in the CEJA2019 corpus than would be 

needed for other academic corpora. This suggests that the evaluation scholarship 

language has a larger lexicon, is more diverse, and is less discipline-specific than 

other academic languages.  

 

Keywords 

 

The keywords procedure produced a table of the top 1,000 keywords from 

CEJA2019 (see Appendix B). This is the Evaluation Word List. Table 3 includes 

details of the top 30 lemmas on the list. The table includes the item (lemma), 

frequency and relative frequency in the focus corpus (FC) and reference corpus 

(RC), keyness score, and lexical level classification (Jablonkai 2010). These are 

arranged by keyness score, the product of the simple maths calculation detailed 

in the literature review. 
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Table 3  

The First 30 Lemmas on the Evaluation Word List 

 

Item 
Frequency 

(FC) 

Frequency 

(RC) 

Relative 

frequency 

(FC) 

Relative 

frequency 

(RC) 

Score 

 

Lexical Level 

evaluation 24,440 12,257 6,080.45 129.91 6.27 Semi-technical  

program 12,399 18,967 3,084.76 201.02 3.40 Semi-technical 

student 11,907 42,198 2,962.35 447.24 2.74 General 

teacher 8,401 20,915 2,090.09 221.67 2.53 General 

school 9,172 31,696 2,281.91 335.93 2.46 General 

research 10,523 49,977 2,618.03 529.69 2.37 General 

intervention 4,947 9,566 1,230.77 101.39 2.03 Semi-technical  

outcome 5,378 18,155 1,338.00 192.42 1.96 Semi-technical  

evaluator 3,884 470 966.30 4.98 1.96 Semi-technical  

project 5,306 22,335 1,320.08 236.72 1.88 Semi-technical  

assessment 4,466 12,880 1,111.10 136.51 1.86 Semi-technical  

health 4,381 17,446 1,089.95 184.90 1.76 General 

impact 4,648 21,317 1,156.38 225.93 1.76 Semi-technical 

et 8,565 77,138 2,130.89 817.55 1.72 General 

participant 5,170 31,088 1,286.25 329.49 1.72 Semi-technical 

implementation 3,187 7,849 792.90 83.19 1.66 Semi-technical 

community 4,646 28,802 1,155.88 305.26 1.65 General 

education 4,031 22,977 1,002.88 243.52 1.61 General 

programme 2,705 6,522 672.98 69.12 1.57 Semi-technical 

learn 3,968 25,435 987.20 269.57 1.57 General 

stakeholder 2,406 2,194 598.59 23.25 1.56 Semi-technical 

team 2,917 10,067 725.72 106.70 1.56 General 

practice 4,495 36,568 1,118.31 387.57 1.53 General 

approach 5,178 47,740 1,288.24 505.98 1.52 General 

item 3,368 19,933 837.93 211.26 1.52 Semi-technical  

study 11,041 140,050 2,746.90 1,484.33 1.51 Semi-technical  

how 5,767 59,079 1,434.78 626.15 1.50 General 

survey 2,882 14,293 717.02 151.49 1.49 Semi-technical 

focus 4,145 34,286 1,031.24 363.38 1.49 General 

university 2,761 12,532 686.91 132.82 1.49 General 



43 

 

A smaller list, the Evaluation Specific Word List, includes 412 words 

derived from the Evaluation Word List that do not appear on the New General 

Service List (Browne, Culligan, & Phillips, 2013), nor the New Academic Word 

List (Coxhead, 2000). Table 4 details the top 30 words from the Evaluation 

Specific Word List. Since the Evaluaiton Word List is purely keyness-based, 

derived from the words that appear more frequently than expected, this list can 

be assumed to represent the “aboutness” of evaluation, while the Evaluation 

Specific Word List can be assumed to represent more of what makes the language 

of evaluation scholarship unique. For instance, the Evaluation Word List 

includes the word approach, while Evaluation Specific Word List does not. This 

would indicate a focus on approach and methodology as it relates to evaluation 

scholarship. In other words, it appears more frequently than expected in the 

evaluation literature. However, it is also a word present on both the New General 

Service List and New Academic Word List, and therefore not on the Evaluation 

Specific Word List. A general reader is likely to know this word, and therefore it 

is not deemed an evaluation-specific word. However, upon examining the top 

thirty words from both lists, it is readily apparent that there are few technical 

words on either. The words on the Evaluation Specific Word List that may be 

considered to have a specialized meaning particular to the evaluation field are 

monitoring, evaluative, rubric, stakeholder, and evaluator. 

The top 30 words of the Evaluation Word List are comprised of 15 (50%) 

general and 15 (50%) semi-technical terms. The Evaluation Specific Word List is 

slightly more specialized, with 15 (50%) of the top 30 being general, 13 (43.33%) 

being semi-technical, and 2 (6.66%) technical. 

 

 Keyword Coverage Analyses 

 

The Evaluation Word List, the more extensive thousand-word keyword list, was 

tested for coverage against the CAJA and the CEJA2019. Since the Evaluation 

Word List was created from the CEJA2019, this may seem redundant.  
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Table 4  

The First 30 Lemmas on the Evaluation Specific Word List 

 

Item Frequency 

(FC) 

Frequency 

(RC) 

Relative 

frequency 

(FC) 

Relative 

Frequency (RC) 

Score Lexical Level 

evaluator 3,884 470 966.30 4.98 1.96 Semi-technical 

et 8,565 77,138 2,130.89 817.55 1.72 General 

programme 2,705 6,522 672.98 69.12 1.57 Semi-technical  

stakeholder 2,406 2,194 598.59 23.25 1.56 Semi-technical  

datum 6,642 80,212 1,652.47 850.13 1.43 Semi-technical  

learning 2,320 9,613 577.19 101.88 1.43 General 

training 2,657 15,590 661.04 165.23 1.43 General 

funding 1,837 2,477 457.03 26.25 1.42 General 

finding 2,919 23,557 726.22 249.67 1.38 Semi-technical 

planning 1,828 7,516 454.79 79.66 1.35 General 

sustainability 1,293 1,290 321.69 13.67 1.30 Semi-technical 

teaching 1,578 7,816 392.59 82.84 1.29 General 

engagement 1,265 3,997 314.72 42.36 1.26 Semi-technical 

al 1,195 2,770 297.31 29.36 1.26 General 

their 12,105 211,018 3,011.61 2,236.49 1.24 General 

collaboration 1,047 2,438 260.48 25.84 1.23 General 

DOI 778 156 193.56 1.65 1.19 General 

rubric 782 533 194.55 5.65 1.19 Technical 

rater 728 738 181.12 7.82 1.17 Semi-technical  

competency 729 1,244 181.37 13.18 1.17 Semi-technical  

understanding 1,477 16,536 367.46 175.26 1.16 General 

math 688 549 171.17 5.82 1.16 General 

organizational 982 7,709 244.31 81.70 1.15 General 

respondent 1,053 9,586 261.98 101.60 1.15 General 

collaborative 639 1,764 158.98 18.70 1.14 Semi-technical 

evaluative 612 1,209 152.26 12.81 1.14 Technical 

causal 776 4,928 193.06 52.23 1.13 Semi-technical  

monitoring 679 2,969 168.93 31.47 1.13 Semi-technical  

accountability 621 1,770 154.50 18.76 1.13 Semi-technical 

meeting 791 5,387 196.79 57.09 1.13 General 
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However, the extent to which the word list covers the corpus demonstrates that 

it both is an accurate representation of the keywords in the corpus, and allows 

for comparison to the lexicons found in other corpora. 

The analysis revealed that the Evaluation Word List covers 40.6% of the 

words in CEJA2019 and 20.8% of the CAJA. This suggests that the Evaluation 

Word List is indeed more representative of evaluation scholarship than general 

scholarship.  

 

 Table 5 

Corpus Coverage by the Evaluation Word List 

 

Corpus Words Word List Occurrence Coverage 

CAJA 78,970,229 16,436,585 20.81% 

CEJA2019 3,125,612 1,269,552 40.62% 

  

An analysis of the coverage of the Evaluation Word List by the New Academic 

Word List and New General Service List was conducted to determine the lemmas 

that are off-list, or do not appear on the New Academic Word List nor New 

General Service List. This resulted in the Evaluation Specific Word List. These 

are the terms that can be more unique to the evaluation discipline. This list has 

a much smaller coverage of the corpora, with 1.67% of CAJA, 2.04% of MICUSP, 

and 5.44% of CEJA2019. This is much smaller than similar studies such as 

Jablonkai (2010, p. 193), which found that their word list of 512 European Union 

(EU) terms covered 17.52% of EU texts. Chiba, Millar, and Budgell (2010) 

identified just 242 core words in midwifery texts that provided 6.91% of their 

midwifery corpus.  

Combined with the General Service List12 and Academic Word List, their 

word list provided 92.46% coverage (p. 78). Gilmore and Millar (2018, p. 8) 

 
12 General Service List and Academic Word List are older versions of the New General Service 

List and New Academic Word List 
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developed a list of 650 civil engineering keywords that covered 92.4% of their 

civil engineering corpus when combined with the New General Service List and 

New Academic Word List. The results of the coverage analysis of the Evaluation 

Specific Word List in combination with the New General Service List and the New 

Academic Word List yielded only 87.30% coverage of the CEJA2019 (see Table 

6). This reveals that Evaluation Specific Word List has a relatively low coverage 

of CEJA2019 when compared to other discipline-specific word lists’ coverage of 

similar discipline-specific corpora.  

 

Table 6 

Corpus Coverage by Combinations of the Evaluation Specific Word List (ESWL), New 

General Service List (NGSL), and New Academic Word List (NAWL) 

 

Corpus Coverage by ESWL 
Coverage by NGSL and 

NAWL 

Coverage by NGSL, NAWL, and 

ESWL 

CAJA 1.67% -- -- 

CEJA2019 5.44% 81.86% 87.30% 

MICUSP 2.04% 81.76% 83.80% 

 

Sensitivity Analysis 

 

The sensitivity analysis described in Chapter III was performed to estimate poor 

data quality's effect on the coverage calculations described above. The cleaning 

of fourteen articles, one from each corpus journal, and subsequent coverage 

calculation produced minor changes. The coverage of the fourteen articles by 

New General Service List , New Academic Word List, and Evaluation Specific 

Word LIst was 90.85%. This indicates an overall coverage improvement of 3.55% 

when the data is cleaned to a greater extent. Coverage of the fourteen articles by 

the Evaluaiton Specific Word List was 5.40%, which is remarkably like the 

coverage of the entire uncleaned corpus by the Evaluation Specific Word List 

(5.44%). While this indicates that data quality does have some effect on the 
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coverage by the general lists, it yielded no effect on the coverage of evaluation-

specific words. This means that most typos corrected were not evaluation-

specific and were mostly included in the New General Service List and New 

Academic Word List.  

 

Key n-grams 

 

The key n-gram analysis produced a list of 1,000 lexical bundles or word clusters 

that occurred more frequently in the focus corpus than in the reference corpus. 

Table 7 lists the top 30 most significant n-grams. In addition to the keyword 

analysis, these n-grams add to an understanding of the “aboutness” of the 

evaluation literature. Notably, several of the phrases included in the top 30 list 

are directly related to Scriven’s (1994) notion of evaluation as determination of 

merit, worth, or significance (e.g., the importance of, the quality of). Twelve on the 

list are simply titles of evaluation journals that repeatedly appear in the literature 

(e.g., New Directions for Evaluation, Studies in Educational Evaluation). Two items 

are familiar evaluation-specific terms (i.e., theory of change; and monitoring and 

evaluation).  

 

Word Sketches 

 

The Word Sketch tool in Sketch Engine elucidates the use of a word in a corpus. 

This tool produces a set of tables listing lexical functions of a word in order of 

dominance. In the case of the CEJA2019 corpus, the Word Sketch function 

identified twelve distinct uses of the word “evaluation”:  

 

1. “modifiers of ‘evaluation’” 

2. “nouns modified by ‘evaluation’” 

3. “verbs with ‘evaluation’ as object” 
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Table 7 

The Top 30 Key n-grams in CEJA2019 

 

Item 
Frequency 

(FC) 

Frequency 

(RC) 

Relative 

frequency 

(FC) 

Relative 

frequency 

(RC) 

Score 

and program planning 908 0 225.90 0.00 1.23 

evaluation and program 908 0 225.90 0.00 1.23 

evaluation and program planning 904 0 224.91 0.00 1.23 

in educational evaluation 653 0 162.46 0.00 1.16 

studies in educational 648 0 161.22 0.00 1.16 

studies in educational evaluation 648 0 161.22 0.00 1.16 

theory of change 643 14 159.97 0.15 1.16 

of the program 594 489 147.78 5.18 1.14 

of the evaluation 547 185 136.09 1.96 1.13 

of the intervention 414 295 103.00 3.13 1.10 

new directions for 388 20 96.53 0.21 1.10 

directions for evaluation 385 0 95.78 0.00 1.10 

new directions for evaluation 385 0 95.78 0.00 1.10 

the importance of 727 7678 180.87 81.38 1.09 

as well as 1659 28819 412.74 305.44 1.08 

in the evaluation 308 259 76.63 2.75 1.07 

the implementation of 364 1573 90.56 16.67 1.07 

american journal of 273 22 67.92 0.23 1.07 

implementation of the 317 1041 78.87 11.03 1.07 

journal of evaluation 269 0 66.92 0.00 1.07 

american journal of evaluation 269 0 66.92 0.00 1.07 

monitoring and evaluation 258 43 64.19 0.46 1.06 

the quality of 414 3549 103.00 37.61 1.06 

of the research 277 1024 68.92 10.85 1.06 

can not be 232 189 57.72 2.00 1.06 

as part of 405 4072 100.76 43.16 1.06 

of the project 264 929 65.68 9.85 1.06 

the purpose of 388 3784 96.53 40.11 1.05 

extent to which 376 3667 93.55 38.86 1.05 

to participate in 282 1557 70.16 16.50 1.05 
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4. “verbs with ‘evaluation’ as subject” 

5. “‘evaluation’ and/or” 

6. “prepositional phrases” 

7. “adjective predicates of ‘evaluation’” 

8. “’evaluation’ is a…” 

9. “evaluation’s…” 

10. “pronominal possessors of ‘evaluation’” 

11. “… is a ‘evaluation’” 

12. “verbs with particle ‘out’ and ‘evaluation’ as object” 

 

The top-ranked use of “evaluation” in CEJA2019 as documented by Sketch 

Engine illustrates cases in which another word modifies “evaluation.” The 

“modifiers of ‘evaluation’” table in the Word Sketch tool details all ways in which 

another word modifies the word “evaluation.” Table 8 includes the first 30 of 

these modifications.  

Modifiers can be distinguished into evaluation objects (evaluands), 

descriptors, discipline-specific terms, and others. Most of the items on the list 

can be classified as evaluation taxonomy, which is concerned with differentiating 

between the various theories, models, and approaches of evaluation. 

Evaluation objects include, for example, “portfolio,” “course,” and “program.” 

Examples of descriptors include “rigorous,” “realistic,” and “future.” Examples of 

discipline-specific taxonomical delineations are “realist,” “empowerment,” and 

“responsive.” The rest (others) are simply errata, artifacts of the academic context 

in which the linguistic features of interest are embedded (e.g., “et,” “al”). This 

illustrates that the primary way evaluation is discussed in the evaluation 

literature is in the context of evaluation theories, models and approaches. 

 The Word Sketch tool was also used to generate the modifiers of 

“evaluation” in the CAJA corpus to compare and contrast differences in usage 
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Table 8 

Modifiers of “Evaluation” in CEJA2019 

 

Word Frequency Score 

educational 613 11.28 

program 353 9.91 

research 227 9.81 

realist 166 9.48 

impact 159 9.30 

participatory 127 9.07 

process 112 8.87 

research 150 8.70 

formative 94 8.67 

internal 93 8.55 

external 90 8.52 

course 84 8.45 

al 78 8.35 

teacher 82 8.19 

ongoing 59 7.97 

developmental 51 7.79 

summative 50 7.79 

adversary 48 7.75 

responsive 48 7.73 

independent 49 7.66 

policy 52 7.6 

et 50 7.56 

empowerment 42 7.54 

outcome 45 7.50 

portfolio 39 7.44 

future 42 7.37 

realistic 37 7.37 

module 35 7.29 

program 35 7.26 

rigorous 34 7.22 

realist 32 7.16 
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between the general and evaluation scholarly literature. The top 30 modifiers of 

“evaluation” from CAJA are listed in Table 9. Similar to the CEJA2019 corpus, 

many specify the thing being evaluated, the evaluand (e.g., “performance,” 

“function,” “candidate,” “program/me,” “brand,” “outcome,” “customer,” “query,” 

“reliability,” and “assessor”); descriptors (“comparative,” “critical,” “overall,” 

“positive,” “lazy,” “systematic,” “favorable,” “prospective,” “in-clinic,” “follow-up,” 

“quantitative,” “negative,” “subjective,” “clinical,” and “retrospective,” and 

“driving”). Only two uses would be recognizable as discipline-specific evaluation 

terms (i.e., “empowerment evaluation,” “economic evaluation”).  

This simple comparison of word sketches reveals a simple difference 

between evaluation and general scholarly literature: When modifying the word 

“evaluation,” the literature is much more likely to do so in a manner that 

attempts to make discipline-specific taxonomical delineations, . The general 

scholarly literature has picked up on some of these terms (e.g., “empowerment 

evaluation”) but is less likely to use these discipline-specific terms when 

modifying “evaluation.”  

 

Word Sketch Differences 

 

Word Sketch Differences use the same methods as the Word Sketch tool, but in 

contrast, compares the usage of different words in a corpus. Words are compared 

by their different collocations on each type of usage as it appears in the word 

sketch. The best way to view these data are by using the graphics generated by 

Sketch Engine.  

For the further exploration of the use of “evaluation” in CEJA2019, the 

usage of “assessment” was compared. These terms are often interchangeably 

used in the literature and in common speech, making them ripe for comparison, 

potentially teasing out precise delineations in usage. 

The dimension on which the two words were compared was the primary 

usage of “evaluation” in CEJA2019: Associated modifiers (see above). On the  
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Table 9 

Top 30 Modifiers of “Evaluation” in CAJA 

 

Word Frequency Score 

empowerment 191 11.12 

performance 228 9.39 

function 77 8.23 

retrospective 41 8.18 

assessor 21 8.06 

candidate 36 7.92 

economic 156 7.7 

programme 19 7.7 

program 31 7.66 

clinical 78 7.64 

subjective 41 7.59 

negative 124 7.57 

quantitative 47 7.55 

brand 25 7.48 

follow-up 23 7.47 

reliability 19 7.43 

outcome 23 7.4 

in-clinic 18 7.23 

prospective 23 7.19 

favorable 22 7.14 

query 19 7.13 

experimental 80 7.08 

systematic 32 7.07 

lazy 16 7.04 

customer 29 6.99 

positive 94 6.98 

overall 63 6.98 

critical 58 6.98 

driving 11 6.98 

comparative 30 6.97 
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right are the words collocated (used alongside) with “evaluation,” and on the left 

are words collocated with “assessment.” In the center are words that are 

collocated more or less equally with both words. Figure 1 portrays verbs with 

“evaluation” or “assessment” as an object. Notably, there are some words 

(“commission,” “standardize,” and “manage”) that are only associated with 

“evaluation.” However, none are only associated with “assessment.” This 

suggests that when operating as a subject of a verb, the word “evaluation” may 

cover most (if not all) instances where the word “assessment” could be used. 

However, there are instances where the converse is not true, and “assessment” 

cannot be used in place of “evaluation.” 

 Two things are noticeable compared to the same visual with that of the 

parallel figure (Figure 2) generated from the CAJA corpus. First, apart from some 

exceptions, most collocations appear more or less equally alongside “evaluation” 

and “assessment. Second, there are far fewer collocations. This suggests that 

there is greater specificity for the distinction of assessment from evaluation in 

evaluation scholarship. How both “evaluation” and “assessment” operate as 

objects of a verb are much more diverse in the evaluation literature.  

 

Thesaurus 

 

The Thesaurus tool in Sketch Engine generates a list of words that belong in the 

same “semantic field” (are similarly collocated) (“Sketch Engine: Thesaurus,” 

n.d.) in a corpus. This process was conducted for the word “evaluation” in the 

CEJA2019, CAJA, and BNC to differentiate usage in academic evaluation, 

general academic, and general language.  

 Tables 10 through 12 portray the top ten thesaurus words from 

CEJA2019, CAJA, and BNC, respectively. “Evaluation” was entered as the search 

term. The “frequency” column displays the number of times a word appears in 

the corpus, and the “similarity” column displays “the percentage of collocates  
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Table 10 

Synonyms of “evaluation” from CEJA2019 

 

Synonym Similarity Frequency 

research 0.397 9,016 

program 0.368 12,032 

study 0.362 10,185 

process 0.345 5,802 

assessment 0.334 4,084 

intervention 0.316 4,947 

practice 0.313 4,199 

development 0.311 3,954 

project 0.302 4,998 

approach 0.298 4,881 

 

 

 

 

Table 11 

Synonyms of “evaluation” from CAJA 

 

Synonym Similarity Frequency 

assessment 0.456 12,296 

interpretation 0.34 16,149 

selection 0.337 11,724 

description 0.336 10,661 

understanding 0.335 16,373 

examination 0.334 7,076 

perception 0.334 11,472 

identification 0.329 8,776 

investigation 0.325 8,798 

design 0.322 19,939 
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Table 12 

Synonyms of “evaluation” from BNC 

 

Synonym Similarity Frequency 

assessment 0.378 7,807 

review 0.262 8,891 

appraisal 0.26 1,180 

planning 0.255 9,577 

investigation 0.244 6,740 

examination 0.242 6,186 

testing 0.241 1,980 

analysis 0.24 14,113 

monitoring 0.232 1,667 

interpretation 0.217 5,343 

 

one uses the words “evaluation” and “assessment” interchangeably, they 

are likely to show up on the thesaurus list. The relative absence of words that 

seem like they could be confused for evaluation on the CEJA2019 thesaurus list 

suggests that evaluation scholars tend to use the word less liberally than the 

academy or general speakers.  

 

Summary of Findings 

 

This section described the results of the methods used to explore the language 

of evaluation scholarship. The results of the lexical diversity analysis, keyword 

procedures and coverage analyses all revealed a lexicon that was very large and 

diverse, but not especially technical. However, the thesaurus, word sketches, 

and word sketch differences revealed that while the words themselves may not 

be especially technical, the usage applied to certain keywords and phrases is 

unique. For example, differences in the thesaurus for CEJA2019, CAJA and 

BNC reveal that evaluation scholars may be more precise about their use of the 
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word “evaluation”. The word sketch differences reveal that evaluators are also 

less likely to use “evaluation” and “assessment” interchangeably than the 

academy in general.  
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CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION 

 

This study was an exploratory inquiry employing the tools of corpus linguistics 

to illuminate the nature of scholarly evaluation language. This chapter focuses 

on the findings of this inquiry and the limitations and implications of the 

research. In addition, conjectures as to the meaning of what was learned and 

warranted conclusions for evaluation scholarship and practice are made, where 

applicable.  

 

Summary of Results 

 

RQ1: To what extent does the scholarly evaluation literature possess a unique 

lexicon? The investigations conducted in this study yield insights to this question 

in several different ways. First, the lemma list produced 70,755 unique lemmas 

in the corpus. Comparative coverage calculations reveal that a comparatively 

large number of unique lemmas needs to be added (4,000) to the New General 

Service List and New Academic Service List to achieve 95% coverage of the 

corpus, considered by some an essential benchmark for achieving readability 

(Coxhead, 2000). This is also suggestive of a lexicon that is very diverse and of 

low specification.  

 The keyword procedure produced a set of 412 key lemmas that do not 

appear on the New Academic Word List or the New General Service List. This 

demonstrates a distinct set of lexical items overrepresented in the scholarly 

evaluation literature compared to other general scholarship. This is an expected 

result. However, this list provides only limited coverage of the CEJA2019 Corpus 

compared to other specialized word lists. Moreover, this confirms the previous 

finding that the evaluation lexicon is diverse compared to other disciplines.  

 Examining the keywords from the Evaluation Specific Word List and the 

Evaluation Word List according to Jablonkai’s (2010) levels of lexis revealed a 
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relatively low level of specialization, with only two technical terms (“evaluative” 

and “evaluand”) among the top thirty words on the Evaluation Specific Word List.  

 Examining the top thirty n-grams also reveals few examples of technical 

lexis. While the n-grams reveal something as to the “aboutness” of evaluation 

literature, they do not suggest a highly specialized lexis consisting of many 

technical terms.  

 Relying simply on keywords and n-grams gives the sense that there is not 

much unique to evaluation language at this level. However, the word sketches, 

word sketch differences, and the thesaurus functions were used to examine how, 

rather than whether, specialized evaluation terminology is used. When 

comparing between various corpora using this tool, some specific patterns 

involving the use of the word “evaluation” emerge. Of particular interest are the 

modifiers of “evaluation” in CEJA2019 compared to CAJA; some evaluation-

specific terminology emerged. These modifiers were recognizable as discipline-

specific technical terms relating to the taxonomy of evaluation. This is where 

discipline-specific terms such as “empowerment evaluation” and “realist 

evaluation” were observed. This demonstrates the focus of evaluation literature 

on the theories, models and approaches of evaluation.  

Thesaurus entries also revealed some differences in semantic equivalents 

between the CEJA2019, CAJA, and BNC corpora. The CEJA2019 thesaurus 

entries were far more likely to include words that are not conceptually adjacent 

or equivalent to “evaluation,” for example, including words such as “project,” 

“practice,” and “intervention.” General academic language and, to a greater 

extent, general English were more likely to include conceptually adjacent words 

such as “assessment” and “appraisal.” This suggests that evaluation scholars 

use the word “evaluation” less interchangeably with other words. In other words, 

evaluation scholars do not use the word “evaluation” as haphazardly or 

imprecisely as others.  

Upon examining the word sketch differences from the CEJA2019 corpus 

for the entries “evaluation” and “assessment,” the results suggest that when 
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operating as the subject of a verb, where the word “assessment” appears in the 

evaluation literature, “evaluation” could cover almost any instance. However, the 

reverse is not true, meaning that “assessment” cannot cover almost any instance 

of the word “evaluation”. When examining the results of the same operation 

conducted in the CAJA corpus, “evaluation” and “assessment” appear to be 

almost universally interchangeable. This suggests again that the word 

“evaluation” is used in some very specialized and precise ways in the evaluation 

literature compared to other terms and their use in other corpora. 

 All of these things considered together suggest that the evaluation lexis is 

relatively diverse and unspecialized. However, findings also suggest that 

although the specialized lexis of the evaluation literature is limited, the ways in 

which evaluation scholars use evaluation terms is more specialized than 

general academic or general language. The results also reveal the potential 

“aboutness” of the literature: the discussion of evaluation theories, models, and 

approaches.  

 

RQ2: What are the most significant keywords in the evaluation lexicon? This 

research question is relatively simple to answer. In essence, the answer is the 

product of the keyword procedures described in Chapter III. These results, the 

Evaluation Word LIst and Evaluation Specific Word List, which are displayed in 

their entirety in Appendices B and C, help identify the most common terms in 

the evaluation literature and those considered evaluation-specific due to their 

absence from the New General Service List and the New Academic Word List. The 

resulting lists may have applications for those seeking to develop pedagogical 

resources in evaluation practice and scholarship. 

Aside from these initial research questions, several other secondary 

questions (SQ) that could be answered arose during the examination of the 

results. These items and the results suggesting their answers are briefly 

described below.  
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Interpretations 

 

These results are aligned with some fundamental issues surrounding the nature 

of evaluation and the state of the field. The first of these issues is the extent to 

which evaluation has achieved a state of unification similar to other fields. 

Schwandt (2015) points out that despite some level of variability in fields such 

as medicine, law, and accounting, practitioners in these fields “share something 

of a common conception of the social purpose of their respective undertakings 

as well as a professional identity” (p. 27). Some assert that a common identity or 

purpose continues to evade the evaluation community. Related to this is the 

question of whether a distinct discourse community of evaluation scholars 

exists. Swales (1991, 2016) pointed to the need for a commonly-defined 

purpose—or one that at least could conceivably be discovered. 

 There is a small set of evaluation-specific lexis that is germane to 

evaluation. This is mainly related to evaluation taxonomy, specifically names for 

theories, models, and approaches of evaluation. Some may see these pieces of 

evidence as evidence against the status of evaluation scholars as a discourse 

community, given the low level of lexical complexity demonstrated. However, this 

fixation on the unspecialized nature of the individual lexical items that appear 

on the keyword lists would miss the larger point. In these findings we see that a 

central concern of evaluation scholarly literature does indeed emerge: The focus 

on evaluation theory, specifically. We also observe that evaluation scholars are 

more precise with their definitions of evaluation and are less apt to use the term 

interchangeably than other scholars or general English speakers. 
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Implications 

 

As William Shadish stated in his (1998) American Evaluation Association 

address, “if you do not know much about evaluation theory, you are not an 

evaluator” (p. 6). Indeed, as the title of Shadish’s speech asserts, these results 

seem to confirm that “evaluation theory is who we are.” These findings 

demonstrate the centrality of evaluation theory in the evaluation literature, 

bearing evidence to both add considerable weight to this assertion, and to calm 

the fears of some who worry that this core subject area (Scriven 1993) may be 

diluted in evaluation scholarship.  

This study may also present some evidence to allay the concerns of those 

who fear that “fuzzy” definitions of evaluation are rampant in the field. This 

evidence suggests that evaluation scholars at least have a more precise 

definition of evaluation than other scholars or the general public. Whether the 

integrity of these definitions are up to the standards of those who voice this 

concern is another issue and warrants further investigation. Additionally, 

Christie and Rose’s (2003) fear that these unclear definitions could translate to 

poor practice is a conjecture that would need to be tested.  

The findings related to a lack of highly specialized vocabulary could signal 

the need for continued professionalization of evaluation scholars and 

practitioners. One might expect to have a more cohesive core terminology 

developed at this point. That this was not detected could be due to such 

terminology not existing or simply that it is there but has not been adopted. 

Given resources in the field such as the Evaluation Thesaurus (Scriven, 1991) 

and Encyclopedia of Evaluation (Mathison, 2005), it seems likely that it is there 

but has not been adopted widely by scholars. In either case—adoption or 

development—it would seem that more engagement in evaluation-specific 

pedagogy and more scholarship in research on evaluation, both through a 

credentialing requirement and the development of more evaluation academic 

programs, could serve both purposes.  
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In addition to increasing evaluation pedagogy and scholarly involvement 

in evaluation research and theory development, increased engagement with the 

evaluation literature in fields that use evaluation and its methods could benefit 

the development of the evaluation lexicon. Disciplines such as international 

development, social work, and economics, for example, each have their own 

evaluation literature. Those who are creating this material are also advised to 

reference and direct students towards foundational scholarly sources in the 

evaluation literature. This could aid in bolstering evaluation as a united 

transdiscipline. 

 

Limitations 

 

This is an exploratory and novel study in the field of evaluation. As such, it 

makes this work both exciting and challenging, as there is little to compare it to 

that could lend credibility to these results, other than the integrity of the 

methods themselves. Described below are the various challenges associated with 

the investigation. 

Since there is a heavy emphasis on comparison with other corpora, it is 

impossible to know the extent to which corpora share certain similarities. For 

instance, some of the reference corpora used in this study were produced with a 

significant amount of computing power and programming expertise. This could 

have resulted in corpora that are much cleaner than the current corpus. Or, less 

clean. It is unknown, and this limits any conclusions as to the difference between 

the study corpus and reference corpora.  

Second, because of the highly specific nature of corpora, the use of a range 

of different programs and operations, and different conditions surrounding this 

and other corpus linguistic studies cited in this work, it can be difficult to make 

precise comparisons. Any conjectures about the language of evaluation in 

reference to other professions are tenuous and warrant further investigation.  
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Third, because of limited data availability in terms of the reference corpora, 

this limited the available tools for this study and, ultimately, the researcher’s 

choices. 

Fourth are limitations related to the design of the focus corpus. The 

decision to bound the timeframe to the year 2019 restricts the extent to which 

one might be able to make inferences to past or future scholarship. The focus 

corpus also includes only one genre, making it difficult to speak to similar issues 

in the broader evaluation community.  

Lastly, this study, being exploratory in nature, begins to offer just a 

glimpse of what diving into linguistic inquiry in evaluation literature may offer. 

The thesaurus, word sketch, and word sketch differences tools could be used to 

explore many more words and many different grammatical associations that 

were outside of the scope of this study. Therefore, these findings are extremely 

tentative and there is ample room for refutation or contradiction. For example, 

use of the word sketch tool to investigate the usage of “evaluation” in the 

literature explored one small aspect of the issue. Further investigation may 

support or refute the findings derived in this study.  

 

Opportunities for Future Research 

 

This work follows a line of research on evaluation scholarship and serves to 

further this cause. Additionally, it opens up an entirely new line of inquiry. This 

is the first empirical study investigating the language of evaluation scholarship 

using corpus linguistics or any other quantitative method of inquiry.  

The development of CEJA2019, Evaluation Word LIst, and Evaluation Specific 

Word List represents a cornerstone for linguistic inquiry in evaluation 

scholarship. Now that this groundwork for beginning to understand the size, 

diversity, and discipline-specificity of evaluation scholarship language has been 

laid, several other questions are raised. For example, how exactly does the 

language of evaluation compare to other related fields such as sociology, 
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organizational psychology, nonprofit management, and public health? 

Answering this question using corpus-based methods, and CEJA2019 

specifically, could yield insights regarding the relatedness of evaluation to other 

fields, such as the relatedness of the subfields as identified in Gilmore and Millar 

(2018). Additionally, more inquiries as to the usage of specific lexical items (e.g., 

what differentiates the use of “evaluation” from “research”, or, from “science”?) 

are now possible. There could also be opportunities to evaluate the utility of the 

Evaluation Specific Word List in terms of evaluation pedagogy and in terms of its 

coverage of other types of evaluation literature. More work could also be done to 

expand the CEJA series beyond CEJA2019 to monitor any changes in language 

use over time or build a broader, more generalizable corpus. 

Within CEJA there are also opportunities for comparing subcorpora to explore 

various issues of linguistic diversity among evaluation scholars. For instance, 

the geographical classifications in the results section could facilitate the 

comparisons of evaluation language between North America and Europe, for 

instance. Also possible would be the comparison of language between the 

interdisciplinary journals such as the American Journal of Evaluation and more 

discipline-specific journals such as Evaluation in the Health Professions or 

Studies in Educational Evaluation.  

Aside from research using CEJA or the Evaluation Specific Word List, a 

parallel inquiry is also possible using corpus linguistics to examine non-

scholarly evaluation writing or speech. Analysis of evaluation reports, conference 

proceedings, correspondence, or blogs could reveal findings that are relevant to 

professional evaluation practice, pedagogy, community, and so forth. This work 

could supplement the CEJA series, working toward constructing a general 

evaluation corpus that includes more than just academic publications. Such 

corpora could support studies of how language varies across evaluation 

approaches, or investigage issues of how language influences practice as 

suggested by Christie and Rose (2003).  
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Item FC Freq RC Freq 

FC Rel 

Freq 

RC Rel 

Freq 

FC 

Doc 

Freq 

RC Doc 

Freq 

FC Rel 

Doc 

Freq 

RC Rel 

Doc 

Freq Score 

evaluation 24,440 12,257 6,080.45 129.91 480 3,257 99.38 24.83 6.27 

program 12,399 18,967 3,084.76 201.02 384 3,619 79.50 27.59 3.40 

student 11,907 42,198 2,962.35 447.24 257 2,745 53.21 20.93 2.74 

teacher 8,401 20,915 2,090.09 221.67 179 1,309 37.06 9.98 2.53 

school 9,172 31,696 2,281.91 335.93 327 2,920 67.70 22.26 2.46 

research 10,523 49,977 2,618.03 529.69 453 7,358 93.79 56.10 2.37 

intervention 4,947 9,566 1,230.77 101.39 287 2,101 59.42 16.02 2.03 

outcome 5,378 18,155 1,338.00 192.42 396 4,016 81.99 30.62 1.96 

evaluator 3,884 470 966.30 4.98 244 87 50.52 0.66 1.96 

project 5,306 22,335 1,320.08 236.72 337 4,041 69.77 30.81 1.88 

assessment 4,466 12,880 1,111.10 136.51 353 3,307 73.08 25.22 1.86 

health 4,381 17,446 1,089.95 184.90 300 2,697 62.11 20.56 1.76 

impact 4,648 21,317 1,156.38 225.93 394 5,213 81.57 39.75 1.76 

et 8,565 77,138 2,130.89 817.55 420 6,285 86.96 47.92 1.72 

participant 5,170 31,088 1,286.25 329.49 344 2,908 71.22 22.17 1.72 

implementation 3,187 7,849 792.90 83.19 315 2,184 65.22 16.65 1.66 

community 4,646 28,802 1,155.88 305.26 351 3,786 72.67 28.87 1.65 

education 4,031 22,977 1,002.88 243.52 369 2,710 76.40 20.66 1.61 

programme 2,705 6,522 672.98 69.12 122 1,453 25.26 11.08 1.57 

learn 3,968 25,435 987.20 269.57 377 3,838 78.05 29.26 1.57 

stakeholder 2,406 2,194 598.59 23.25 273 474 56.52 3.61 1.56 

team 2,917 10,067 725.72 106.70 276 1,424 57.14 10.86 1.56 

practice 4,495 36,568 1,118.31 387.57 420 5,847 86.96 44.58 1.53 

approach 5,178 47,740 1,288.24 505.98 449 8,537 92.96 65.09 1.52 

item 3,368 19,933 837.93 211.26 193 2,415 39.96 18.41 1.52 

study 11,041 140,050 2,746.90 1,484.33 448 11,421 92.75 87.08 1.51 

how 5,767 59,079 1,434.78 626.15 466 8,824 96.48 67.28 1.50 

survey 2,882 14,293 717.02 151.49 258 3,010 53.42 22.95 1.49 

focus 4,145 34,286 1,031.24 363.38 457 8,039 94.62 61.30 1.49 

university 2,761 12,532 686.91 132.82 398 3,901 82.40 29.74 1.49 

score 3,403 22,988 846.64 243.64 222 2,755 45.96 21.01 1.49 

researcher 2,555 10,551 635.66 111.83 330 3,035 68.32 23.14 1.47 

development 4,535 42,973 1,128.27 455.45 417 7,352 86.34 56.06 1.46 

support 4,636 45,979 1,153.39 487.31 438 8,860 90.68 67.56 1.45 

need 5,096 53,660 1,267.84 568.72 460 9,860 95.24 75.18 1.45 

professional 2,414 10,437 600.58 110.62 287 2,259 59.42 17.22 1.44 

educational 2,222 7,297 552.81 77.34 272 1,533 56.31 11.69 1.44 

datum 6,642 80,212 1,652.47 850.13 442 8,953 91.51 68.27 1.43 
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FC Rel 

Freq 

RC Rel 

Freq 
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Freq 

RC Doc 

Freq 

FC Rel 

Doc 

Freq 

RC Rel 

Doc 

Freq Score 

learning 2,320 9,613 577.19 101.88 261 1,471 54.04 11.22 1.43 

interview 2,416 11,565 601.08 122.57 267 1,941 55.28 14.80 1.43 

training 2,657 15,590 661.04 165.23 287 2,242 59.42 17.09 1.43 

process 6,151 73,162 1,530.31 775.41 446 9,815 92.34 74.84 1.43 

funding 1,837 2,477 457.03 26.25 238 818 49.28 6.24 1.42 

policy 3,737 34,396 929.73 364.55 336 3,200 69.57 24.40 1.41 

page 1,920 4,863 477.68 51.54 298 1,461 61.70 11.14 1.41 

design 3,521 32,243 875.99 341.73 434 6,693 89.86 51.03 1.40 

skill 2,334 12,315 580.68 130.52 312 2,340 64.60 17.84 1.40 

theory 3,731 36,158 928.24 383.22 345 5,397 71.43 41.15 1.39 

include 5,968 74,103 1,484.78 785.39 474 11,596 98.14 88.42 1.39 

staff 1,938 6,380 482.16 67.62 276 1,465 57.14 11.17 1.39 

review 2,480 15,671 617.00 166.09 394 4,933 81.57 37.61 1.39 

knowledge 3,663 35,801 911.32 379.44 402 5,789 83.23 44.14 1.39 

improve 2,526 16,492 628.45 174.79 396 5,521 81.99 42.10 1.39 

science 2,218 11,333 551.82 120.11 265 2,354 54.87 17.95 1.39 

finding 2,919 23,557 726.22 249.67 399 5,664 82.61 43.19 1.38 

conduct 2,435 15,654 605.81 165.91 416 5,364 86.13 40.90 1.38 

develop 3,755 38,343 934.21 406.38 441 8,849 91.30 67.47 1.38 

feedback 1,829 6,481 455.04 68.69 228 1,262 47.20 9.62 1.36 

framework 2,208 13,805 549.33 146.31 348 4,079 72.05 31.10 1.35 

year 4,481 53,577 1,114.83 567.84 417 8,131 86.34 62.00 1.35 

context 3,455 35,672 859.57 378.07 414 6,590 85.71 50.25 1.35 

planning 1,828 7,516 454.79 79.66 260 1,297 53.83 9.89 1.35 

academic 1,856 8,047 461.76 85.29 253 1,874 52.38 14.29 1.35 

implement 1,899 9,586 472.45 101.60 338 3,222 69.98 24.57 1.34 

provide 5,474 72,536 1,361.88 768.78 473 11,311 97.93 86.24 1.34 

organization 2,447 19,350 608.79 205.08 292 3,097 60.46 23.61 1.34 

indicator 1,752 7,218 435.88 76.50 230 2,314 47.62 17.64 1.33 

identify 3,385 36,018 842.16 381.74 438 8,591 90.68 65.51 1.33 

work 5,956 81,889 1,481.80 867.91 459 9,751 95.03 74.35 1.33 

table 3,519 39,142 875.49 414.85 359 7,145 74.33 54.48 1.33 

experience 3,446 38,734 857.33 410.53 419 6,018 86.75 45.89 1.32 

service 2,827 27,650 703.33 293.05 281 3,626 58.18 27.65 1.32 

classroom 1,584 5,495 394.08 58.24 116 679 24.02 5.18 1.32 

achievement 1,540 4,902 383.14 51.95 189 1,486 39.13 11.33 1.32 

journal 1,426 3,145 354.78 33.33 356 1,114 73.71 8.49 1.31 

grade 1,561 5,683 388.36 60.23 127 1,436 26.29 10.95 1.31 
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FC Rel 
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Doc 
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quality 2,482 22,338 617.50 236.75 361 4,970 74.74 37.90 1.31 

college 1,497 4,812 372.44 51.00 150 1,276 31.06 9.73 1.31 

sustainability 1,293 1,290 321.69 13.67 113 289 23.40 2.20 1.30 

change 5,671 80,168 1,410.89 849.67 429 10,401 88.82 79.31 1.30 

strategy 2,788 28,621 693.63 303.34 347 5,273 71.84 40.21 1.30 

author 1,957 13,657 486.88 144.74 432 4,821 89.44 36.76 1.30 

assess 2,057 15,537 511.76 164.67 357 5,139 73.91 39.18 1.30 

course 2,340 20,870 582.17 221.19 251 6,004 51.97 45.78 1.30 

evaluate 1,986 14,545 494.10 154.16 374 5,151 77.43 39.28 1.30 

participate 1,667 8,969 414.73 95.06 303 3,623 62.73 27.62 1.29 

help 2,272 20,131 565.25 213.36 415 6,324 85.92 48.22 1.29 

challenge 1,983 15,076 493.35 159.78 377 4,734 78.05 36.10 1.29 

across 2,470 24,004 614.51 254.41 387 6,011 80.12 45.83 1.29 

teaching 1,578 7,816 392.59 82.84 160 1,266 33.13 9.65 1.29 

report 4,165 55,225 1,036.21 585.31 413 9,068 85.51 69.14 1.28 

self 1,411 5,510 351.04 58.40 201 1,309 41.61 9.98 1.28 

tool 1,654 10,140 411.50 107.47 321 3,582 66.46 27.31 1.28 

initiative 1,306 4,012 324.92 42.52 236 1,398 48.86 10.66 1.27 

address 1,984 16,769 493.60 177.73 421 6,036 87.16 46.02 1.27 

engagement 1,265 3,997 314.72 42.36 248 1,245 51.35 9.49 1.26 

a1 1,195 2,770 297.31 29.36 201 570 41.61 4.35 1.26 

benefit 1,989 17,832 494.84 188.99 347 4,580 71.84 34.92 1.26 

resource 2,090 19,935 519.97 211.28 364 3,904 75.36 29.77 1.26 

analysis 5,200 78,628 1,293.71 833.35 439 10,461 90.89 79.76 1.25 

goal 1,852 16,624 460.76 176.19 358 4,237 74.12 32.31 1.24 

improvement 1,372 7,716 341.34 81.78 276 2,803 57.14 21.37 1.24 

their 12,105 211,018 3,011.61 2,236.49 477 12,276 98.76 93.60 1.24 

qualitative 1,153 3,739 286.86 39.63 245 1,581 50.72 12.05 1.24 

group 5,901 93,837 1,468.11 994.54 432 9,051 89.44 69.01 1.24 

plan 1,697 14,174 422.20 150.22 299 3,115 61.90 23.75 1.24 

capacity 1,670 13,759 415.48 145.83 256 3,594 53.00 27.40 1.24 

validity 1,247 5,922 310.24 62.76 214 2,011 44.31 15.33 1.23 

collaboration 1,047 2,438 260.48 25.84 202 877 41.82 6.69 1.23 

activity 3,623 51,653 901.37 547.45 372 7,103 77.02 54.16 1.23 

data 1,564 12,313 389.11 130.50 344 4,078 71.22 31.09 1.23 

district 1,169 4,757 290.84 50.42 97 926 20.08 7.06 1.23 

social 3,871 56,852 963.07 602.55 406 4,756 84.06 36.26 1.23 

partner 1,268 7,281 315.47 77.17 176 1,654 36.44 12.61 1.22 
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FC Rel 
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RC Rel 

Doc 
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gender 1,414 10,258 351.79 108.72 178 1,752 36.85 13.36 1.22 

partnership 1,024 2,793 254.76 29.60 161 647 33.33 4.93 1.22 

article 2,074 23,052 515.99 244.32 338 4,587 69.98 34.98 1.22 

opportunity 1,597 14,100 397.32 149.44 350 4,194 72.46 31.98 1.22 

receive 1,870 19,439 465.24 206.03 366 5,969 75.78 45.51 1.22 

key 1,802 18,119 448.32 192.04 375 5,979 77.64 45.59 1.22 

engage 1,387 10,402 345.07 110.25 309 3,476 63.98 26.50 1.21 

management 1,850 19,523 460.26 206.92 272 2,859 56.31 21.80 1.21 

evidence 2,722 36,488 677.21 386.72 376 7,520 77.85 57.34 1.21 

criterion 1,510 12,969 375.67 137.45 268 3,884 55.49 29.61 1.21 

questionnaire 1,118 5,374 278.15 56.96 145 1,219 30.02 9.29 1.21 

question 3,113 44,286 774.49 469.37 425 7,677 87.99 58.54 1.21 

use 14,048 258,839 3,495.01 2,743.33 479 12,977 99.17 98.95 1.20 

attitude 1,387 11,290 345.07 119.66 184 2,499 38.10 19.05 1.20 

member 2,299 29,207 571.97 309.55 301 5,141 62.32 39.20 1.20 

about 5,482 91,810 1,363.87 973.06 464 10,467 96.07 79.81 1.20 

youth 1,033 4,775 257.00 50.61 75 846 15.53 6.45 1.20 

level 5,061 84,353 1,259.13 894.02 438 10,198 90.68 77.76 1.19 

child 3,030 44,401 753.84 470.59 194 3,033 40.17 23.13 1.19 

public 2,435 32,607 605.81 345.59 335 4,153 69.36 31.67 1.19 

peer 1,017 4,735 253.02 50.18 166 981 34.37 7.48 1.19 

doi 778 156 193.56 1.65 190 37 39.34 0.28 1.19 

field 1,990 24,023 495.09 254.61 327 5,228 67.70 39.86 1.19 

literature 1,725 18,735 429.16 198.56 366 5,773 75.78 44.02 1.19 

online 1,019 4,904 253.52 51.98 272 958 56.31 7.30 1.19 

publication 974 4,002 242.32 42.42 163 1,781 33.75 13.58 1.19 

method 3,311 50,067 823.75 530.64 439 9,074 90.89 69.19 1.19 

build 1,414 12,739 351.79 135.02 340 4,421 70.39 33.71 1.19 

code 1,478 14,055 367.71 148.96 216 3,212 44.72 24.49 1.19 

participation 1,201 8,721 298.80 92.43 272 2,408 56.31 18.36 1.19 

rubric 782 533 194.55 5.65 44 237 9.11 1.81 1.19 

base 3,674 57,720 914.06 611.75 456 10,808 94.41 82.41 1.19 

curriculum 935 3,611 232.62 38.27 141 632 29.19 4.82 1.19 

workshop 830 1,530 206.50 16.22 130 478 26.92 3.64 1.19 

measure 3,805 60,920 946.65 645.67 377 8,666 78.05 66.08 1.18 

test 3,472 54,451 863.80 577.10 327 7,484 67.70 57.06 1.18 

perspective 1,416 13,789 352.29 146.14 341 4,144 70.60 31.60 1.18 

care 1,369 12,929 340.59 137.03 184 3,187 38.10 24.30 1.18 
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topic 1,062 6,818 264.22 72.26 222 2,404 45.96 18.33 1.18 

factor 3,221 49,943 801.36 529.32 359 8,476 74.33 64.63 1.18 

indigenous 896 3,617 222.92 38.34 56 617 11.59 4.70 1.18 

teach 990 5,671 246.30 60.10 164 1,662 33.95 12.67 1.18 

instrument 1,107 8,079 275.41 85.63 181 2,401 37.47 18.31 1.18 

grant 1,016 6,339 252.77 67.18 195 2,397 40.37 18.28 1.17 

rater 728 738 181.12 7.82 24 148 4.97 1.13 1.17 

bias 1,161 9,426 288.85 99.90 215 2,573 44.51 19.62 1.17 

department 1,016 6,586 252.77 69.80 241 2,054 49.90 15.66 1.17 

guide 931 5,117 231.62 54.23 291 2,585 60.25 19.71 1.17 

lesson 832 3,164 206.99 33.53 191 1,082 39.54 8.25 1.17 

graduate 804 2,580 200.03 27.34 135 787 27.95 6.00 1.17 

client 1,045 7,537 259.99 79.88 107 876 22.15 6.68 1.17 

effectiveness 916 4,885 227.89 51.77 254 1,813 52.59 13.82 1.17 

competency 729 1,244 181.37 13.18 117 341 24.22 2.60 1.17 

system 4,674 80,666 1,162.85 854.95 364 9,277 75.36 70.74 1.17 

motivation 975 6,284 242.57 66.60 192 2,044 39.75 15.59 1.17 

understanding 1,477 16,536 367.46 175.26 347 5,323 71.84 40.59 1.16 

math 688 549 171.17 5.82 50 156 10.35 1.19 1.16 

content 1,661 20,206 413.24 214.15 310 4,499 64.18 34.30 1.16 

communication 1,216 11,308 302.53 119.85 230 2,826 47.62 21.55 1.16 

logic 1,019 7,363 253.52 78.04 152 1,668 31.47 12.72 1.16 

aim 1,262 12,439 313.97 131.84 344 5,277 71.22 40.24 1.16 

inform 901 5,225 224.16 55.38 312 2,542 64.60 19.38 1.16 

influence 2,200 31,765 547.34 336.66 354 7,451 73.29 56.81 1.16 

access 1,320 13,862 328.40 146.92 281 3,915 58.18 29.85 1.16 

scale 1,808 24,116 449.81 255.60 265 4,983 54.87 37.99 1.16 

leadership 889 5,409 221.18 57.33 178 1,064 36.85 8.11 1.16 

purpose 1,411 16,065 351.04 170.27 371 6,302 76.81 48.05 1.15 

principal 910 5,997 226.40 63.56 114 2,185 23.60 16.66 1.15 

ensure 1,128 10,565 280.64 111.97 332 4,663 68.74 35.55 1.15 

organizational 982 7,709 244.31 81.70 155 1,016 32.09 7.75 1.15 

pre 618 275 153.75 2.91 122 112 25.26 0.85 1.15 

multiple 1,353 15,415 336.61 163.38 352 5,417 72.88 41.30 1.15 

respondent 1,053 9,586 261.98 101.60 157 1,153 32.51 8.79 1.15 

estimate 2,054 30,027 511.02 318.24 175 5,026 36.23 38.32 1.15 

facilitate 959 7,691 238.59 81.51 290 3,703 60.04 28.23 1.15 

expert 866 5,801 215.45 61.48 201 1,477 41.61 11.26 1.15 



130 

 

Item FC Freq RC Freq 

FC Rel 

Freq 

RC Rel 

Freq 

FC 

Doc 

Freq 

RC Doc 

Freq 
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what 4,269 75,784 1,062.09 803.20 431 8,157 89.23 62.20 1.14 

among 2,501 39,497 622.23 418.61 399 8,576 82.61 65.39 1.14 

you 2,040 29,939 507.53 317.31 217 3,306 44.93 25.21 1.14 

competence 749 3,528 186.34 37.39 110 888 22.77 6.77 1.14 

institution 1,212 13,114 301.53 138.99 211 2,557 43.69 19.50 1.14 

actor 874 6,521 217.44 69.11 110 1,271 22.77 9.69 1.14 

collaborative 639 1,764 158.98 18.70 178 525 36.85 4.00 1.14 

evaluative 612 1,209 152.26 12.81 121 282 25.05 2.15 1.14 

agency 1,021 9,629 254.02 102.05 220 1,993 45.55 15.20 1.14 

innovation 885 6,845 220.18 72.55 152 1,320 31.47 10.06 1.14 

performance 2,533 40,989 630.19 434.43 279 4,785 57.76 36.48 1.14 

understand 1,751 24,874 435.63 263.63 391 7,136 80.95 54.41 1.14 

reliability 803 5,314 199.78 56.32 153 1,407 31.68 10.73 1.14 

causal 776 4,928 193.06 52.23 124 1,113 25.67 8.49 1.13 

sector 1,064 10,901 264.71 115.54 192 1,664 39.75 12.69 1.13 

monitoring 679 2,969 168.93 31.47 129 1,054 26.71 8.04 1.13 

accountability 621 1,770 154.50 18.76 157 481 32.51 3.67 1.13 

meeting 791 5,387 196.79 57.09 178 1,674 36.85 12.76 1.13 

participatory 566 748 140.82 7.93 120 243 24.84 1.85 1.13 

relate 1,980 30,064 492.61 318.64 393 8,464 81.37 64.54 1.13 

network 1,772 25,714 440.86 272.53 189 3,147 39.13 24.00 1.13 

sd 692 3,408 172.16 36.12 113 753 23.40 5.74 1.13 

effective 1,202 14,045 299.05 148.86 329 5,045 68.12 38.47 1.13 

success 1,006 9,915 250.28 105.08 278 3,452 57.56 26.32 1.13 

quantitative 768 4,973 191.07 52.71 209 2,130 43.27 16.24 1.13 

mathematics 601 1,584 149.52 16.79 65 434 13.46 3.31 1.13 

critical 1,230 14,773 306.01 156.57 300 4,866 62.11 37.10 1.13 

promote 1,018 10,428 253.27 110.52 282 3,759 58.39 28.66 1.13 

attend 757 4,927 188.33 52.22 205 1,942 42.44 14.81 1.13 

complete 1,435 19,131 357.01 202.76 333 7,015 68.94 53.49 1.13 

component 1,644 23,569 409.01 249.80 282 5,807 58.39 44.28 1.13 

instruction 813 6,314 202.27 66.92 138 1,972 28.57 15.04 1.13 

organisation 718 4,487 178.63 47.56 96 854 19.88 6.51 1.13 

thinking 673 3,545 167.44 37.57 175 1,431 36.23 10.91 1.13 

parent 1,131 13,149 281.38 139.36 137 1,992 28.36 15.19 1.13 

explore 1,011 10,596 251.53 112.30 316 4,586 65.42 34.97 1.13 

highlight 830 6,839 206.50 72.48 304 3,411 62.94 26.01 1.13 

foundation 708 4,331 176.14 45.90 226 2,160 46.79 16.47 1.13 
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business 1,211 14,923 301.29 158.16 154 2,549 31.88 19.44 1.12 

recommendation 709 4,407 176.39 46.71 191 1,283 39.54 9.78 1.12 

positive 1,901 29,384 472.95 311.43 337 6,561 69.77 50.03 1.12 

characteristic 1,570 22,449 390.60 237.93 276 6,754 57.14 51.50 1.12 

objective 1,039 11,420 258.49 121.04 270 3,943 55.90 30.06 1.12 

collection 961 9,739 239.09 103.22 285 3,345 59.01 25.51 1.12 

specific 2,002 31,608 498.08 335.00 401 8,469 83.02 64.57 1.12 

national 1,577 22,705 392.34 240.64 303 4,057 62.73 30.93 1.12 

session 813 6,793 202.27 72.00 144 1,253 29.81 9.55 1.12 

setting 985 10,413 245.06 110.36 276 3,481 57.14 26.54 1.12 

meet 983 10,416 244.56 110.39 305 4,364 63.15 33.27 1.12 

practitioner 627 2,937 155.99 31.13 170 1,079 35.20 8.23 1.12 

delivery 684 4,260 170.17 45.15 163 1,241 33.75 9.46 1.12 

metric 642 3,460 159.72 36.67 82 683 16.98 5.21 1.12 

contextual 597 2,453 148.53 26.00 163 828 33.75 6.31 1.12 

who 4,389 82,004 1,091.94 869.13 453 8,011 93.79 61.08 1.12 

ask 1,290 17,173 320.94 182.01 334 4,865 69.15 37.09 1.12 

effort 1,245 16,222 309.74 171.93 342 4,860 70.81 37.06 1.12 

chapter 603 2,897 150.02 30.70 92 1,079 19.05 8.23 1.12 

perceive 1,131 14,152 281.38 149.99 238 3,434 49.28 26.18 1.11 

our 4,934 94,431 1,227.53 1,000.83 396 10,352 81.99 78.93 1.11 

literacy 553 2,062 137.58 21.85 81 361 16.77 2.75 1.11 

role 2,429 41,705 604.31 442.01 380 8,503 78.67 64.83 1.11 

relevant 1,191 15,517 296.31 164.46 337 5,305 69.77 40.45 1.11 

contribute 1,130 14,276 281.13 151.31 354 5,976 73.29 45.57 1.11 

consultant 503 1,054 125.14 11.17 65 377 13.46 2.87 1.11 

collect 1,000 11,612 248.79 123.07 294 4,686 60.87 35.73 1.11 

fund 857 8,627 213.21 91.43 240 1,574 49.69 12.00 1.11 

scientific 778 6,944 193.56 73.60 155 1,904 32.09 14.52 1.11 

they 8,420 168,505 2,094.82 1,785.91 470 11,820 97.31 90.13 1.11 

through 3,507 64,627 872.51 684.95 450 10,608 93.17 80.88 1.11 

external 933 10,283 232.12 108.99 240 3,190 49.69 24.32 1.11 

limitation 791 7,278 196.79 77.14 306 3,557 63.35 27.12 1.11 

toc 455 355 113.20 3.76 17 41 3.52 0.31 1.11 

overall 1,231 16,745 306.26 177.47 322 5,863 66.67 44.70 1.11 

perception 986 11,571 245.31 122.64 208 2,718 43.06 20.72 1.11 

adapt 672 4,985 167.19 52.83 239 2,564 49.48 19.55 1.11 

standardized 550 2,485 136.83 26.34 126 1,080 26.09 8.23 1.11 
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internal 1,028 12,591 255.76 133.45 226 4,065 46.79 31.00 1.11 

food 845 8,739 210.23 92.62 89 1,947 18.43 14.85 1.11 

cjpe 432 0 107.48 0.00 30 0 6.21 0.00 1.11 

document 965 11,309 240.08 119.86 267 3,638 55.28 27.74 1.11 

methodology 675 5,173 167.93 54.83 226 2,298 46.79 17.52 1.11 

reading 916 10,523 227.89 111.53 101 2,303 20.91 17.56 1.11 

decision 1,657 26,216 412.25 277.85 332 4,392 68.74 33.49 1.11 

instructional 481 1,300 119.67 13.78 74 271 15.32 2.07 1.10 

patton 424 101 105.49 1.07 99 53 20.50 0.40 1.10 

theme 734 6,790 182.61 71.96 163 2,026 33.75 15.45 1.10 

faculty 568 3,307 141.31 35.05 104 623 21.53 4.75 1.10 

guideline 562 3,136 139.82 33.24 207 1,250 42.86 9.53 1.10 

mentor 459 943 114.19 9.99 39 186 8.07 1.42 1.10 

information 3,002 55,182 746.87 584.85 420 7,626 86.96 58.15 1.10 

implementer 408 35 101.51 0.37 43 29 8.90 0.22 1.10 

individual 3,050 56,329 758.81 597.01 392 8,247 81.16 62.88 1.10 

citation 443 866 110.21 9.18 47 303 9.73 2.31 1.10 

future 1,409 21,518 350.55 228.06 374 6,198 77.43 47.26 1.10 

reflection 643 5,101 159.97 54.06 170 1,994 35.20 15.20 1.10 

discipline 634 4,924 157.73 52.19 147 1,552 30.43 11.83 1.10 

charter 474 1,592 117.93 16.87 20 300 4.14 2.29 1.10 

within 3,396 64,063 844.89 678.98 431 10,363 89.23 79.02 1.10 

regard 1,561 24,860 388.36 263.48 341 7,170 70.60 54.67 1.10 

offer 1,409 21,554 350.55 228.44 352 5,958 72.88 45.43 1.10 

informal 526 2,742 130.86 29.06 100 1,159 20.70 8.84 1.10 

your 775 8,181 192.81 86.71 154 2,121 31.88 16.17 1.10 

stem 630 5,028 156.74 53.29 113 1,900 23.40 14.49 1.10 

realist 425 776 105.74 8.22 32 195 6.63 1.49 1.10 

enrollment 423 667 105.24 7.07 48 175 9.94 1.33 1.10 

facilitator 412 479 102.50 5.08 90 190 18.63 1.45 1.10 

discuss 1,423 22,078 354.03 234.00 360 7,029 74.53 53.60 1.10 

administrative 540 3,312 134.35 35.10 117 1,048 24.22 7.99 1.10 

align 516 2,757 128.38 29.22 208 1,367 43.06 10.42 1.10 

enroll 438 1,086 108.97 11.51 85 490 17.60 3.74 1.10 

aspect 1,204 17,556 299.54 186.07 315 5,896 65.22 44.96 1.10 

value 4,664 91,854 1,160.36 973.52 420 9,941 86.96 75.80 1.10 

sustainable 472 1,930 117.43 20.46 113 573 23.40 4.37 1.10 

pilot 454 1,537 112.95 16.29 131 654 27.12 4.99 1.10 
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promotion 505 2,685 125.64 28.46 135 979 27.95 7.46 1.09 

applicant 441 1,433 109.72 15.19 41 230 8.49 1.75 1.09 

broad 881 10,911 219.18 115.64 287 4,566 59.42 34.82 1.09 

lack 1,272 19,403 316.46 205.64 342 7,055 70.81 53.79 1.09 

technical 637 5,705 158.48 60.46 189 2,283 39.13 17.41 1.09 

priority 571 4,328 142.06 45.87 185 1,544 38.30 11.77 1.09 

effect 4,742 94,205 1,179.77 998.44 355 10,124 73.50 77.19 1.09 

treatment 1,621 27,013 403.29 286.30 145 4,581 30.02 34.93 1.09 

housing 614 5,452 152.76 57.78 43 766 8.90 5.84 1.09 

and 109,621 2,354,038 

27,272.7

0 24,949.46 483 13,115 100.00 100.00 1.09 

discussion 1,422 22,869 353.78 242.38 407 9,388 84.27 71.58 1.09 

available 1,382 21,991 343.83 233.07 383 7,509 79.30 57.26 1.09 

barrier 646 6,094 160.72 64.59 171 1,705 35.40 13.00 1.09 

foster 530 3,750 131.86 39.74 165 1,565 34.16 11.93 1.09 

progress 643 6,156 159.97 65.24 218 2,892 45.13 22.05 1.09 

diverse 579 4,796 144.05 50.83 220 2,498 45.55 19.05 1.09 

systematic 563 4,431 140.07 46.96 214 2,308 44.31 17.60 1.09 

rating 637 6,148 158.48 65.16 91 855 18.84 6.52 1.09 

importance 1,090 15,873 271.18 168.23 341 6,118 70.60 46.65 1.09 

feel 913 12,106 227.15 128.31 234 3,500 48.45 26.69 1.09 

fit 887 11,539 220.68 122.30 221 3,963 45.76 30.22 1.09 

share 1,417 23,005 352.54 243.82 320 5,607 66.25 42.75 1.09 

achieve 1,188 18,090 295.56 191.73 330 6,529 68.32 49.78 1.09 

useful 833 10,465 207.24 110.91 290 5,111 60.04 38.97 1.09 

leader 743 8,489 184.85 89.97 176 1,688 36.44 12.87 1.09 

provider 518 3,688 128.87 39.09 106 720 21.95 5.49 1.09 

formative 384 788 95.54 8.35 106 274 21.95 2.09 1.09 

step 1,359 21,938 338.11 232.51 300 6,033 62.11 46.00 1.09 

profession 475 2,761 118.18 29.26 110 756 22.77 5.76 1.09 

ranking 436 2,069 108.47 21.93 42 585 8.70 4.46 1.09 

create 1,537 25,882 382.39 274.31 361 6,655 74.74 50.74 1.09 

reflect 1,318 21,097 327.91 223.60 365 7,037 75.57 53.66 1.09 

primary 1,031 14,904 256.50 157.96 288 5,286 59.63 40.30 1.09 

learner 589 5,486 146.54 58.14 87 450 18.01 3.43 1.08 

el 420 1,794 104.49 19.01 47 370 9.73 2.82 1.08 

think 1,473 24,547 366.47 260.16 294 5,987 60.87 45.65 1.08 

educator 410 1,638 102.00 17.36 89 419 18.43 3.19 1.08 
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testing 611 6,124 152.01 64.91 145 2,069 30.02 15.78 1.08 

ongoing 480 3,306 119.42 35.04 196 1,894 40.58 14.44 1.08 

consulting 351 434 87.33 4.60 43 202 8.90 1.54 1.08 

yes 408 1,745 101.51 18.49 96 816 19.88 6.22 1.08 

issue 2,057 37,617 511.76 398.69 410 7,036 84.89 53.65 1.08 

institutional 725 8,639 180.37 91.56 176 1,989 36.44 15.17 1.08 

post 523 4,301 130.12 45.58 150 1,808 31.06 13.79 1.08 

governance 527 4,503 131.11 47.73 84 686 17.39 5.23 1.08 

baseline 524 4,427 130.37 46.92 99 1,129 20.50 8.61 1.08 

canada 460 3,006 114.44 31.86 95 886 19.67 6.76 1.08 

degree 1,263 20,504 314.22 217.31 291 6,522 60.25 49.73 1.08 

contribution 838 11,236 208.49 119.09 234 4,294 48.45 32.74 1.08 

enable 777 9,897 193.31 104.89 236 4,165 48.86 31.76 1.08 

prevention 409 1,955 101.76 20.72 93 709 19.25 5.41 1.08 

beneficiary 348 681 86.58 7.22 71 267 14.70 2.04 1.08 

environment 1,311 21,645 326.16 229.41 299 5,076 61.90 38.70 1.08 

select 918 13,059 228.39 138.41 297 5,122 61.49 39.05 1.08 

insight 600 6,176 149.27 65.46 250 3,329 51.76 25.38 1.08 

girl 543 4,899 135.09 51.92 40 883 8.28 6.73 1.08 

deliver 517 4,382 128.62 46.44 180 2,122 37.27 16.18 1.08 

center 820 11,039 204.01 117.00 202 3,636 41.82 27.72 1.08 

shared 384 1,621 95.54 17.18 112 785 23.19 5.99 1.08 

important 2,679 51,642 666.51 547.33 444 10,751 91.93 81.97 1.08 

ability 1,248 20,466 310.49 216.91 315 6,030 65.22 45.98 1.08 

methodological 413 2,324 102.75 24.63 166 1,100 34.37 8.39 1.08 

institute 448 3,230 111.46 34.23 187 1,871 38.72 14.27 1.08 

potential 1,620 28,801 403.04 305.25 376 7,690 77.85 58.64 1.08 

additional 1,075 16,887 267.45 178.98 318 6,629 65.84 50.55 1.08 

list 910 13,281 226.40 140.76 302 4,527 62.53 34.52 1.08 

encourage 637 7,316 158.48 77.54 265 3,200 54.87 24.40 1.08 

demographic 454 3,449 112.95 36.55 145 1,162 30.02 8.86 1.07 

feasibility 333 787 82.85 8.34 68 464 14.08 3.54 1.07 

enhance 706 8,893 175.65 94.25 255 3,896 52.80 29.71 1.07 

practical 652 7,735 162.21 81.98 252 3,240 52.17 24.70 1.07 

comprehensive 472 3,784 117.43 40.11 210 2,155 43.48 16.43 1.07 

pupil 443 3,161 110.21 33.50 25 435 5.18 3.32 1.07 

non 344 1,014 85.58 10.75 123 531 25.47 4.05 1.07 

aea 295 46 73.39 0.49 29 10 6.00 0.08 1.07 
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prior 1,003 15,563 249.54 164.95 250 4,935 51.76 37.63 1.07 

strengthen 415 2,692 103.25 28.53 173 1,673 35.82 12.76 1.07 

email 328 721 81.60 7.64 201 174 41.61 1.33 1.07 

writing 533 5,343 132.61 56.63 86 1,631 17.81 12.44 1.07 

reflective 354 1,438 88.07 15.24 83 606 17.18 4.62 1.07 

studies 339 1,050 84.34 11.13 115 540 23.81 4.12 1.07 

often 1,826 33,693 454.29 357.10 384 8,333 79.50 63.54 1.07 

variance 763 10,388 189.83 110.10 118 2,396 24.43 18.27 1.07 

screening 393 2,399 97.77 25.43 43 764 8.90 5.83 1.07 

ise 293 143 72.90 1.52 8 17 1.66 0.13 1.07 

expertise 424 3,081 105.49 32.65 180 1,035 37.27 7.89 1.07 

efficacy 417 2,970 103.75 31.48 109 1,119 22.57 8.53 1.07 

cc 314 740 78.12 7.84 20 172 4.14 1.31 1.07 

grantee 283 23 70.41 0.24 20 11 4.14 0.08 1.07 

dimension 898 13,501 223.41 143.09 166 3,657 34.37 27.88 1.07 

gap 592 6,798 147.28 72.05 212 2,371 43.89 18.08 1.07 

decision-making 410 2,935 102.00 31.11 136 1,003 28.16 7.65 1.07 

re 345 1,481 85.83 15.70 109 341 22.57 2.60 1.07 

principle 1,145 19,076 284.87 202.18 229 4,265 47.41 32.52 1.07 

specifically 798 11,399 198.54 120.81 296 5,149 61.28 39.26 1.07 

gather 405 2,777 100.76 29.43 161 1,690 33.33 12.89 1.07 

pa 371 2,168 92.30 22.98 40 522 8.28 3.98 1.07 

ev 304 692 75.63 7.33 43 152 8.90 1.16 1.07 

new 3,668 74,689 912.56 791.60 435 9,629 90.06 73.42 1.07 

figure 2,263 43,731 563.01 463.49 319 6,651 66.05 50.71 1.07 

nurse 324 1,119 80.61 11.86 38 362 7.87 2.76 1.07 

descriptive 404 2,974 100.51 31.52 160 1,399 33.13 10.67 1.07 

ea 295 524 73.39 5.55 35 129 7.25 0.98 1.07 

career 469 4,417 116.68 46.81 121 1,210 25.05 9.23 1.07 

fidelity 316 1,124 78.62 11.91 60 246 12.42 1.88 1.07 

earnings 266 12 66.18 0.13 20 9 4.14 0.07 1.07 

interest 1,655 30,597 411.75 324.28 376 7,016 77.85 53.50 1.07 

mechanism 1,285 22,401 319.70 237.42 215 5,291 44.51 40.34 1.07 

publish 665 8,830 165.45 93.59 244 3,597 50.52 27.43 1.07 

trust 573 6,757 142.56 71.61 146 1,435 30.23 10.94 1.07 

van 483 4,786 120.17 50.72 154 1,568 31.88 11.96 1.07 

miss 447 4,003 111.21 42.43 161 2,227 33.33 16.98 1.07 

limited 621 7,968 154.50 84.45 263 4,388 54.45 33.46 1.07 
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instructor 329 1,481 81.85 15.70 48 255 9.94 1.94 1.07 

serve 949 15,126 236.10 160.31 298 5,701 61.70 43.47 1.07 

ecb 266 234 66.18 2.48 9 20 1.86 0.15 1.06 

apply 1,600 29,608 398.07 313.80 373 7,989 77.23 60.91 1.06 

application 1,131 19,290 281.38 204.45 260 5,159 53.83 39.34 1.06 

respond 693 9,610 172.41 101.85 253 3,960 52.38 30.19 1.06 

integrate 510 5,606 126.88 59.42 198 2,695 40.99 20.55 1.06 

empowerment 288 808 71.65 8.56 75 271 15.53 2.07 1.06 

evidence-based 271 351 67.42 3.72 88 121 18.22 0.92 1.06 

remedial 263 215 65.43 2.28 7 121 1.45 0.92 1.06 

more 8,411 180,263 2,092.58 1,910.53 474 12,625 98.14 96.26 1.06 

area 2,191 42,749 545.10 453.08 361 7,349 74.74 56.04 1.06 

maker 350 2,153 87.08 22.82 122 834 25.26 6.36 1.06 

centre 602 7,783 149.77 82.49 119 2,213 24.64 16.87 1.06 

model 5,641 119,143 1,403.43 1,262.75 388 9,100 80.33 69.39 1.06 

manage 551 6,698 137.08 70.99 210 2,709 43.48 20.66 1.06 

intend 546 6,546 135.84 69.38 239 3,045 49.48 23.22 1.06 

revise 360 2,420 89.56 25.65 208 1,333 43.06 10.16 1.06 

five 953 15,652 237.10 165.89 312 5,969 64.60 45.51 1.06 

examine 1,499 27,780 372.94 294.43 323 7,177 66.87 54.72 1.06 

mental 565 7,070 140.57 74.93 108 1,505 22.36 11.48 1.06 

strategic 495 5,562 123.15 58.95 141 1,432 29.19 10.92 1.06 

assignment 417 3,807 103.75 40.35 89 1,129 18.43 8.61 1.06 

assistance 376 2,922 93.55 30.97 130 1,200 26.92 9.15 1.06 

attendance 314 1,513 78.12 16.04 78 413 16.15 3.15 1.06 

people 2,248 44,443 559.28 471.03 320 5,179 66.25 39.49 1.06 

read 793 12,180 197.29 129.09 197 3,432 40.79 26.17 1.06 

reform 652 9,086 162.21 96.30 94 1,469 19.46 11.20 1.06 

monitor 512 5,962 127.38 63.19 165 2,617 34.16 19.95 1.06 

hospital 479 5,307 119.17 56.25 63 972 13.04 7.41 1.06 

wam 238 22 59.21 0.23 8 3 1.66 0.02 1.06 

response 2,279 45,317 566.99 480.30 307 7,151 63.56 54.53 1.06 

note 2,089 41,060 519.72 435.18 395 9,120 81.78 69.54 1.06 

analyze 827 13,066 205.75 138.48 259 4,623 53.62 35.25 1.06 

panel 657 9,287 163.46 98.43 86 1,750 17.81 13.34 1.06 

recruitment 344 2,456 85.58 26.03 81 774 16.77 5.90 1.06 

guidance 344 2,443 85.58 25.89 156 1,021 32.30 7.78 1.06 

na 295 1,344 73.39 14.24 35 437 7.25 3.33 1.06 
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holistic 269 812 66.92 8.61 73 394 15.11 3.00 1.06 

hf 260 623 64.69 6.60 6 133 1.24 1.01 1.06 

mindset 243 256 60.46 2.71 32 138 6.63 1.05 1.06 

funder 240 133 59.71 1.41 110 53 22.77 0.40 1.06 

high 4,511 94,878 1,122.30 1,005.57 412 11,229 85.30 85.62 1.06 

well 3,505 72,566 872.01 769.10 468 11,973 96.89 91.29 1.06 

statistic 527 6,504 131.11 68.93 163 2,140 33.75 16.32 1.06 

appendix 404 3,750 100.51 39.74 104 1,382 21.53 10.54 1.06 

recommend 386 3,412 96.03 36.16 192 1,947 39.75 14.85 1.06 

inquiry 376 3,162 93.55 33.51 105 1,021 21.74 7.78 1.06 

my 1,311 23,986 326.16 254.22 191 3,345 39.54 25.51 1.06 

interdisciplinary 248 401 61.70 4.25 47 215 9.73 1.64 1.06 

aej 230 0 57.22 0.00 47 0 9.73 0.00 1.06 

action 1,589 30,196 395.33 320.03 294 5,235 60.87 39.92 1.06 

concept 1,234 22,353 307.01 236.91 289 4,681 59.83 35.69 1.06 

measurement 1,000 17,084 248.79 181.07 217 3,719 44.93 28.36 1.06 

agree 630 8,936 156.74 94.71 235 3,856 48.65 29.40 1.06 

awareness 428 4,415 106.48 46.79 171 1,727 35.40 13.17 1.06 

meaningful 368 3,110 91.56 32.96 157 1,796 32.51 13.69 1.06 

campus 267 805 66.43 8.53 48 267 9.94 2.04 1.06 

me 813 13,109 202.27 138.94 220 2,749 45.55 20.96 1.06 

additionally 395 3,789 98.27 40.16 155 2,052 32.09 15.65 1.06 

innovative 319 2,054 79.36 21.77 123 902 25.47 6.88 1.06 

sciences 253 642 62.94 6.80 109 421 22.57 3.21 1.06 

wow 225 38 55.98 0.40 16 33 3.31 0.25 1.06 

construct 1,148 20,493 285.61 217.20 231 5,507 47.83 41.99 1.06 

incentive 490 5,932 121.91 62.87 116 1,354 24.02 10.32 1.06 

round 394 3,744 98.02 39.68 73 1,450 15.11 11.06 1.06 

video 364 3,096 90.56 32.81 65 720 13.46 5.49 1.06 

budget 363 3,088 90.31 32.73 117 833 24.22 6.35 1.06 

county 359 3,002 89.32 31.82 41 546 8.49 4.16 1.06 

conference 356 2,878 88.57 30.50 132 942 27.33 7.18 1.06 

hire 310 1,932 77.13 20.48 83 674 17.18 5.14 1.06 

covariate 248 569 61.70 6.03 43 175 8.90 1.33 1.06 

toward 743 11,641 184.85 123.38 223 3,744 46.17 28.55 1.06 

background 680 10,245 169.18 108.58 248 3,999 51.35 30.49 1.06 

collective 541 7,137 134.60 75.64 114 1,671 23.60 12.74 1.06 

confidence 494 6,056 122.90 64.19 164 2,108 33.95 16.07 1.06 
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acknowledge 453 5,119 112.70 54.25 217 2,680 44.93 20.43 1.06 

conceptual 452 5,111 112.45 54.17 155 1,786 32.09 13.62 1.06 

conversation 363 3,159 90.31 33.48 116 1,077 24.02 8.21 1.06 

three 2,680 54,875 666.76 581.60 424 10,746 87.78 81.94 1.05 

intended 253 814 62.94 8.63 107 498 22.15 3.80 1.05 

dissemination 252 787 62.70 8.34 102 451 21.12 3.44 1.05 

ethical 422 4,544 104.99 48.16 124 1,010 25.67 7.70 1.05 

admission 285 1,515 70.91 16.06 31 579 6.42 4.41 1.05 

completion 319 2,405 79.36 25.49 116 1,176 24.02 8.97 1.05 

coordinator 231 374 57.47 3.96 52 141 10.77 1.08 1.05 

involvement 496 6,283 123.40 66.59 187 2,159 38.72 16.46 1.05 

deep 483 6,031 120.17 63.92 160 2,727 33.13 20.79 1.05 

rigorous 262 1,181 65.18 12.52 121 860 25.05 6.56 1.05 

nations 255 996 63.44 10.56 54 403 11.18 3.07 1.05 

subscale 242 691 60.21 7.32 32 121 6.63 0.92 1.05 

cognitive 632 9,460 157.24 100.26 135 1,669 27.95 12.73 1.05 

statistically 488 6,179 121.41 65.49 122 2,230 25.26 17.00 1.05 

embed 435 4,998 108.22 52.97 149 2,213 30.85 16.87 1.05 

undertake 416 4,623 103.50 49.00 165 2,316 34.16 17.66 1.05 

healthy 371 3,587 92.30 38.02 76 1,376 15.73 10.49 1.05 

randomize 270 1,348 67.17 14.29 74 518 15.32 3.95 1.05 

st 344 3,118 85.58 33.05 77 717 15.94 5.47 1.05 

culturally 276 1,585 68.67 16.80 77 753 15.94 5.74 1.05 

eligible 246 959 61.20 10.16 72 471 14.91 3.59 1.05 

keywords 227 509 56.48 5.39 227 294 47.00 2.24 1.05 

readiness 224 420 55.73 4.45 68 223 14.08 1.70 1.05 

variable 2,295 46,643 570.97 494.35 248 5,461 51.35 41.64 1.05 

personal 804 13,394 200.03 141.96 223 3,795 46.17 28.94 1.05 

capture 632 9,494 157.24 100.62 223 3,640 46.17 27.75 1.05 

inclusion 424 4,925 105.49 52.20 187 2,192 38.72 16.71 1.05 

ministry 314 2,568 78.12 27.22 85 644 17.60 4.91 1.05 

subgroup 294 2,119 73.14 22.46 48 573 9.94 4.37 1.05 

organisational 260 1,279 64.69 13.56 51 252 10.56 1.92 1.05 

responsive 259 1,306 64.44 13.84 97 724 20.08 5.52 1.05 

supervisor 251 1,139 62.45 12.07 47 268 9.73 2.04 1.05 

current 1,355 25,843 337.11 273.90 331 6,490 68.53 49.49 1.05 

satisfaction 418 4,874 103.99 51.66 90 988 18.63 7.53 1.05 

utilize 405 4,579 100.76 48.53 159 2,160 32.92 16.47 1.05 
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tension 397 4,349 98.77 46.09 86 1,783 17.81 13.60 1.05 

programming 279 1,844 69.41 19.54 91 552 18.84 4.21 1.05 

counterfactual 234 787 58.22 8.34 39 136 8.07 1.04 1.05 

sample 2,707 56,129 673.48 594.89 287 6,367 59.42 48.55 1.05 

country 1,607 31,577 399.81 334.67 233 3,588 48.24 27.36 1.05 

start 1,033 18,676 257.00 197.94 320 6,649 66.25 50.70 1.05 

observation 963 17,098 239.59 181.21 202 5,817 41.82 44.35 1.05 

expectation 578 8,518 143.80 90.28 226 2,925 46.79 22.30 1.05 

complexity 576 8,511 143.30 90.20 194 2,968 40.17 22.63 1.05 

valuable 354 3,511 88.07 37.21 186 2,161 38.51 16.48 1.05 

semester 225 589 55.98 6.24 39 170 8.07 1.30 1.05 

lee 279 1,962 69.41 20.79 109 736 22.57 5.61 1.05 

website 234 954 58.22 10.11 85 417 17.60 3.18 1.05 

nutrition 229 763 56.97 8.09 51 249 10.56 1.90 1.05 

attrition 214 490 53.24 5.19 46 185 9.52 1.41 1.05 

pre-service 200 138 49.76 1.46 12 28 2.48 0.21 1.05 

answer 777 13,042 193.31 138.23 276 4,124 57.14 31.44 1.05 

checklist 210 436 52.25 4.62 60 170 12.42 1.30 1.05 

colleague 349 3,616 86.83 38.32 153 1,586 31.68 12.09 1.05 

summer 324 3,026 80.61 32.07 53 1,038 10.97 7.91 1.05 

analyse 443 5,815 110.21 61.63 114 2,328 23.60 17.75 1.05 

administer 338 3,392 84.09 35.95 141 1,518 29.19 11.57 1.05 

collaborate 215 644 53.49 6.83 112 431 23.19 3.29 1.05 

summative 191 134 47.52 1.42 66 55 13.66 0.42 1.05 

population 1,334 25,803 331.89 273.48 276 4,644 57.14 35.41 1.05 

independent 937 16,837 233.12 178.45 220 6,064 45.55 46.24 1.05 

final 863 15,207 214.71 161.17 277 5,901 57.35 44.99 1.05 

output 711 11,834 176.89 125.42 146 2,115 30.23 16.13 1.05 

user 684 11,157 170.17 118.25 146 1,443 30.23 11.00 1.05 

difficulty 637 10,166 158.48 107.75 214 4,123 44.31 31.44 1.05 

canadian 275 2,128 68.42 22.55 76 495 15.73 3.77 1.05 

reporting 271 2,004 67.42 21.24 104 582 21.53 4.44 1.05 

validation 260 1,767 64.69 18.73 80 739 16.56 5.63 1.05 

administrator 239 1,288 59.46 13.65 87 521 18.01 3.97 1.05 

healthcare 213 766 52.99 8.12 59 272 12.22 2.07 1.05 

caregiver 200 440 49.76 4.66 30 123 6.21 0.94 1.05 

community-

based 199 423 49.51 4.48 65 167 13.46 1.27 1.05 
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selection 710 11,898 176.64 126.10 182 3,171 37.68 24.18 1.05 

core 650 10,523 161.71 111.53 219 3,055 45.34 23.29 1.05 

south 585 9,069 145.54 96.12 113 2,008 23.40 15.31 1.05 

successful 559 8,540 139.07 90.51 237 3,798 49.07 28.96 1.05 

communicate 322 3,157 80.11 33.46 158 1,555 32.71 11.86 1.05 

recruit 304 2,806 75.63 29.74 117 1,332 24.22 10.16 1.05 

elementary 272 2,010 67.67 21.30 55 754 11.39 5.75 1.05 

africa 378 4,569 94.04 48.42 54 864 11.18 6.59 1.04 

relevance 360 4,093 89.56 43.38 153 2,065 31.68 15.75 1.04 

validate 285 2,430 70.91 25.75 127 1,406 26.29 10.72 1.04 

operational 264 2,005 65.68 21.25 90 853 18.63 6.50 1.04 

reviewer 210 717 52.25 7.60 78 356 16.15 2.71 1.04 

low-income 202 572 50.26 6.06 32 176 6.63 1.34 1.04 

nursing 198 507 49.26 5.37 33 187 6.83 1.43 1.04 

pawson 177 14 44.04 0.15 35 8 7.25 0.06 1.04 

establish 1,096 20,676 272.67 219.14 336 7,125 69.57 54.33 1.04 

traditional 753 12,964 187.34 137.40 195 4,008 40.37 30.56 1.04 

incorporate 507 7,429 126.14 78.74 229 3,682 47.41 28.07 1.04 

platform 291 2,612 72.40 27.68 83 897 17.18 6.84 1.04 

existing 405 5,233 100.76 55.46 194 2,727 40.17 20.79 1.04 

aspiration 236 1,380 58.71 14.63 45 743 9.32 5.67 1.04 

graduation 190 392 47.27 4.15 47 128 9.73 0.98 1.04 

efl 185 275 46.03 2.91 9 38 1.86 0.29 1.04 

bachelor 184 265 45.78 2.81 48 130 9.94 0.99 1.04 

ela 176 60 43.79 0.64 11 9 2.28 0.07 1.04 

transdisciplinary 175 51 43.54 0.54 14 15 2.90 0.11 1.04 

each 4,642 100,626 1,154.89 1,066.49 454 11,771 94.00 89.75 1.04 

involve 1,883 38,482 468.47 407.85 391 9,038 80.95 68.91 1.04 

seek 835 14,942 207.74 158.36 286 4,685 59.21 35.72 1.04 

appropriate 826 14,690 205.50 155.69 312 6,171 64.60 47.05 1.04 

assign 565 8,808 140.57 93.35 166 3,395 34.37 25.89 1.04 

secondary 523 7,838 130.12 83.07 136 2,907 28.16 22.17 1.04 

diversity 430 5,781 106.98 61.27 150 1,894 31.06 14.44 1.04 

credibility 231 1,270 57.47 13.46 90 603 18.63 4.60 1.04 

towards 699 11,994 173.90 127.12 183 4,209 37.89 32.09 1.04 

reasoning 382 4,796 95.04 50.83 72 1,526 14.91 11.64 1.04 

supplementary 243 1,650 60.46 17.49 46 527 9.52 4.02 1.04 

thematic 213 968 52.99 10.26 85 379 17.60 2.89 1.04 
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coaching 192 503 47.77 5.33 39 119 8.07 0.91 1.04 

mentoring 185 360 46.03 3.82 41 90 8.49 0.69 1.04 

bibliometric 170 9 42.29 0.10 24 4 4.97 0.03 1.04 

cmo 169 38 42.05 0.40 18 1 3.73 0.01 1.04 

or 15,298 340,898 3,806.00 3,613.03 479 13,008 99.17 99.18 1.04 

while 2,875 60,914 715.27 645.60 431 10,285 89.23 78.42 1.04 

extent 857 15,554 213.21 164.85 288 5,974 59.63 45.55 1.04 

gain 789 13,947 196.30 147.82 280 4,851 57.97 36.99 1.04 

manager 699 11,978 173.90 126.95 146 1,466 30.23 11.18 1.04 

beyond 693 11,802 172.41 125.08 280 5,153 57.97 39.29 1.04 

story 529 8,135 131.61 86.22 114 1,963 23.60 14.97 1.04 

adaptation 353 4,139 87.82 43.87 112 1,328 23.19 10.13 1.04 

dialogue 315 3,429 78.37 36.34 87 985 18.01 7.51 1.04 

michigan 181 401 45.03 4.25 34 208 7.04 1.59 1.04 

nonresponse 171 120 42.54 1.27 15 55 3.11 0.42 1.04 

scriven 166 24 41.30 0.25 45 9 9.32 0.07 1.04 

direction 739 12,906 183.86 136.79 207 4,678 42.86 35.67 1.04 

visit 407 5,457 101.26 57.84 109 1,933 22.57 14.74 1.04 

track 338 3,902 84.09 41.36 132 1,701 27.33 12.97 1.04 

award 261 2,155 64.93 22.84 86 652 17.81 4.97 1.04 

building 672 11,573 167.19 122.66 199 2,263 41.20 17.26 1.04 

consistency 313 3,431 77.87 36.36 135 1,475 27.95 11.25 1.04 

suspension 262 2,327 65.18 24.66 8 844 1.66 6.44 1.04 

investigator 228 1,532 56.72 16.24 42 712 8.70 5.43 1.04 

refine 227 1,531 56.48 16.23 124 1,012 25.67 7.72 1.04 

ngo 178 400 44.28 4.24 34 136 7.04 1.04 1.04 

outreach 171 273 42.54 2.89 43 102 8.90 0.78 1.04 

strength 560 9,022 139.32 95.62 222 3,145 45.96 23.98 1.04 

format 310 3,378 77.13 35.80 119 1,191 24.64 9.08 1.04 

assist 291 2,919 72.40 30.94 152 1,665 31.47 12.70 1.04 

invite 269 2,451 66.92 25.98 140 1,458 28.99 11.12 1.04 

coach 234 1,619 58.22 17.16 27 204 5.59 1.56 1.04 

transparency 219 1,305 54.49 13.83 75 467 15.53 3.56 1.04 

exam 208 1,037 51.75 10.99 46 267 9.52 2.04 1.04 

robust 326 3,811 81.11 40.39 132 1,905 27.33 14.53 1.04 

chen 204 1,040 50.75 11.02 75 430 15.53 3.28 1.04 

cb 172 376 42.79 3.99 7 79 1.45 0.60 1.04 

pisa 165 168 41.05 1.78 14 41 2.90 0.31 1.04 
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professionalizatio

n 164 134 40.80 1.42 11 47 2.28 0.36 1.04 

lead 1,996 41,527 496.59 440.13 406 9,858 84.06 75.17 1.04 

want 768 13,847 191.07 146.76 232 4,358 48.03 33.23 1.04 

description 639 10,927 158.98 115.81 226 4,149 46.79 31.64 1.04 

responsibility 554 8,929 137.83 94.63 198 2,303 40.99 17.56 1.04 

developmental 323 3,734 80.36 39.58 89 1,080 18.43 8.23 1.04 

senior 281 2,819 69.91 29.88 101 964 20.91 7.35 1.04 

textbook 208 1,178 51.75 12.49 41 476 8.49 3.63 1.04 

well-being 248 2,197 61.70 23.29 91 713 18.84 5.44 1.04 

analytic 239 1,915 59.46 20.30 86 741 17.81 5.65 1.04 

systemic 228 1,669 56.72 17.69 68 740 14.08 5.64 1.04 

proficiency 209 1,302 52.00 13.80 53 281 10.97 2.14 1.04 

pe 200 1,031 49.76 10.93 22 223 4.55 1.70 1.04 

keyword 162 164 40.30 1.74 117 68 24.22 0.52 1.04 

breastfeed 159 154 39.56 1.63 10 26 2.07 0.20 1.04 

cousins 156 35 38.81 0.37 35 19 7.25 0.14 1.04 

mayne 153 17 38.06 0.18 24 10 4.97 0.08 1.04 

tig 152 9 37.82 0.10 14 3 2.90 0.02 1.04 

should 2,807 60,043 698.36 636.37 442 10,162 91.51 77.48 1.04 

international 940 17,791 233.86 188.56 215 2,782 44.51 21.21 1.04 

really 429 6,294 106.73 66.71 133 2,637 27.54 20.11 1.04 

check 425 6,156 105.74 65.24 217 2,705 44.93 20.63 1.04 

helpful 249 2,185 61.95 23.16 148 1,527 30.64 11.64 1.04 

de 781 14,301 194.31 151.57 188 2,889 38.92 22.03 1.04 

cohort 281 2,956 69.91 31.33 54 610 11.18 4.65 1.04 

retention 264 2,612 65.68 27.68 57 791 11.80 6.03 1.04 

infrastructure 264 2,646 65.68 28.04 90 794 18.63 6.05 1.04 

turnover 250 2,284 62.20 24.21 31 619 6.42 4.72 1.04 

fairness 207 1,335 51.50 14.15 37 364 7.66 2.78 1.04 

attainment 204 1,243 50.75 13.17 57 510 11.80 3.89 1.04 

interviewee 201 1,221 50.01 12.94 49 297 10.14 2.26 1.04 

targeted 194 1,007 48.27 10.67 97 578 20.08 4.41 1.04 

retrospective 189 896 47.02 9.50 31 412 6.42 3.14 1.04 

eligibility 172 523 42.79 5.54 52 189 10.77 1.44 1.04 

psychometric 170 471 42.29 4.99 47 187 9.73 1.43 1.04 

homepage 150 33 37.32 0.35 150 23 31.06 0.18 1.04 

job 676 11,961 168.18 126.77 166 2,016 34.37 15.37 1.04 
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justice 498 7,879 123.90 83.51 83 1,401 17.18 10.68 1.04 

committee 417 6,092 103.75 64.57 143 1,743 29.61 13.29 1.04 

stake 224 1,715 55.73 18.18 92 944 19.05 7.20 1.04 

american 767 14,083 190.82 149.26 198 2,707 40.99 20.64 1.04 

mixed 344 4,506 85.58 47.76 137 1,996 28.36 15.22 1.04 

socioeconomic 196 1,152 48.76 12.21 70 467 14.49 3.56 1.04 

services 183 912 45.53 9.67 84 481 17.39 3.67 1.04 

cronbach 173 643 43.04 6.81 68 270 14.08 2.06 1.04 

preschool 169 537 42.05 5.69 22 96 4.55 0.73 1.04 

sti 146 54 36.32 0.57 8 17 1.66 0.13 1.04 

mentee 143 0 35.58 0.00 7 0 1.45 0.00 1.04 

relationship 2,013 42,365 500.82 449.01 355 7,270 73.50 55.43 1.04 

scenario 454 6,992 112.95 74.11 78 1,886 16.15 14.38 1.04 

annual 395 5,714 98.27 60.56 128 1,742 26.50 13.28 1.04 

donor 264 2,716 65.68 28.79 49 654 10.14 4.99 1.04 

six 611 10,703 152.01 113.44 230 4,640 47.62 35.38 1.04 

supportive 200 1,316 49.76 13.95 93 727 19.25 5.54 1.04 

campbell 186 1,066 46.28 11.30 61 372 12.63 2.84 1.04 

exploratory 186 1,010 46.28 10.70 81 467 16.77 3.56 1.04 

acceptability 166 573 41.30 6.07 24 222 4.97 1.69 1.04 

accepted 161 442 40.06 4.68 156 375 32.30 2.86 1.04 

condom 159 418 39.56 4.43 8 48 1.66 0.37 1.04 

cfa 158 432 39.31 4.58 21 87 4.35 0.66 1.04 

um 152 279 37.82 2.96 58 102 12.01 0.78 1.04 

pharmacist 145 83 36.07 0.88 10 43 2.07 0.33 1.04 

irr 144 92 35.83 0.98 5 13 1.04 0.10 1.04 

on 20,903 471,147 5,200.47 4,993.49 482 13,106 99.79 99.93 1.04 

implication 611 10,670 152.01 113.09 248 4,583 51.35 34.94 1.04 

spend 376 5,310 93.55 56.28 159 2,320 32.92 17.69 1.04 

emotional 369 5,171 91.80 54.81 93 1,293 19.25 9.86 1.04 

safety 303 3,724 75.38 39.47 72 1,160 14.91 8.84 1.04 

volunteer 231 2,065 57.47 21.89 80 659 16.56 5.02 1.04 

undergraduate 198 1,279 49.26 13.56 57 464 11.80 3.54 1.04 

lab 177 785 44.04 8.32 26 401 5.38 3.06 1.04 

societal 193 1,295 48.02 13.73 62 598 12.84 4.56 1.03 

obesity 184 1,034 45.78 10.96 26 163 5.38 1.24 1.03 

generalizability 159 476 39.56 5.04 54 294 11.18 2.24 1.03 

msc 141 93 35.08 0.99 10 28 2.07 0.21 1.03 
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percentage 620 10,951 154.25 116.07 151 3,227 31.26 24.61 1.03 

comment 453 7,226 112.70 76.59 173 2,928 35.82 22.33 1.03 

train 330 4,358 82.10 46.19 150 1,649 31.06 12.57 1.03 

adequate 309 3,878 76.88 41.10 152 2,286 31.47 17.43 1.03 

draft 244 2,447 60.70 25.93 101 835 20.91 6.37 1.03 

structured 196 1,425 48.76 15.10 91 673 18.84 5.13 1.03 

consortium 150 385 37.32 4.08 31 171 6.42 1.30 1.03 

maori 149 346 37.07 3.67 8 39 1.66 0.30 1.03 

weiss 146 289 36.32 3.06 60 146 12.42 1.11 1.03 

app 140 209 34.83 2.22 19 53 3.93 0.40 1.03 

heis 138 126 34.33 1.34 7 17 1.45 0.13 1.03 

ebp 135 87 33.59 0.92 5 15 1.04 0.11 1.03 

whether 1,920 40,635 477.68 430.67 394 8,905 81.57 67.90 1.03 

expand 385 5,745 95.78 60.89 191 3,003 39.54 22.90 1.03 

scholar 384 5,738 95.54 60.81 119 1,905 24.64 14.53 1.03 

federal 350 4,953 87.08 52.49 98 932 20.29 7.11 1.03 

united 665 12,231 165.45 129.63 240 2,560 49.69 19.52 1.03 

hiv 220 2,086 54.73 22.11 26 202 5.38 1.54 1.03 

inspection 209 1,796 52.00 19.04 37 973 7.66 7.42 1.03 

interpersonal 208 1,835 51.75 19.45 70 566 14.49 4.32 1.03 

inclusive 190 1,372 47.27 14.54 78 652 16.15 4.97 1.03 

disciplinary 184 1,291 45.78 13.68 53 397 10.97 3.03 1.03 

iterative 169 902 42.05 9.56 84 476 17.39 3.63 1.03 

policymaker 153 583 38.06 6.18 64 240 13.25 1.83 1.03 

rogers 145 391 36.07 4.14 58 203 12.01 1.55 1.03 

schools 144 305 35.83 3.23 33 139 6.83 1.06 1.03 

ppp 141 297 35.08 3.15 5 47 1.04 0.36 1.03 

meta 138 173 34.33 1.83 37 84 7.66 0.64 1.03 

rct 137 184 34.08 1.95 30 24 6.21 0.18 1.03 

dif 136 187 33.84 1.98 10 33 2.07 0.25 1.03 

elsevier 133 107 33.09 1.13 131 39 27.12 0.30 1.03 

australasia 131 45 32.59 0.48 29 34 6.00 0.26 1.03 

standard 1,550 32,312 385.63 342.46 303 7,832 62.73 59.72 1.03 

able 941 18,518 234.11 196.26 336 6,880 69.57 52.46 1.03 

home 659 12,037 163.95 127.58 193 2,928 39.96 22.33 1.03 

emerge 658 12,041 163.70 127.62 252 4,508 52.17 34.37 1.03 

clinical 558 9,801 138.83 103.88 77 1,853 15.94 14.13 1.03 

advance 391 5,952 97.28 63.08 197 3,035 40.79 23.14 1.03 
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scope 378 5,665 94.04 60.04 181 2,503 37.47 19.09 1.03 

presentation 346 4,963 86.08 52.60 146 2,018 30.23 15.39 1.03 

behavioral 320 4,377 79.61 46.39 86 1,001 17.81 7.63 1.03 

lot 301 3,926 74.89 41.61 128 1,762 26.50 13.44 1.03 

suggestion 285 3,589 70.91 38.04 134 2,087 27.74 15.91 1.03 

schedule 278 3,407 69.16 36.11 98 1,095 20.29 8.35 1.03 

poverty 271 3,237 67.42 34.31 82 715 16.98 5.45 1.03 

se 268 3,285 66.68 34.82 131 1,445 27.12 11.02 1.03 

clinician 171 1,040 42.54 11.02 21 301 4.35 2.30 1.03 

asthma 162 812 40.30 8.61 7 117 1.45 0.89 1.03 

facilitation 154 638 38.31 6.76 55 215 11.39 1.64 1.03 

danish 151 595 37.57 6.31 16 180 3.31 1.37 1.03 

homeless 144 480 35.83 5.09 11 118 2.28 0.90 1.03 

dental 142 375 35.33 3.97 6 125 1.24 0.95 1.03 

unintended 142 420 35.33 4.45 70 289 14.49 2.20 1.03 

to 83,597 1,901,016 

20,798.1

7 20,148.07 482 13,115 99.79 100.00 1.03 

get 935 18,439 232.62 195.43 265 5,157 54.87 39.32 1.03 

week 554 9,731 137.83 103.13 137 2,810 28.36 21.43 1.03 

formal 519 8,959 129.12 94.95 183 2,948 37.89 22.48 1.03 

climate 364 5,489 90.56 58.18 86 1,126 17.81 8.59 1.03 

cite 345 4,988 85.83 52.87 135 2,461 27.95 18.76 1.03 

outline 335 4,810 83.34 50.98 163 2,739 33.75 20.88 1.03 

officer 290 3,765 72.15 39.90 64 821 13.25 6.26 1.03 

agenda 269 3,289 66.92 34.86 107 1,280 22.15 9.76 1.03 

scientist 262 3,111 65.18 32.97 79 993 16.36 7.57 1.03 

personnel 208 1,877 51.75 19.89 77 775 15.94 5.91 1.03 

consultation 196 1,621 48.76 17.18 82 553 16.98 4.22 1.03 

four 1,308 27,063 325.42 286.83 346 8,026 71.64 61.20 1.03 

patent 248 2,936 61.70 31.12 17 314 3.52 2.39 1.03 

missing 171 1,178 42.54 12.49 62 641 12.84 4.89 1.03 

percentile 158 837 39.31 8.87 20 259 4.14 1.97 1.03 

oecd 157 857 39.06 9.08 54 240 11.18 1.83 1.03 

disadvantaged 149 662 37.07 7.02 41 339 8.49 2.58 1.03 

acknowledgemen

t 142 498 35.33 5.28 131 363 27.12 2.77 1.03 

counseling 140 451 34.83 4.78 21 160 4.35 1.22 1.03 

ces 126 166 31.35 1.76 21 71 4.35 0.54 1.03 
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christie 124 110 30.85 1.17 43 48 8.90 0.37 1.03 

evaluand 122 2 30.35 0.02 36 2 7.45 0.02 1.03 

female 782 15,126 194.55 160.31 157 2,546 32.51 19.41 1.03 

essential 515 9,036 128.13 95.77 231 4,304 47.83 32.82 1.03 

medicine 242 2,765 60.21 29.31 96 952 19.88 7.26 1.03 

overview 213 2,117 52.99 22.44 129 1,397 26.71 10.65 1.03 

weakness 206 1,923 51.25 20.38 105 1,207 21.74 9.20 1.03 

consult 169 1,131 42.05 11.99 82 723 16.98 5.51 1.03 

shelter 161 875 40.06 9.27 14 402 2.90 3.07 1.03 

integrated 251 3,048 62.45 32.30 96 1,367 19.88 10.42 1.03 

systematically 210 2,093 52.25 22.18 120 1,405 24.84 10.71 1.03 

johnson 192 1,767 47.77 18.73 85 780 17.60 5.95 1.03 

workforce 164 1,067 40.80 11.31 56 374 11.59 2.85 1.03 

kim 157 920 39.06 9.75 53 362 10.97 2.76 1.03 

denmark 153 837 38.06 8.87 35 380 7.25 2.90 1.03 

e-mail 153 804 38.06 8.52 114 307 23.60 2.34 1.03 

pretest 141 575 35.08 6.09 22 119 4.55 0.91 1.03 

overarching 138 445 34.33 4.72 77 342 15.94 2.61 1.03 

changes 137 424 34.08 4.49 40 283 8.28 2.16 1.03 

metacognitive 130 265 32.34 2.81 11 52 2.28 0.40 1.03 

detroit 124 212 30.85 2.25 10 87 2.07 0.66 1.03 

funded 122 91 30.35 0.96 38 82 7.87 0.63 1.03 

logframe 118 0 29.36 0.00 5 0 1.04 0.00 1.03 

why 803 15,704 199.78 166.44 288 5,349 59.63 40.79 1.03 

full 725 13,856 180.37 146.85 255 5,483 52.80 41.81 1.03 

empirical 644 12,027 160.22 127.47 233 3,198 48.24 24.38 1.03 

theoretical 633 11,762 157.48 124.66 217 3,860 44.93 29.43 1.03 

aid 327 4,757 81.35 50.42 127 2,022 26.29 15.42 1.03 

translate 308 4,383 76.63 46.45 138 2,243 28.57 17.10 1.03 

box 292 4,041 72.65 42.83 112 1,496 23.19 11.41 1.03 

package 233 2,648 57.97 28.07 77 1,283 15.94 9.78 1.03 

predictor 287 3,989 71.40 42.28 71 1,020 14.70 7.78 1.03 

follow-up 247 3,036 61.45 32.18 97 877 20.08 6.69 1.03 

utilization 177 1,439 44.04 15.25 74 597 15.32 4.55 1.03 

cohen 176 1,452 43.79 15.39 69 564 14.29 4.30 1.03 

aboriginal 167 1,256 41.55 13.31 15 125 3.11 0.95 1.03 

pedagogical 162 1,100 40.30 11.66 49 373 10.14 2.84 1.03 

com 162 1,140 40.30 12.08 97 369 20.08 2.81 1.03 
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emergent 158 1,055 39.31 11.18 67 490 13.87 3.74 1.03 

empower 157 1,005 39.06 10.65 78 574 16.15 4.38 1.03 

hinder 155 992 38.56 10.51 70 759 14.49 5.79 1.03 

guiding 136 504 33.84 5.34 75 392 15.53 2.99 1.03 

standards 135 498 33.59 5.28 52 250 10.77 1.91 1.03 

likert 131 421 32.59 4.46 52 226 10.77 1.72 1.03 

doctoral 127 373 31.60 3.95 49 155 10.14 1.18 1.03 

teachers 122 258 30.35 2.73 43 135 8.90 1.03 1.03 

taker 121 226 30.10 2.40 13 65 2.69 0.50 1.03 

mentorship 116 36 28.86 0.38 15 11 3.11 0.08 1.03 

alkin 111 2 27.62 0.02 27 1 5.59 0.01 1.03 

require 2,010 43,278 500.07 458.69 405 9,663 83.85 73.68 1.03 

consideration 545 9,882 135.59 104.74 248 4,313 51.35 32.89 1.03 

emphasize 449 7,651 111.71 81.09 198 3,447 40.99 26.28 1.03 

translation 414 6,884 103.00 72.96 67 1,534 13.87 11.70 1.03 

administration 411 6,804 102.25 72.11 151 2,008 31.26 15.31 1.03 

sustain 264 3,484 65.68 36.93 119 1,869 24.64 14.25 1.03 

exit 212 2,258 52.74 23.93 30 765 6.21 5.83 1.03 

agriculture 195 1,887 48.51 20.00 49 634 10.14 4.83 1.03 

lean 152 860 37.82 9.11 18 423 3.73 3.23 1.03 

lunch 127 361 31.60 3.83 38 201 7.87 1.53 1.03 

english 790 15,555 196.54 164.86 129 2,100 26.71 16.01 1.03 

l2 310 4,586 77.13 48.61 22 370 4.55 2.82 1.03 

making 193 1,911 48.02 20.25 81 981 16.77 7.48 1.03 

developer 171 1,471 42.54 15.59 61 404 12.63 3.08 1.03 

im 162 1,201 40.30 12.73 24 260 4.97 1.98 1.03 

norwegian 150 910 37.32 9.64 15 182 3.11 1.39 1.03 

in-depth 144 847 35.83 8.98 91 565 18.84 4.31 1.03 

tailor 144 788 35.83 8.35 94 554 19.46 4.22 1.03 

burnout 137 618 34.08 6.55 15 51 3.11 0.39 1.03 

preservice 113 139 28.11 1.47 8 19 1.66 0.14 1.03 

status 823 16,368 204.75 173.48 218 4,336 45.13 33.06 1.03 

original 694 13,413 172.66 142.16 211 4,852 43.69 37.00 1.03 

integration 433 7,384 107.73 78.26 102 2,112 21.12 16.10 1.03 

office 407 6,800 101.26 72.07 144 2,014 29.81 15.36 1.03 

summary 395 6,528 98.27 69.19 183 3,451 37.89 26.31 1.03 

motivate 315 4,708 78.37 49.90 147 2,295 30.43 17.50 1.03 

equality 289 4,167 71.90 44.16 57 1,156 11.80 8.81 1.03 
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update 272 3,741 67.67 39.65 172 1,135 35.61 8.65 1.03 

submit 230 2,782 57.22 29.49 92 1,381 19.05 10.53 1.03 

assistant 163 1,244 40.55 13.18 74 626 15.32 4.77 1.03 

mail 149 968 37.07 10.26 66 414 13.66 3.16 1.03 

sampling 290 4,290 72.15 45.47 111 1,411 22.98 10.76 1.03 

mapping 269 3,757 66.92 39.82 64 1,009 13.25 7.69 1.03 

co 235 3,024 58.47 32.05 86 498 17.81 3.80 1.03 

geographic 195 2,024 48.51 21.45 70 775 14.49 5.91 1.03 

self-efficacy 184 1,811 45.78 19.19 34 136 7.04 1.04 1.03 

propensity 179 1,661 44.53 17.60 41 633 8.49 4.83 1.03 

causality 148 997 36.82 10.57 45 363 9.32 2.77 1.03 

challenging 148 1,037 36.82 10.99 107 762 22.15 5.81 1.03 

tertiary 136 676 33.84 7.16 32 315 6.63 2.40 1.03 

hispanic 135 666 33.59 7.06 43 210 8.90 1.60 1.03 

transformational 129 602 32.09 6.38 24 90 4.97 0.69 1.03 

lm 125 471 31.10 4.99 9 100 1.86 0.76 1.03 

rmsea 119 305 29.61 3.23 24 92 4.97 0.70 1.03 

counselor 111 177 27.62 1.88 15 82 3.11 0.63 1.03 

category 944 19,186 234.86 203.34 233 4,058 48.24 30.94 1.03 

match 562 10,453 139.82 110.79 152 3,130 31.47 23.87 1.03 

database 398 6,730 99.02 71.33 101 1,675 20.91 12.77 1.03 

vision 314 4,784 78.12 50.70 113 1,677 23.40 12.79 1.03 

emotion 305 4,616 75.88 48.92 38 874 7.87 6.66 1.03 

consensus 291 4,228 72.40 44.81 151 1,706 31.26 13.01 1.03 

psychology 248 3,254 61.70 34.49 80 958 16.56 7.30 1.03 

professor 209 2,409 52.00 25.53 57 836 11.80 6.37 1.03 

productive 201 2,193 50.01 23.24 67 1,071 13.87 8.17 1.03 

vegetable 142 882 35.33 9.35 18 239 3.73 1.82 1.03 

interested 300 4,540 74.64 48.12 169 2,675 34.99 20.40 1.03 

advanced 228 2,898 56.72 30.71 99 1,578 20.50 12.03 1.03 

workplace 201 2,281 50.01 24.18 50 478 10.35 3.64 1.03 

certification 128 676 31.85 7.16 37 184 7.66 1.40 1.03 

observational 128 642 31.85 6.80 45 287 9.32 2.19 1.03 

mu 125 516 31.10 5.47 62 103 12.84 0.79 1.03 

remediation 111 231 27.62 2.45 7 72 1.45 0.55 1.03 

multidisciplinary 110 217 27.37 2.30 43 141 8.90 1.08 1.03 

phd 110 260 27.37 2.76 49 153 10.14 1.17 1.03 

efa 107 142 26.62 1.51 14 26 2.90 0.20 1.03 
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donaldson 107 169 26.62 1.79 38 50 7.87 0.38 1.03 

theory-based 104 65 25.87 0.69 35 33 7.25 0.25 1.03 

dpme 102 0 25.38 0.00 5 0 1.04 0.00 1.03 

stufflebeam 101 4 25.13 0.04 21 2 4.35 0.02 1.03 

average 1,375 29,202 342.09 309.50 236 5,830 48.86 44.45 1.03 

majority 510 9,423 126.88 99.87 208 4,054 43.06 30.91 1.03 

commitment 433 7,578 107.73 80.32 183 2,041 37.89 15.56 1.03 

australia 264 3,873 65.68 41.05 78 868 16.15 6.62 1.02 

mandate 169 1,664 42.05 17.64 77 726 15.94 5.54 1.02 

humanity 161 1,512 40.06 16.03 40 635 8.28 4.84 1.02 

em 140 976 34.83 10.34 60 231 12.42 1.76 1.02 

supplemental 136 917 33.84 9.72 41 278 8.49 2.12 1.02 

invariance 133 838 33.09 8.88 11 199 2.28 1.52 1.02 

dissatisfaction 125 625 31.10 6.62 14 348 2.90 2.65 1.02 

timely 124 677 30.85 7.18 71 447 14.70 3.41 1.02 

multilevel 117 502 29.11 5.32 27 146 5.59 1.11 1.02 

networking 117 488 29.11 5.17 48 200 9.94 1.52 1.02 

semi-structured 111 323 27.62 3.42 51 217 10.56 1.65 1.02 

pharmacy 109 302 27.12 3.20 15 81 3.11 0.62 1.02 

programmatic 109 314 27.12 3.33 45 161 9.32 1.23 1.02 

ou 106 226 26.37 2.40 36 91 7.45 0.69 1.02 

rigor 104 196 25.87 2.08 53 145 10.97 1.11 1.02 

rasch 101 147 25.13 1.56 9 26 1.86 0.20 1.02 

postsecondary 100 52 24.88 0.55 28 24 5.80 0.18 1.02 

wic 96 9 23.88 0.10 5 4 1.04 0.03 1.02 

result 6,000 135,238 1,492.74 1,433.33 456 12,512 94.41 95.40 1.02 

total 1,440 30,802 358.26 326.46 292 7,464 60.46 56.91 1.02 

version 688 13,606 171.17 144.20 203 4,580 42.03 34.92 1.02 

rural 348 5,759 86.58 61.04 81 1,021 16.77 7.78 1.02 

proposal 312 4,971 77.62 52.69 91 1,653 18.84 12.60 1.02 

availability 263 3,770 65.43 39.96 115 1,908 23.81 14.55 1.02 

advice 201 2,355 50.01 24.96 104 1,020 21.53 7.78 1.02 

safe 198 2,351 49.26 24.92 74 1,220 15.32 9.30 1.02 

phone 153 1,300 38.06 13.78 74 484 15.32 3.69 1.02 

flip 118 495 29.36 5.25 14 234 2.90 1.78 1.02 

eight 335 5,523 83.34 58.54 151 2,935 31.26 22.38 1.02 

experienced 155 1,482 38.56 15.71 92 827 19.05 6.31 1.02 

hs 146 1,208 36.32 12.80 11 140 2.28 1.07 1.02 
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excellence 126 762 31.35 8.08 43 447 8.90 3.41 1.02 

texas 121 680 30.10 7.21 21 297 4.35 2.26 1.02 

davies 112 486 27.86 5.15 36 218 7.45 1.66 1.02 

accreditation 110 368 27.37 3.90 20 93 4.14 0.71 1.02 

curricular 105 298 26.12 3.16 31 112 6.42 0.85 1.02 

oo 100 161 24.88 1.71 16 21 3.31 0.16 1.02 

mum 100 172 24.88 1.82 48 57 9.94 0.43 1.02 

ect 95 98 23.64 1.04 34 37 7.04 0.28 1.02 

twitter 93 3 23.14 0.03 8 3 1.66 0.02 1.02 

family 1,378 29,466 342.83 312.30 196 4,491 40.58 34.24 1.02 

target 1,124 23,633 279.64 250.48 258 4,233 53.42 32.28 1.02 

month 612 11,870 152.26 125.81 158 3,218 32.71 24.54 1.02 

book 593 11,530 147.53 122.20 123 2,537 25.47 19.34 1.02 

medical 438 7,942 108.97 84.17 109 1,755 22.57 13.38 1.02 

employment 424 7,603 105.49 80.58 114 1,411 23.60 10.76 1.02 

positively 294 4,671 73.14 49.51 138 2,018 28.57 15.39 1.02 

ownership 273 4,176 67.92 44.26 97 938 20.08 7.15 1.02 

coordination 249 3,572 61.95 37.86 69 939 14.29 7.16 1.02 

articulate 237 3,328 58.96 35.27 117 1,582 24.22 12.06 1.02 

facet 154 1,437 38.31 15.23 35 550 7.25 4.19 1.02 

usa 316 5,230 78.62 55.43 118 1,708 24.43 13.02 1.02 

beneficial 192 2,382 47.77 25.25 124 1,385 25.67 10.56 1.02 

rationale 185 2,233 46.03 23.67 101 1,250 20.91 9.53 1.02 

dataset 160 1,651 39.81 17.50 55 469 11.39 3.58 1.02 

stratum 143 1,207 35.58 12.79 12 346 2.48 2.64 1.02 

underpin 141 1,243 35.08 13.17 64 760 13.25 5.79 1.02 

typology 133 993 33.09 10.52 26 380 5.38 2.90 1.02 

advocacy 129 972 32.09 10.30 61 321 12.63 2.45 1.02 

visualization 119 743 29.61 7.87 28 356 5.80 2.71 1.02 

tier 118 704 29.36 7.46 16 185 3.31 1.41 1.02 

ee 115 655 28.61 6.94 29 91 6.00 0.69 1.02 

sis 110 462 27.37 4.90 29 106 6.00 0.81 1.02 

engaging 99 245 24.63 2.60 62 205 12.84 1.56 1.02 

tennessee 95 108 23.64 1.14 12 68 2.48 0.52 1.02 

health-care 95 129 23.64 1.37 18 43 3.73 0.33 1.02 

prioritize 94 161 23.39 1.71 56 119 11.59 0.91 1.02 

wellness 92 64 22.89 0.68 16 30 3.31 0.23 1.02 

mel 91 68 22.64 0.72 8 34 1.66 0.26 1.02 
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mde 90 1 22.39 0.01 5 1 1.04 0.01 1.02 

initial 944 19,662 234.86 208.39 278 6,031 57.56 45.99 1.02 

effectively 324 5,377 80.61 56.99 178 3,152 36.85 24.03 1.02 

specialist 174 1,985 43.29 21.04 82 873 16.98 6.66 1.02 

thank 173 1,963 43.04 20.81 130 1,205 26.92 9.19 1.02 

tutor 144 1,268 35.83 13.44 23 201 4.76 1.53 1.02 

editor 140 1,161 34.83 12.30 70 588 14.49 4.48 1.02 

disaster 133 1,013 33.09 10.74 18 403 3.73 3.07 1.02 

pd 157 1,706 39.06 18.08 11 180 2.28 1.37 1.02 

moderator 114 650 28.36 6.89 26 170 5.38 1.30 1.02 

bloom 103 400 25.63 4.24 25 170 5.18 1.30 1.02 

worldview 101 381 25.13 4.04 26 219 5.38 1.67 1.02 

constructivist 98 310 24.38 3.29 24 117 4.97 0.89 1.02 

ria 90 133 22.39 1.41 7 47 1.45 0.36 1.02 

alumnus 90 144 22.39 1.53 9 41 1.86 0.31 1.02 

turnaround 88 88 21.89 0.93 10 58 2.07 0.44 1.02 

sig 87 92 21.64 0.98 12 27 2.48 0.21 1.02 
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evaluator 3884 470 966.30 4.98 244 87 50.52 0.66 1.96 

et 8565 77138 2130.89 817.55 420 6285 86.96 47.92 1.72 

programme 2705 6522 672.98 69.12 122 1453 25.26 11.08 1.57 

stakeholder 2406 2194 598.59 23.25 273 474 56.52 3.61 1.56 

datum 6642 80212 1652.47 850.13 442 8953 91.51 68.27 1.43 

learning 2320 9613 577.19 101.88 261 1471 54.04 11.22 1.43 

training 2657 15590 661.04 165.23 287 2242 59.42 17.09 1.43 

funding 1837 2477 457.03 26.25 238 818 49.28 6.24 1.42 

finding 2919 23557 726.22 249.67 399 5664 82.61 43.19 1.38 

planning 1828 7516 454.79 79.66 260 1297 53.83 9.89 1.35 

sustainability 1293 1290 321.69 13.67 113 289 23.40 2.20 1.30 

teaching 1578 7816 392.59 82.84 160 1266 33.13 9.65 1.29 

engagement 1265 3997 314.72 42.36 248 1245 51.35 9.49 1.26 

a1 1195 2770 297.31 29.36 201 570 41.61 4.35 1.26 

their 12105 211018 3011.61 2236.49 477 12276 98.76 93.60 1.24 

collaboration 1047 2438 260.48 25.84 202 877 41.82 6.69 1.23 

doi 778 156 193.56 1.65 190 37 39.34 0.28 1.19 

rubric 782 533 194.55 5.65 44 237 9.11 1.81 1.19 

rater 728 738 181.12 7.82 24 148 4.97 1.13 1.17 

competency 729 1244 181.37 13.18 117 341 24.22 2.60 1.17 

understanding 1477 16536 367.46 175.26 347 5323 71.84 40.59 1.16 

math 688 549 171.17 5.82 50 156 10.35 1.19 1.16 

organizational 982 7709 244.31 81.70 155 1016 32.09 7.75 1.15 

respondent 1053 9586 261.98 101.60 157 1153 32.51 8.79 1.15 

collaborative 639 1764 158.98 18.70 178 525 36.85 4.00 1.14 

evaluative 612 1209 152.26 12.81 121 282 25.05 2.15 1.14 

causal 776 4928 193.06 52.23 124 1113 25.67 8.49 1.13 

monitoring 679 2969 168.93 31.47 129 1054 26.71 8.04 1.13 

accountability 621 1770 154.50 18.76 157 481 32.51 3.67 1.13 

meeting 791 5387 196.79 57.09 178 1674 36.85 12.76 1.13 

participatory 566 748 140.82 7.93 120 243 24.84 1.85 1.13 

sd 692 3408 172.16 36.12 113 753 23.40 5.74 1.13 

organisation 718 4487 178.63 47.56 96 854 19.88 6.51 1.13 

thinking 673 3545 167.44 37.57 175 1431 36.23 10.91 1.13 
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setting 985 10413 245.06 110.36 276 3481 57.14 26.54 1.12 

metric 642 3460 159.72 36.67 82 683 16.98 5.21 1.12 

contextual 597 2453 148.53 26.00 163 828 33.75 6.31 1.12 

our 4934 94431 1227.53 1000.83 396 10352 81.99 78.93 1.11 

literacy 553 2062 137.58 21.85 81 361 16.77 2.75 1.11 

toc 455 355 113.20 3.76 17 41 3.52 0.31 1.11 

standardized 550 2485 136.83 26.34 126 1080 26.09 8.23 1.11 

cjpe 432 0 107.48 0.00 30 0 6.21 0.00 1.11 

reading 916 10523 227.89 111.53 101 2303 20.91 17.56 1.11 

instructional 481 1300 119.67 13.78 74 271 15.32 2.07 1.10 

patton 424 101 105.49 1.07 99 53 20.50 0.40 1.10 

implementer 408 35 101.51 0.37 43 29 8.90 0.22 1.10 

citation 443 866 110.21 9.18 47 303 9.73 2.31 1.10 

charter 474 1592 117.93 16.87 20 300 4.14 2.29 1.10 

your 775 8181 192.81 86.71 154 2121 31.88 16.17 1.10 

realist 425 776 105.74 8.22 32 195 6.63 1.49 1.10 

enrollment 423 667 105.24 7.07 48 175 9.94 1.33 1.10 

facilitator 412 479 102.50 5.08 90 190 18.63 1.45 1.10 

administrative 540 3312 134.35 35.10 117 1048 24.22 7.99 1.10 

align 516 2757 128.38 29.22 208 1367 43.06 10.42 1.10 

enroll 438 1086 108.97 11.51 85 490 17.60 3.74 1.10 

applicant 441 1433 109.72 15.19 41 230 8.49 1.75 1.09 

housing 614 5452 152.76 57.78 43 766 8.90 5.84 1.09 

foster 530 3750 131.86 39.74 165 1565 34.16 11.93 1.09 

rating 637 6148 158.48 65.16 91 855 18.84 6.52 1.09 

provider 518 3688 128.87 39.09 106 720 21.95 5.49 1.09 

formative 384 788 95.54 8.35 106 274 21.95 2.09 1.09 

ranking 436 2069 108.47 21.93 42 585 8.70 4.46 1.09 

learner 589 5486 146.54 58.14 87 450 18.01 3.43 1.08 

el 420 1794 104.49 19.01 47 370 9.73 2.82 1.08 

educator 410 1638 102.00 17.36 89 419 18.43 3.19 1.08 

testing 611 6124 152.01 64.91 145 2069 30.02 15.78 1.08 

ongoing 480 3306 119.42 35.04 196 1894 40.58 14.44 1.08 

consulting 351 434 87.33 4.60 43 202 8.90 1.54 1.08 

governance 527 4503 131.11 47.73 84 686 17.39 5.23 1.08 

baseline 524 4427 130.37 46.92 99 1129 20.50 8.61 1.08 

canada 460 3006 114.44 31.86 95 886 19.67 6.76 1.08 



154 

 

prevention 409 1955 101.76 20.72 93 709 19.25 5.41 1.08 

beneficiary 348 681 86.58 7.22 71 267 14.70 2.04 1.08 

shared 384 1621 95.54 17.18 112 785 23.19 5.99 1.08 

methodological 413 2324 102.75 24.63 166 1100 34.37 8.39 1.08 

institute 448 3230 111.46 34.23 187 1871 38.72 14.27 1.08 

demographic 454 3449 112.95 36.55 145 1162 30.02 8.86 1.07 

feasibility 333 787 82.85 8.34 68 464 14.08 3.54 1.07 

aea 295 46 73.39 0.49 29 10 6.00 0.08 1.07 

writing 533 5343 132.61 56.63 86 1631 17.81 12.44 1.07 

reflective 354 1438 88.07 15.24 83 606 17.18 4.62 1.07 

studies 339 1050 84.34 11.13 115 540 23.81 4.12 1.07 

screening 393 2399 97.77 25.43 43 764 8.90 5.83 1.07 

ise 293 143 72.90 1.52 8 17 1.66 0.13 1.07 

efficacy 417 2970 103.75 31.48 109 1119 22.57 8.53 1.07 

cc 314 740 78.12 7.84 20 172 4.14 1.31 1.07 

grantee 283 23 70.41 0.24 20 11 4.14 0.08 1.07 

decision-making 410 2935 102.00 31.11 136 1003 28.16 7.65 1.07 

re 345 1481 85.83 15.70 109 341 22.57 2.60 1.07 

pa 371 2168 92.30 22.98 40 522 8.28 3.98 1.07 

ev 304 692 75.63 7.33 43 152 8.90 1.16 1.07 

descriptive 404 2974 100.51 31.52 160 1399 33.13 10.67 1.07 

ea 295 524 73.39 5.55 35 129 7.25 0.98 1.07 

fidelity 316 1124 78.62 11.91 60 246 12.42 1.88 1.07 

earnings 266 12 66.18 0.13 20 9 4.14 0.07 1.07 

limited 621 7968 154.50 84.45 263 4388 54.45 33.46 1.07 

instructor 329 1481 81.85 15.70 48 255 9.94 1.94 1.07 

ecb 266 234 66.18 2.48 9 20 1.86 0.15 1.06 

empowerment 288 808 71.65 8.56 75 271 15.53 2.07 1.06 

evidence-based 271 351 67.42 3.72 88 121 18.22 0.92 1.06 

remedial 263 215 65.43 2.28 7 121 1.45 0.92 1.06 

centre 602 7783 149.77 82.49 119 2213 24.64 16.87 1.06 

five 953 15652 237.10 165.89 312 5969 64.60 45.51 1.06 

wam 238 22 59.21 0.23 8 3 1.66 0.02 1.06 

recruitment 344 2456 85.58 26.03 81 774 16.77 5.90 1.06 

guidance 344 2443 85.58 25.89 156 1021 32.30 7.78 1.06 

na 295 1344 73.39 14.24 35 437 7.25 3.33 1.06 

holistic 269 812 66.92 8.61 73 394 15.11 3.00 1.06 
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hf 260 623 64.69 6.60 6 133 1.24 1.01 1.06 

mindset 243 256 60.46 2.71 32 138 6.63 1.05 1.06 

funder 240 133 59.71 1.41 110 53 22.77 0.40 1.06 

my 1311 23986 326.16 254.22 191 3345 39.54 25.51 1.06 

interdisciplinary 248 401 61.70 4.25 47 215 9.73 1.64 1.06 

aej 230 0 57.22 0.00 47 0 9.73 0.00 1.06 

me 813 13109 202.27 138.94 220 2749 45.55 20.96 1.06 

additionally 395 3789 98.27 40.16 155 2052 32.09 15.65 1.06 

innovative 319 2054 79.36 21.77 123 902 25.47 6.88 1.06 

sciences 253 642 62.94 6.80 109 421 22.57 3.21 1.06 

wow 225 38 55.98 0.40 16 33 3.31 0.25 1.06 

covariate 248 569 61.70 6.03 43 175 8.90 1.33 1.06 

three 2680 54875 666.76 581.60 424 10746 87.78 81.94 1.05 

intended 253 814 62.94 8.63 107 498 22.15 3.80 1.05 

dissemination 252 787 62.70 8.34 102 451 21.12 3.44 1.05 

completion 319 2405 79.36 25.49 116 1176 24.02 8.97 1.05 

coordinator 231 374 57.47 3.96 52 141 10.77 1.08 1.05 

rigorous 262 1181 65.18 12.52 121 860 25.05 6.56 1.05 

nations 255 996 63.44 10.56 54 403 11.18 3.07 1.05 

subscale 242 691 60.21 7.32 32 121 6.63 0.92 1.05 

st 344 3118 85.58 33.05 77 717 15.94 5.47 1.05 

culturally 276 1585 68.67 16.80 77 753 15.94 5.74 1.05 

eligible 246 959 61.20 10.16 72 471 14.91 3.59 1.05 

keywords 227 509 56.48 5.39 227 294 47.00 2.24 1.05 

readiness 224 420 55.73 4.45 68 223 14.08 1.70 1.05 

ministry 314 2568 78.12 27.22 85 644 17.60 4.91 1.05 

subgroup 294 2119 73.14 22.46 48 573 9.94 4.37 1.05 

organisational 260 1279 64.69 13.56 51 252 10.56 1.92 1.05 

responsive 259 1306 64.44 13.84 97 724 20.08 5.52 1.05 

supervisor 251 1139 62.45 12.07 47 268 9.73 2.04 1.05 

programming 279 1844 69.41 19.54 91 552 18.84 4.21 1.05 

counterfactual 234 787 58.22 8.34 39 136 8.07 1.04 1.05 

lee 279 1962 69.41 20.79 109 736 22.57 5.61 1.05 

website 234 954 58.22 10.11 85 417 17.60 3.18 1.05 

nutrition 229 763 56.97 8.09 51 249 10.56 1.90 1.05 

attrition 214 490 53.24 5.19 46 185 9.52 1.41 1.05 

pre-service 200 138 49.76 1.46 12 28 2.48 0.21 1.05 
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checklist 210 436 52.25 4.62 60 170 12.42 1.30 1.05 

analyse 443 5815 110.21 61.63 114 2328 23.60 17.75 1.05 

administer 338 3392 84.09 35.95 141 1518 29.19 11.57 1.05 

collaborate 215 644 53.49 6.83 112 431 23.19 3.29 1.05 

summative 191 134 47.52 1.42 66 55 13.66 0.42 1.05 

canadian 275 2128 68.42 22.55 76 495 15.73 3.77 1.05 

reporting 271 2004 67.42 21.24 104 582 21.53 4.44 1.05 

validation 260 1767 64.69 18.73 80 739 16.56 5.63 1.05 

administrator 239 1288 59.46 13.65 87 521 18.01 3.97 1.05 

healthcare 213 766 52.99 8.12 59 272 12.22 2.07 1.05 

caregiver 200 440 49.76 4.66 30 123 6.21 0.94 1.05 

community-based 199 423 49.51 4.48 65 167 13.46 1.27 1.05 

africa 378 4569 94.04 48.42 54 864 11.18 6.59 1.04 

relevance 360 4093 89.56 43.38 153 2065 31.68 15.75 1.04 

validate 285 2430 70.91 25.75 127 1406 26.29 10.72 1.04 

operational 264 2005 65.68 21.25 90 853 18.63 6.50 1.04 

reviewer 210 717 52.25 7.60 78 356 16.15 2.71 1.04 

low-income 202 572 50.26 6.06 32 176 6.63 1.34 1.04 

nursing 198 507 49.26 5.37 33 187 6.83 1.43 1.04 

pawson 177 14 44.04 0.15 35 8 7.25 0.06 1.04 

existing 405 5233 100.76 55.46 194 2727 40.17 20.79 1.04 

aspiration 236 1380 58.71 14.63 45 743 9.32 5.67 1.04 

graduation 190 392 47.27 4.15 47 128 9.73 0.98 1.04 

efl 185 275 46.03 2.91 9 38 1.86 0.29 1.04 

bachelor 184 265 45.78 2.81 48 130 9.94 0.99 1.04 

ela 176 60 43.79 0.64 11 9 2.28 0.07 1.04 

transdisciplinary 175 51 43.54 0.54 14 15 2.90 0.11 1.04 

towards 699 11994 173.90 127.12 183 4209 37.89 32.09 1.04 

reasoning 382 4796 95.04 50.83 72 1526 14.91 11.64 1.04 

supplementary 243 1650 60.46 17.49 46 527 9.52 4.02 1.04 

thematic 213 968 52.99 10.26 85 379 17.60 2.89 1.04 

coaching 192 503 47.77 5.33 39 119 8.07 0.91 1.04 

mentoring 185 360 46.03 3.82 41 90 8.49 0.69 1.04 

bibliometric 170 9 42.29 0.10 24 4 4.97 0.03 1.04 

cmo 169 38 42.05 0.40 18 1 3.73 0.01 1.04 

dialogue 315 3429 78.37 36.34 87 985 18.01 7.51 1.04 

michigan 181 401 45.03 4.25 34 208 7.04 1.59 1.04 
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nonresponse 171 120 42.54 1.27 15 55 3.11 0.42 1.04 

scriven 166 24 41.30 0.25 45 9 9.32 0.07 1.04 

building 672 11573 167.19 122.66 199 2263 41.20 17.26 1.04 

consistency 313 3431 77.87 36.36 135 1475 27.95 11.25 1.04 

suspension 262 2327 65.18 24.66 8 844 1.66 6.44 1.04 

investigator 228 1532 56.72 16.24 42 712 8.70 5.43 1.04 

refine 227 1531 56.48 16.23 124 1012 25.67 7.72 1.04 

ngo 178 400 44.28 4.24 34 136 7.04 1.04 1.04 

outreach 171 273 42.54 2.89 43 102 8.90 0.78 1.04 

robust 326 3811 81.11 40.39 132 1905 27.33 14.53 1.04 

chen 204 1040 50.75 11.02 75 430 15.53 3.28 1.04 

cb 172 376 42.79 3.99 7 79 1.45 0.60 1.04 

pisa 165 168 41.05 1.78 14 41 2.90 0.31 1.04 

professionalization 164 134 40.80 1.42 11 47 2.28 0.36 1.04 

well-being 248 2197 61.70 23.29 91 713 18.84 5.44 1.04 

analytic 239 1915 59.46 20.30 86 741 17.81 5.65 1.04 

systemic 228 1669 56.72 17.69 68 740 14.08 5.64 1.04 

proficiency 209 1302 52.00 13.80 53 281 10.97 2.14 1.04 

pe 200 1031 49.76 10.93 22 223 4.55 1.70 1.04 

keyword 162 164 40.30 1.74 117 68 24.22 0.52 1.04 

breastfeed 159 154 39.56 1.63 10 26 2.07 0.20 1.04 

cousins 156 35 38.81 0.37 35 19 7.25 0.14 1.04 

mayne 153 17 38.06 0.18 24 10 4.97 0.08 1.04 

tig 152 9 37.82 0.10 14 3 2.90 0.02 1.04 

de 781 14301 194.31 151.57 188 2889 38.92 22.03 1.04 

cohort 281 2956 69.91 31.33 54 610 11.18 4.65 1.04 

retention 264 2612 65.68 27.68 57 791 11.80 6.03 1.04 

infrastructure 264 2646 65.68 28.04 90 794 18.63 6.05 1.04 

turnover 250 2284 62.20 24.21 31 619 6.42 4.72 1.04 

fairness 207 1335 51.50 14.15 37 364 7.66 2.78 1.04 

attainment 204 1243 50.75 13.17 57 510 11.80 3.89 1.04 

interviewee 201 1221 50.01 12.94 49 297 10.14 2.26 1.04 

targeted 194 1007 48.27 10.67 97 578 20.08 4.41 1.04 

retrospective 189 896 47.02 9.50 31 412 6.42 3.14 1.04 

eligibility 172 523 42.79 5.54 52 189 10.77 1.44 1.04 

psychometric 170 471 42.29 4.99 47 187 9.73 1.43 1.04 

homepage 150 33 37.32 0.35 150 23 31.06 0.18 1.04 
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american 767 14083 190.82 149.26 198 2707 40.99 20.64 1.04 

mixed 344 4506 85.58 47.76 137 1996 28.36 15.22 1.04 

socioeconomic 196 1152 48.76 12.21 70 467 14.49 3.56 1.04 

services 183 912 45.53 9.67 84 481 17.39 3.67 1.04 

cronbach 173 643 43.04 6.81 68 270 14.08 2.06 1.04 

preschool 169 537 42.05 5.69 22 96 4.55 0.73 1.04 

sti 146 54 36.32 0.57 8 17 1.66 0.13 1.04 

mentee 143 0 35.58 0.00 7 0 1.45 0.00 1.04 

six 611 10703 152.01 113.44 230 4640 47.62 35.38 1.04 

supportive 200 1316 49.76 13.95 93 727 19.25 5.54 1.04 

campbell 186 1066 46.28 11.30 61 372 12.63 2.84 1.04 

exploratory 186 1010 46.28 10.70 81 467 16.77 3.56 1.04 

acceptability 166 573 41.30 6.07 24 222 4.97 1.69 1.04 

accepted 161 442 40.06 4.68 156 375 32.30 2.86 1.04 

condom 159 418 39.56 4.43 8 48 1.66 0.37 1.04 

cfa 158 432 39.31 4.58 21 87 4.35 0.66 1.04 

um 152 279 37.82 2.96 58 102 12.01 0.78 1.04 

pharmacist 145 83 36.07 0.88 10 43 2.07 0.33 1.04 

irr 144 92 35.83 0.98 5 13 1.04 0.10 1.04 

societal 193 1295 48.02 13.73 62 598 12.84 4.56 1.03 

obesity 184 1034 45.78 10.96 26 163 5.38 1.24 1.03 

generalizability 159 476 39.56 5.04 54 294 11.18 2.24 1.03 

msc 141 93 35.08 0.99 10 28 2.07 0.21 1.03 

structured 196 1425 48.76 15.10 91 673 18.84 5.13 1.03 

consortium 150 385 37.32 4.08 31 171 6.42 1.30 1.03 

maori 149 346 37.07 3.67 8 39 1.66 0.30 1.03 

weiss 146 289 36.32 3.06 60 146 12.42 1.11 1.03 

app 140 209 34.83 2.22 19 53 3.93 0.40 1.03 

heis 138 126 34.33 1.34 7 17 1.45 0.13 1.03 

ebp 135 87 33.59 0.92 5 15 1.04 0.11 1.03 

united 665 12231 165.45 129.63 240 2560 49.69 19.52 1.03 

hiv 220 2086 54.73 22.11 26 202 5.38 1.54 1.03 

inspection 209 1796 52.00 19.04 37 973 7.66 7.42 1.03 

interpersonal 208 1835 51.75 19.45 70 566 14.49 4.32 1.03 

inclusive 190 1372 47.27 14.54 78 652 16.15 4.97 1.03 

disciplinary 184 1291 45.78 13.68 53 397 10.97 3.03 1.03 

iterative 169 902 42.05 9.56 84 476 17.39 3.63 1.03 
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policymaker 153 583 38.06 6.18 64 240 13.25 1.83 1.03 

rogers 145 391 36.07 4.14 58 203 12.01 1.55 1.03 

schools 144 305 35.83 3.23 33 139 6.83 1.06 1.03 

ppp 141 297 35.08 3.15 5 47 1.04 0.36 1.03 

meta 138 173 34.33 1.83 37 84 7.66 0.64 1.03 

rct 137 184 34.08 1.95 30 24 6.21 0.18 1.03 

dif 136 187 33.84 1.98 10 33 2.07 0.25 1.03 

elsevier 133 107 33.09 1.13 131 39 27.12 0.30 1.03 

australasia 131 45 32.59 0.48 29 34 6.00 0.26 1.03 

se 268 3285 66.68 34.82 131 1445 27.12 11.02 1.03 

clinician 171 1040 42.54 11.02 21 301 4.35 2.30 1.03 

asthma 162 812 40.30 8.61 7 117 1.45 0.89 1.03 

facilitation 154 638 38.31 6.76 55 215 11.39 1.64 1.03 

danish 151 595 37.57 6.31 16 180 3.31 1.37 1.03 

homeless 144 480 35.83 5.09 11 118 2.28 0.90 1.03 

dental 142 375 35.33 3.97 6 125 1.24 0.95 1.03 

unintended 142 420 35.33 4.45 70 289 14.49 2.20 1.03 

four 1308 27063 325.42 286.83 346 8026 71.64 61.20 1.03 

patent 248 2936 61.70 31.12 17 314 3.52 2.39 1.03 

missing 171 1178 42.54 12.49 62 641 12.84 4.89 1.03 

percentile 158 837 39.31 8.87 20 259 4.14 1.97 1.03 

oecd 157 857 39.06 9.08 54 240 11.18 1.83 1.03 

disadvantaged 149 662 37.07 7.02 41 339 8.49 2.58 1.03 

acknowledgement 142 498 35.33 5.28 131 363 27.12 2.77 1.03 

counseling 140 451 34.83 4.78 21 160 4.35 1.22 1.03 

ces 126 166 31.35 1.76 21 71 4.35 0.54 1.03 

christie 124 110 30.85 1.17 43 48 8.90 0.37 1.03 

evaluand 122 2 30.35 0.02 36 2 7.45 0.02 1.03 

integrated 251 3048 62.45 32.30 96 1367 19.88 10.42 1.03 

systematically 210 2093 52.25 22.18 120 1405 24.84 10.71 1.03 

johnson 192 1767 47.77 18.73 85 780 17.60 5.95 1.03 

workforce 164 1067 40.80 11.31 56 374 11.59 2.85 1.03 

kim 157 920 39.06 9.75 53 362 10.97 2.76 1.03 

denmark 153 837 38.06 8.87 35 380 7.25 2.90 1.03 

e-mail 153 804 38.06 8.52 114 307 23.60 2.34 1.03 

pretest 141 575 35.08 6.09 22 119 4.55 0.91 1.03 

overarching 138 445 34.33 4.72 77 342 15.94 2.61 1.03 
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changes 137 424 34.08 4.49 40 283 8.28 2.16 1.03 

metacognitive 130 265 32.34 2.81 11 52 2.28 0.40 1.03 

detroit 124 212 30.85 2.25 10 87 2.07 0.66 1.03 

funded 122 91 30.35 0.96 38 82 7.87 0.63 1.03 

logframe 118 0 29.36 0.00 5 0 1.04 0.00 1.03 

predictor 287 3989 71.40 42.28 71 1020 14.70 7.78 1.03 

follow-up 247 3036 61.45 32.18 97 877 20.08 6.69 1.03 

utilization 177 1439 44.04 15.25 74 597 15.32 4.55 1.03 

cohen 176 1452 43.79 15.39 69 564 14.29 4.30 1.03 

aboriginal 167 1256 41.55 13.31 15 125 3.11 0.95 1.03 

pedagogical 162 1100 40.30 11.66 49 373 10.14 2.84 1.03 

com 162 1140 40.30 12.08 97 369 20.08 2.81 1.03 

emergent 158 1055 39.31 11.18 67 490 13.87 3.74 1.03 

empower 157 1005 39.06 10.65 78 574 16.15 4.38 1.03 

hinder 155 992 38.56 10.51 70 759 14.49 5.79 1.03 

guiding 136 504 33.84 5.34 75 392 15.53 2.99 1.03 

standards 135 498 33.59 5.28 52 250 10.77 1.91 1.03 

likert 131 421 32.59 4.46 52 226 10.77 1.72 1.03 

doctoral 127 373 31.60 3.95 49 155 10.14 1.18 1.03 

teachers 122 258 30.35 2.73 43 135 8.90 1.03 1.03 

taker 121 226 30.10 2.40 13 65 2.69 0.50 1.03 

mentorship 116 36 28.86 0.38 15 11 3.11 0.08 1.03 

alkin 111 2 27.62 0.02 27 1 5.59 0.01 1.03 

english 790 15555 196.54 164.86 129 2100 26.71 16.01 1.03 

l2 310 4586 77.13 48.61 22 370 4.55 2.82 1.03 

making 193 1911 48.02 20.25 81 981 16.77 7.48 1.03 

developer 171 1471 42.54 15.59 61 404 12.63 3.08 1.03 

im 162 1201 40.30 12.73 24 260 4.97 1.98 1.03 

norwegian 150 910 37.32 9.64 15 182 3.11 1.39 1.03 

in-depth 144 847 35.83 8.98 91 565 18.84 4.31 1.03 

tailor 144 788 35.83 8.35 94 554 19.46 4.22 1.03 

burnout 137 618 34.08 6.55 15 51 3.11 0.39 1.03 

preservice 113 139 28.11 1.47 8 19 1.66 0.14 1.03 

sampling 290 4290 72.15 45.47 111 1411 22.98 10.76 1.03 

mapping 269 3757 66.92 39.82 64 1009 13.25 7.69 1.03 

co 235 3024 58.47 32.05 86 498 17.81 3.80 1.03 

geographic 195 2024 48.51 21.45 70 775 14.49 5.91 1.03 
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self-efficacy 184 1811 45.78 19.19 34 136 7.04 1.04 1.03 

propensity 179 1661 44.53 17.60 41 633 8.49 4.83 1.03 

causality 148 997 36.82 10.57 45 363 9.32 2.77 1.03 

challenging 148 1037 36.82 10.99 107 762 22.15 5.81 1.03 

tertiary 136 676 33.84 7.16 32 315 6.63 2.40 1.03 

hispanic 135 666 33.59 7.06 43 210 8.90 1.60 1.03 

transformational 129 602 32.09 6.38 24 90 4.97 0.69 1.03 

lm 125 471 31.10 4.99 9 100 1.86 0.76 1.03 

rmsea 119 305 29.61 3.23 24 92 4.97 0.70 1.03 

counselor 111 177 27.62 1.88 15 82 3.11 0.63 1.03 

interested 300 4540 74.64 48.12 169 2675 34.99 20.40 1.03 

advanced 228 2898 56.72 30.71 99 1578 20.50 12.03 1.03 

workplace 201 2281 50.01 24.18 50 478 10.35 3.64 1.03 

certification 128 676 31.85 7.16 37 184 7.66 1.40 1.03 

observational 128 642 31.85 6.80 45 287 9.32 2.19 1.03 

mu 125 516 31.10 5.47 62 103 12.84 0.79 1.03 

remediation 111 231 27.62 2.45 7 72 1.45 0.55 1.03 

multidisciplinary 110 217 27.37 2.30 43 141 8.90 1.08 1.03 

phd 110 260 27.37 2.76 49 153 10.14 1.17 1.03 

efa 107 142 26.62 1.51 14 26 2.90 0.20 1.03 

donaldson 107 169 26.62 1.79 38 50 7.87 0.38 1.03 

theory-based 104 65 25.87 0.69 35 33 7.25 0.25 1.03 

dpme 102 0 25.38 0.00 5 0 1.04 0.00 1.03 

stufflebeam 101 4 25.13 0.04 21 2 4.35 0.02 1.03 

australia 264 3873 65.68 41.05 78 868 16.15 6.62 1.02 

mandate 169 1664 42.05 17.64 77 726 15.94 5.54 1.02 

humanity 161 1512 40.06 16.03 40 635 8.28 4.84 1.02 

em 140 976 34.83 10.34 60 231 12.42 1.76 1.02 

supplemental 136 917 33.84 9.72 41 278 8.49 2.12 1.02 

invariance 133 838 33.09 8.88 11 199 2.28 1.52 1.02 

dissatisfaction 125 625 31.10 6.62 14 348 2.90 2.65 1.02 

timely 124 677 30.85 7.18 71 447 14.70 3.41 1.02 

multilevel 117 502 29.11 5.32 27 146 5.59 1.11 1.02 

networking 117 488 29.11 5.17 48 200 9.94 1.52 1.02 

semi-structured 111 323 27.62 3.42 51 217 10.56 1.65 1.02 

pharmacy 109 302 27.12 3.20 15 81 3.11 0.62 1.02 

programmatic 109 314 27.12 3.33 45 161 9.32 1.23 1.02 
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ou 106 226 26.37 2.40 36 91 7.45 0.69 1.02 

rigor 104 196 25.87 2.08 53 145 10.97 1.11 1.02 

rasch 101 147 25.13 1.56 9 26 1.86 0.20 1.02 

postsecondary 100 52 24.88 0.55 28 24 5.80 0.18 1.02 

wic 96 9 23.88 0.10 5 4 1.04 0.03 1.02 

eight 335 5523 83.34 58.54 151 2935 31.26 22.38 1.02 

experienced 155 1482 38.56 15.71 92 827 19.05 6.31 1.02 

hs 146 1208 36.32 12.80 11 140 2.28 1.07 1.02 

excellence 126 762 31.35 8.08 43 447 8.90 3.41 1.02 

texas 121 680 30.10 7.21 21 297 4.35 2.26 1.02 

davies 112 486 27.86 5.15 36 218 7.45 1.66 1.02 

accreditation 110 368 27.37 3.90 20 93 4.14 0.71 1.02 

curricular 105 298 26.12 3.16 31 112 6.42 0.85 1.02 

oo 100 161 24.88 1.71 16 21 3.31 0.16 1.02 

mum 100 172 24.88 1.82 48 57 9.94 0.43 1.02 

ect 95 98 23.64 1.04 34 37 7.04 0.28 1.02 

twitter 93 3 23.14 0.03 8 3 1.66 0.02 1.02 

usa 316 5230 78.62 55.43 118 1708 24.43 13.02 1.02 

beneficial 192 2382 47.77 25.25 124 1385 25.67 10.56 1.02 

rationale 185 2233 46.03 23.67 101 1250 20.91 9.53 1.02 

dataset 160 1651 39.81 17.50 55 469 11.39 3.58 1.02 

stratum 143 1207 35.58 12.79 12 346 2.48 2.64 1.02 

underpin 141 1243 35.08 13.17 64 760 13.25 5.79 1.02 

typology 133 993 33.09 10.52 26 380 5.38 2.90 1.02 

advocacy 129 972 32.09 10.30 61 321 12.63 2.45 1.02 

visualization 119 743 29.61 7.87 28 356 5.80 2.71 1.02 

tier 118 704 29.36 7.46 16 185 3.31 1.41 1.02 

ee 115 655 28.61 6.94 29 91 6.00 0.69 1.02 

sis 110 462 27.37 4.90 29 106 6.00 0.81 1.02 

engaging 99 245 24.63 2.60 62 205 12.84 1.56 1.02 

tennessee 95 108 23.64 1.14 12 68 2.48 0.52 1.02 

health-care 95 129 23.64 1.37 18 43 3.73 0.33 1.02 

prioritize 94 161 23.39 1.71 56 119 11.59 0.91 1.02 

wellness 92 64 22.89 0.68 16 30 3.31 0.23 1.02 

mel 91 68 22.64 0.72 8 34 1.66 0.26 1.02 

mde 90 1 22.39 0.01 5 1 1.04 0.01 1.02 

pd 157 1706 39.06 18.08 11 180 2.28 1.37 1.02 
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moderator 114 650 28.36 6.89 26 170 5.38 1.30 1.02 

bloom 103 400 25.63 4.24 25 170 5.18 1.30 1.02 

worldview 101 381 25.13 4.04 26 219 5.38 1.67 1.02 

constructivist 98 310 24.38 3.29 24 117 4.97 0.89 1.02 

ria 90 133 22.39 1.41 7 47 1.45 0.36 1.02 

alumnus 90 144 22.39 1.53 9 41 1.86 0.31 1.02 

turnaround 88 88 21.89 0.93 10 58 2.07 0.44 1.02 

sig 87 92 21.64 0.98 12 27 2.48 0.21 1.02 
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Item 

Frequency 

(focus) 

Frequency 

(reference) 

Relative frequency 

(focus) 

Relative frequency 

(reference) Score 

and program planning 908 0 225.90 0.00 1.23 

evaluation and program 908 0 225.90 0.00 1.23 

evaluation and program 

planning 904 0 224.91 0.00 1.23 

in educational evaluation 653 0 162.46 0.00 1.16 

studies in educational 648 0 161.22 0.00 1.16 

studies in educational 

evaluation 648 0 161.22 0.00 1.16 

theory of change 643 14 159.97 0.15 1.16 

of the program 594 489 147.78 5.18 1.14 

of the evaluation 547 185 136.09 1.96 1.13 

of the intervention 414 295 103.00 3.13 1.10 

new directions for 388 20 96.53 0.21 1.10 

directions for evaluation 385 0 95.78 0.00 1.10 

new directions for 

evaluation 385 0 95.78 0.00 1.10 

the importance of 727 7678 180.87 81.38 1.09 

as well as 1659 28819 412.74 305.44 1.08 

in the evaluation 308 259 76.63 2.75 1.07 

the implementation of 364 1573 90.56 16.67 1.07 

american journal of 273 22 67.92 0.23 1.07 

implementation of the 317 1041 78.87 11.03 1.07 

journal of evaluation 269 0 66.92 0.00 1.07 

american journal of 

evaluation 269 0 66.92 0.00 1.07 

monitoring and evaluation 258 43 64.19 0.46 1.06 

the quality of 414 3549 103.00 37.61 1.06 

of the research 277 1024 68.92 10.85 1.06 

can not be 232 189 57.72 2.00 1.06 

as part of 405 4072 100.76 43.16 1.06 

of the project 264 929 65.68 9.85 1.06 

the purpose of 388 3784 96.53 40.11 1.05 

extent to which 376 3667 93.55 38.86 1.05 

to participate in 282 1557 70.16 16.50 1.05 
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the evaluation process 217 53 53.99 0.56 1.05 

the use of 937 16263 233.12 172.36 1.05 

the impact of 453 5537 112.70 58.68 1.05 

the extent to 363 3608 90.31 38.24 1.05 

the extent to which 362 3606 90.06 38.22 1.05 

the theory of change 195 0 48.51 0.00 1.05 

the theory of 248 1339 61.70 14.19 1.05 

the health professions 191 6 47.52 0.06 1.05 

the evaluation of 227 1051 56.48 11.14 1.05 

of the programme 191 189 47.52 2.00 1.05 

teaching and learning 203 603 50.50 6.39 1.04 

the effectiveness of 259 1907 64.44 20.21 1.04 

of the study 293 2753 72.90 29.18 1.04 

in the field 264 2167 65.68 22.97 1.04 

in the program 179 201 44.53 2.13 1.04 

theories of change 169 0 42.05 0.00 1.04 

need to be 334 3773 83.10 39.99 1.04 

evaluation of the 224 1290 55.73 13.67 1.04 

the research team 171 167 42.54 1.77 1.04 

in this study 530 8369 131.86 88.70 1.04 

understanding of the 344 4122 85.58 43.69 1.04 

the field of 245 1907 60.95 20.21 1.04 

research and evaluation 160 11 39.81 0.12 1.04 

motivation and engagement 159 5 39.56 0.05 1.04 

the current study 242 1967 60.21 20.85 1.04 

impact of the 212 1375 52.74 14.57 1.04 

the control group 205 1162 51.00 12.32 1.04 

more likely to 409 5880 101.76 62.32 1.04 

it is important 341 4379 84.84 46.41 1.04 

the need for 309 3657 76.88 38.76 1.04 

included in the 292 3336 72.65 35.36 1.04 

to assess the 245 2382 60.95 25.25 1.04 

the development of 563 9653 140.07 102.31 1.03 

in the study 267 2939 66.43 31.15 1.03 

the implementation of the 160 491 39.81 5.20 1.03 

to the evaluation 139 85 34.58 0.90 1.03 

et al table 138 0 34.33 0.00 1.03 
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all rights reserved 137 28 34.08 0.30 1.03 

the process of 337 4643 83.84 49.21 1.03 

is important to 306 3967 76.13 42.04 1.03 

a focus on 162 670 40.30 7.10 1.03 

lists available at 133 0 33.09 0.00 1.03 

contents lists available 133 0 33.09 0.00 1.03 

contents lists available at 133 0 33.09 0.00 1.03 

a theory of change 132 5 32.84 0.05 1.03 

of this study 275 3308 68.42 35.06 1.03 

the need to 260 3010 64.69 31.90 1.03 

to ensure that 243 2629 60.46 27.86 1.03 

the needs of 177 1126 44.04 11.93 1.03 

evaluation journal of 130 0 32.34 0.00 1.03 

received in revised 129 0 32.09 0.00 1.03 

journal of australasia 128 0 31.85 0.00 1.03 

in revised form 128 7 31.85 0.07 1.03 

received in revised form 128 0 31.85 0.00 1.03 

evaluation journal of 

australasia 128 0 31.85 0.00 1.03 

independent evaluation 

consulting 127 0 31.60 0.00 1.03 

based on the 691 12865 171.91 136.35 1.03 

validity of the 177 1165 44.04 12.35 1.03 

students in the 151 584 37.57 6.19 1.03 

on how to 148 540 36.82 5.72 1.03 

in higher education 140 332 34.83 3.52 1.03 

the program and 129 83 32.09 0.88 1.03 

treatment and control 129 136 32.09 1.44 1.03 

informal stem education 126 0 31.35 0.00 1.03 

the evaluation team 123 6 30.60 0.06 1.03 

in terms of 952 18920 236.85 200.53 1.03 

in this article 261 3164 64.93 33.53 1.03 

a lack of 213 2129 52.99 22.56 1.03 

participate in the 168 1086 41.80 11.51 1.03 

of an evaluation 121 33 30.10 0.35 1.03 

data collection and 129 240 32.09 2.54 1.03 
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american evaluation 

association 117 5 29.11 0.05 1.03 

in relation to 371 5932 92.30 62.87 1.03 

it is important to 273 3666 67.92 38.85 1.03 

version of the 234 2739 58.22 29.03 1.03 

to improve the 174 1422 43.29 15.07 1.03 

a theory of 147 788 36.57 8.35 1.03 

participated in the 146 726 36.32 7.69 1.03 

to complete the 143 727 35.58 7.71 1.03 

participating in the 133 442 33.09 4.68 1.03 

the treatment group 119 186 29.61 1.97 1.03 

of a program 116 99 28.86 1.05 1.03 

professional learning 

communities 114 11 28.36 0.12 1.03 

check for updates 113 0 28.11 0.00 1.03 

the logic model 113 0 28.11 0.00 1.03 

the findings of 167 1358 41.55 14.39 1.03 

purpose of the 160 1146 39.81 12.15 1.03 

in the online 121 259 30.10 2.75 1.03 

years of experience 118 171 29.36 1.81 1.03 

elsevier ltd. all 109 0 27.12 0.00 1.03 

ltd. all rights 109 5 27.12 0.05 1.03 

elsevier ltd. all rights 109 0 27.12 0.00 1.03 

ltd. all rights reserved 109 5 27.12 0.05 1.03 

of evaluation in 107 9 26.62 0.10 1.03 

in the community 133 666 33.09 7.06 1.03 

and implementation of 117 268 29.11 2.84 1.03 

knowledge and skills 115 265 28.61 2.81 1.03 

we can not 106 42 26.37 0.45 1.03 

online version of 105 39 26.12 0.41 1.03 

at least one 235 3120 58.47 33.07 1.03 

of this article 185 1970 46.03 20.88 1.03 

to what extent 148 1127 36.82 11.94 1.03 

perceptions of the 133 748 33.09 7.93 1.03 

to participate in the 127 631 31.60 6.69 1.03 

the online version 104 47 25.87 0.50 1.03 

evaluation as a 102 11 25.38 0.12 1.03 
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in the online version 100 26 24.88 0.28 1.03 

a lot of 170 1669 42.29 17.69 1.02 

as part of the 169 1638 42.05 17.36 1.02 

to focus on 159 1453 39.56 15.40 1.02 

the opportunity to 158 1452 39.31 15.39 1.02 

participation in the 133 807 33.09 8.55 1.02 

of the school 126 670 31.35 7.10 1.02 

and how to 113 394 28.11 4.18 1.02 

of public health 103 143 25.63 1.52 1.02 

the online version of 99 33 24.63 0.35 1.02 

field of evaluation 98 0 24.38 0.00 1.02 

the field of evaluation 96 0 23.88 0.00 1.02 

a range of 265 3935 65.93 41.71 1.02 

a total of 226 3047 56.23 32.29 1.02 

were asked to 173 1877 43.04 19.89 1.02 

would like to 156 1414 38.81 14.99 1.02 

based on their 135 988 33.59 10.47 1.02 

in the classroom 120 622 29.85 6.59 1.02 

of data collection 105 272 26.12 2.88 1.02 

at the school 102 215 25.38 2.28 1.02 

for the evaluation 102 243 25.38 2.58 1.02 

in the outcome 96 106 23.88 1.12 1.02 

the evaluation and 95 45 23.64 0.48 1.02 

online version of the 93 8 23.14 0.08 1.02 

use of evaluation 91 0 22.64 0.00 1.02 

the american evaluation 91 0 22.64 0.00 1.02 

each of the 387 6873 96.28 72.84 1.02 

aspects of the 198 2513 49.26 26.63 1.02 

to understand the 187 2250 46.52 23.85 1.02 

in the current 185 2198 46.03 23.30 1.02 

the purpose of the 122 817 30.35 8.66 1.02 

in the research 108 415 26.87 4.40 1.02 

in line with 186 2343 46.28 24.83 1.02 

this study was 153 1601 38.06 16.97 1.02 

the benefits of 145 1347 36.07 14.28 1.02 

to develop a 141 1276 35.08 13.52 1.02 

the impact of the 128 990 31.85 10.49 1.02 
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the program is 90 95 22.39 1.01 1.02 

to the program 90 95 22.39 1.01 1.02 

of an intervention 87 70 21.64 0.74 1.02 

evaluation in the 86 30 21.40 0.32 1.02 

the intervention and 85 41 21.15 0.43 1.02 

the majority of 260 4153 64.69 44.02 1.02 

were able to 178 2219 44.28 23.52 1.02 

the success of 143 1485 35.58 15.74 1.02 

to address the 131 1169 32.59 12.39 1.02 

in the field of 126 1006 31.35 10.66 1.02 

needs of the 103 560 25.63 5.94 1.02 

of the training 101 437 25.13 4.63 1.02 

an evaluation of 93 264 23.14 2.80 1.02 

and control groups 88 214 21.89 2.27 1.02 

the evaluation center 82 0 20.40 0.00 1.02 

to the intervention 82 80 20.40 0.85 1.02 

independent evaluation 

consultants 81 0 20.15 0.00 1.02 

of evaluation use 80 0 19.90 0.00 1.02 

the american evaluation 

association 80 0 19.90 0.00 1.02 

of australasia i 79 0 19.65 0.00 1.02 

journal of australasia i 79 0 19.65 0.00 1.02 

focused on the 152 1742 37.82 18.46 1.02 

the inclusion of 134 1362 33.34 14.44 1.02 

to contribute to 116 885 28.86 9.38 1.02 

the development and 101 521 25.13 5.52 1.02 

of the survey 100 500 24.88 5.30 1.02 

the outcomes of 94 446 23.39 4.73 1.02 

of the treatment 89 282 22.14 2.99 1.02 

quantitative and qualitative 83 179 20.65 1.90 1.02 

the program was 81 93 20.15 0.99 1.02 

of the journal 80 112 19.90 1.19 1.02 

ethnic minority groups 77 48 19.16 0.51 1.02 

et al evaluation 75 0 18.66 0.00 1.02 

the context of 385 7226 95.78 76.59 1.02 

were used to 183 2574 45.53 27.28 1.02 
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in the process 166 2145 41.30 22.73 1.02 

the university of 159 1955 39.56 20.72 1.02 

to evaluate the 158 2017 39.31 21.38 1.02 

quality of the 147 1726 36.57 18.29 1.02 

degree to which 138 1481 34.33 15.70 1.02 

the degree to 136 1426 33.84 15.11 1.02 

the degree to which 136 1424 33.84 15.09 1.02 

shown in table 131 1365 32.59 14.47 1.02 

to support the 127 1223 31.60 12.96 1.02 

to respond to 120 1120 29.85 11.87 1.02 

for this study 113 953 28.11 10.10 1.02 

what are the 105 749 26.12 7.94 1.02 

and how they 99 627 24.63 6.65 1.02 

data were collected 93 519 23.14 5.50 1.02 

in the school 91 459 22.64 4.86 1.02 

reliability of the 91 476 22.64 5.04 1.02 

of the findings 89 412 22.14 4.37 1.02 

in the project 86 300 21.40 3.18 1.02 

how and why 84 237 20.90 2.51 1.02 

evaluation of a 81 160 20.15 1.70 1.02 

qualitative and quantitative 80 159 19.90 1.69 1.02 

in the intervention 79 107 19.65 1.13 1.02 

article reuse guidelines 74 0 18.41 0.00 1.02 

evaluation capacity building 73 0 18.16 0.00 1.02 

in math and 73 15 18.16 0.16 1.02 

of evaluation and 73 42 18.16 0.45 1.02 

the intervention was 73 57 18.16 0.60 1.02 

teacher evaluation system 72 0 17.91 0.00 1.02 

al evaluation and 72 0 17.91 0.00 1.02 

et al evaluation and 72 0 17.91 0.00 1.02 

al evaluation and program 72 0 17.91 0.00 1.02 

program planning journal 71 0 17.66 0.00 1.02 

planning journal homepage 71 0 17.66 0.00 1.02 

program planning journal 

homepage 71 0 17.66 0.00 1.02 

and program planning 

journal 71 0 17.66 0.00 1.02 
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of the data 175 2449 43.54 25.96 1.02 

development of the 172 2363 42.79 25.04 1.02 

assessment of the 117 1088 29.11 11.53 1.02 

of the process 117 1110 29.11 11.76 1.02 

the types of 115 1038 28.61 11.00 1.02 

review of the 112 976 27.86 10.34 1.02 

an opportunity to 108 896 26.87 9.50 1.02 

and use of 105 851 26.12 9.02 1.02 

the assessment of 100 708 24.88 7.50 1.02 

the case study 91 484 22.64 5.13 1.02 

to work with 91 526 22.64 5.57 1.02 

to better understand 90 485 22.39 5.14 1.02 

a case study 85 354 21.15 3.75 1.02 

about how to 84 402 20.90 4.26 1.02 

to reflect on 80 277 19.90 2.94 1.02 

interviews were conducted 79 268 19.65 2.84 1.02 

outcomes of the 78 194 19.41 2.06 1.02 

who participated in 78 253 19.41 2.68 1.02 

department of education 76 168 18.91 1.78 1.02 

collection and analysis 75 132 18.66 1.40 1.02 

measurement error in 73 82 18.16 0.87 1.02 

in an evaluation 71 29 17.66 0.31 1.02 

the implementation process 71 33 17.66 0.35 1.02 

math and science 71 36 17.66 0.38 1.02 

classroom disorder oss 70 0 17.42 0.00 1.02 

reflection and feedback 70 0 17.42 0.00 1.02 

professional identity 

tensions 69 0 17.17 0.00 1.02 

version of the journal 69 0 17.17 0.00 1.02 

from ethnic minority 67 13 16.67 0.14 1.02 

well as the 322 5993 80.11 63.52 1.02 

as well as the 322 5959 80.11 63.16 1.02 

may not be 213 3422 52.99 36.27 1.02 

focus on the 184 2797 45.78 29.64 1.02 

different types of 153 2094 38.06 22.19 1.02 

less likely to 138 1725 34.33 18.28 1.02 

the validity of 134 1601 33.34 16.97 1.02 
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the potential to 118 1239 29.36 13.13 1.02 

to explore the 117 1260 29.11 13.35 1.02 

a need for 91 638 22.64 6.76 1.02 

to develop the 82 435 20.40 4.61 1.02 

to implement the 80 383 19.90 4.06 1.02 

the design and 80 383 19.90 4.06 1.02 

of the course 79 350 19.65 3.71 1.02 

of higher education 75 292 18.66 3.09 1.02 

how to use 74 250 18.41 2.65 1.02 

ministry of education 73 201 18.16 2.13 1.02 

of change and 72 151 17.91 1.60 1.02 

of research and 72 158 17.91 1.67 1.02 

funded by the 72 160 17.91 1.70 1.02 

number of students 71 185 17.66 1.96 1.02 

the treatment effect 69 89 17.17 0.94 1.02 

design and implementation 69 111 17.17 1.18 1.02 

the research process 69 142 17.17 1.51 1.02 

data collection and analysis 69 93 17.17 0.99 1.02 

that the evaluation 68 41 16.92 0.43 1.02 

students who are 68 129 16.92 1.37 1.02 

from ethnic minority groups 66 5 16.42 0.05 1.02 

of evaluative metrics 65 0 16.17 0.00 1.02 

the programme theory 64 16 15.92 0.17 1.02 

in informal stem 63 0 15.67 0.00 1.02 

the results of 383 7438 95.29 78.83 1.02 

related to the 335 6382 83.34 67.64 1.02 

involved in the 216 3622 53.74 38.39 1.02 

characteristics of the 162 2324 40.30 24.63 1.02 

to identify the 142 1875 35.33 19.87 1.02 

the design of 132 1630 32.84 17.28 1.02 

provided by the 128 1582 31.85 16.77 1.02 

data from the 123 1419 30.60 15.04 1.02 

this study is 111 1162 27.62 12.32 1.02 

can lead to 111 1205 27.62 12.77 1.02 

on their own 100 918 24.88 9.73 1.02 

a review of 93 802 23.14 8.50 1.02 

of the impact 84 513 20.90 5.44 1.02 
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internal and external 80 494 19.90 5.24 1.02 

of health and 74 304 18.41 3.22 1.02 

the findings from 74 304 18.41 3.22 1.02 

of students in 71 212 17.66 2.25 1.02 

the impacts of 71 272 17.66 2.88 1.02 

strengths and weaknesses 70 240 17.42 2.54 1.02 

schools in the 69 236 17.17 2.50 1.02 

findings from the 69 240 17.17 2.54 1.02 

in the implementation 67 200 16.67 2.12 1.02 

in this issue 64 105 15.92 1.11 1.02 

like to thank 64 132 15.92 1.40 1.02 

on student achievement 63 26 15.67 0.28 1.02 

in high school 63 87 15.67 0.92 1.02 

measurement error in the 62 36 15.43 0.38 1.02 

students'' perceptions of 60 0 14.93 0.00 1.02 

corresponding author at 60 0 14.93 0.00 1.02 

of principal turnover 60 0 14.93 0.00 1.02 

in informal stem education 60 0 14.93 0.00 1.02 

culture of impact 59 0 14.68 0.00 1.02 

research and innovation 59 13 14.68 0.14 1.02 

be able to 262 4773 65.18 50.59 1.01 

the lack of 252 4492 62.70 47.61 1.01 

in the literature 210 3520 52.25 37.31 1.01 

needs to be 178 2838 44.28 30.08 1.01 

are more likely to 152 2244 37.82 23.78 1.01 

one or more 134 1753 33.34 18.58 1.01 

to engage in 124 1569 30.85 16.63 1.01 

the characteristics of 122 1498 30.35 15.88 1.01 

they did not 121 1538 30.10 16.30 1.01 

i do n''t 116 1394 28.86 14.77 1.01 

a sample of 110 1212 27.37 12.85 1.01 

the quality of the 108 1188 26.87 12.59 1.01 

participants in the 106 1118 26.37 11.85 1.01 

this article is 100 1054 24.88 11.17 1.01 

the department of 90 807 22.39 8.55 1.01 

the study was 87 735 21.64 7.79 1.01 

the ministry of 84 679 20.90 7.20 1.01 
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a need to 79 535 19.65 5.67 1.01 

of the items 75 402 18.66 4.26 1.01 

of the policy 74 366 18.41 3.88 1.01 

findings of the 72 410 17.91 4.35 1.01 

the needs of the 71 348 17.66 3.69 1.01 

theory and practice 69 256 17.17 2.71 1.01 

study was conducted 69 300 17.17 3.18 1.01 

error in the 68 268 16.92 2.84 1.01 

reliability and validity 67 214 16.67 2.27 1.01 

the first author 66 215 16.42 2.28 1.01 

skills and knowledge 64 133 15.92 1.41 1.01 

the focus group 63 129 15.67 1.37 1.01 

the data collection 63 200 15.67 2.12 1.01 

of the projects 62 106 15.43 1.12 1.01 

and professional 

development 60 59 14.93 0.63 1.01 

the sustainability of 60 109 14.93 1.16 1.01 

the research and 60 125 14.93 1.32 1.01 

critical thinking skills 59 30 14.68 0.32 1.01 

on the evaluation 59 72 14.68 0.76 1.01 

of program evaluation 58 0 14.43 0.00 1.01 

evaluation in informal 58 0 14.43 0.00 1.01 

treatment and control 

groups 58 53 14.43 0.56 1.01 

group concept mapping 57 0 14.18 0.00 1.01 

evaluation theory and 57 0 14.18 0.00 1.01 

approaches to evaluation 57 6 14.18 0.06 1.01 

and engagement in 57 32 14.18 0.34 1.01 

al studies in 56 0 13.93 0.00 1.01 

et al studies 56 0 13.93 0.00 1.01 

et al studies in 56 0 13.93 0.00 1.01 

al studies in educational 56 0 13.93 0.00 1.01 

for evaluators to 55 0 13.68 0.00 1.01 

the action plans 55 0 13.68 0.00 1.01 

a logic model 55 6 13.68 0.06 1.01 

evaluation in informal stem 55 0 13.68 0.00 1.01 

was used to 232 4196 57.72 44.47 1.01 
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the type of 167 2696 41.55 28.57 1.01 

are more likely 162 2501 40.30 26.51 1.01 

the complexity of 125 1644 31.10 17.42 1.01 

the focus of 125 1705 31.10 18.07 1.01 

that could be 119 1522 29.61 16.13 1.01 

purpose of this 108 1320 26.87 13.99 1.01 

the literature on 103 1154 25.63 12.23 1.01 

what is the 102 1159 25.38 12.28 1.01 

focuses on the 101 1099 25.13 11.65 1.01 

to meet the 94 934 23.39 9.90 1.01 

in the current study 89 866 22.14 9.18 1.01 

an overview of 84 726 20.90 7.69 1.01 

do n''t know 83 666 20.65 7.06 1.01 

effectiveness of the 81 658 20.15 6.97 1.01 

of the literature 79 645 19.65 6.84 1.01 

the achievement of 72 440 17.91 4.66 1.01 

of change in 69 383 17.17 4.06 1.01 

the delivery of 69 386 17.17 4.09 1.01 

and how it 69 402 17.17 4.26 1.01 

was conducted in 68 344 16.92 3.65 1.01 

to identify and 68 390 16.92 4.13 1.01 

of the authors 63 293 15.67 3.11 1.01 

aligned with the 62 236 15.43 2.50 1.01 

confirmatory factor analysis 62 260 15.43 2.76 1.01 

to engage with 62 260 15.43 2.76 1.01 

and evaluation of 61 184 15.18 1.95 1.01 

of the instrument 61 203 15.18 2.15 1.01 

health and social 60 153 14.93 1.62 1.01 

of the assessment 60 176 14.93 1.87 1.01 

of the implementation 60 187 14.93 1.98 1.01 

to guide the 60 211 14.93 2.24 1.01 

to the research 59 186 14.68 1.97 1.01 

department of health 59 187 14.68 1.98 1.01 

a culture of 59 201 14.68 2.13 1.01 

the school level 57 87 14.18 0.92 1.01 

the treatment and 57 111 14.18 1.18 1.01 

for the program 56 59 13.93 0.63 1.01 
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in the programme 56 65 13.93 0.69 1.01 

stakeholders in the 56 79 13.93 0.84 1.01 

by the program 56 82 13.93 0.87 1.01 

and outcomes of 56 87 13.93 0.92 1.01 

the school year 56 132 13.93 1.40 1.01 

evaluation is a 55 22 13.68 0.23 1.01 

that the program 55 90 13.68 0.95 1.01 

of the logic 55 92 13.68 0.98 1.01 

the data team 54 0 13.43 0.00 1.01 

the ise field 54 0 13.43 0.00 1.01 

i i i 54 31 13.43 0.33 1.01 

the program to 54 68 13.43 0.72 1.01 

development and 

implementation 54 72 13.43 0.76 1.01 

standardized achievement 

tests 53 0 13.19 0.00 1.01 

of change for 53 23 13.19 0.24 1.01 

error in the outcome 53 0 13.19 0.00 1.01 

belcher et al. 52 0 12.94 0.00 1.01 

of evaluation as 52 4 12.94 0.04 1.01 

health and wellness 52 19 12.94 0.20 1.01 

of evaluation systems 51 0 12.69 0.00 1.01 

the evaluation field 51 0 12.69 0.00 1.01 

of evaluation is 51 7 12.69 0.07 1.01 

the aim of 128 1853 31.85 19.64 1.01 

the development of the 109 1398 27.12 14.82 1.01 

the purpose of this 97 1155 24.13 12.24 1.01 

ensure that the 95 1039 23.64 11.01 1.01 

who did not 93 1030 23.14 10.92 1.01 

a way to 93 1032 23.14 10.94 1.01 

presented in table 85 884 21.15 9.37 1.01 

to ensure that the 84 818 20.90 8.67 1.01 

over the course 83 790 20.65 8.37 1.01 

extent to which the 83 770 20.65 8.16 1.01 

over the course of 83 787 20.65 8.34 1.01 

of the students 77 684 19.16 7.25 1.01 

focus of the 74 597 18.41 6.33 1.01 
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to understand how 74 604 18.41 6.40 1.01 

we were able 73 541 18.16 5.73 1.01 

of the respondents 73 547 18.16 5.80 1.01 

we were able to 73 536 18.16 5.68 1.01 

in the treatment 72 585 17.91 6.20 1.01 

is a need 69 478 17.17 5.07 1.01 

there is a need 69 464 17.17 4.92 1.01 

the social sciences 68 412 16.92 4.37 1.01 

at the individual 65 401 16.17 4.25 1.01 

randomly assigned to 63 389 15.67 4.12 1.01 

developed by the 61 303 15.18 3.21 1.01 

to develop and 60 302 14.93 3.20 1.01 

teachers in the 58 196 14.43 2.08 1.01 

the challenges of 58 231 14.43 2.45 1.01 

positive effects on 56 134 13.93 1.42 1.01 

with a focus 56 170 13.93 1.80 1.01 

of the curriculum 56 179 13.93 1.90 1.01 

of the framework 55 178 13.68 1.89 1.01 

validity and reliability 54 108 13.43 1.14 1.01 

would like to thank 54 108 13.43 1.14 1.01 

social sciences and 53 71 13.19 0.75 1.01 

the project team 53 110 13.19 1.17 1.01 

findings from this 53 141 13.19 1.49 1.01 

policy and practice 53 146 13.19 1.55 1.01 

did not meet 52 134 12.94 1.42 1.01 

with mental illness 51 31 12.69 0.33 1.01 

after the intervention 51 59 12.69 0.63 1.01 

roles and responsibilities 51 78 12.69 0.83 1.01 

available at studies 50 0 12.44 0.00 1.01 

at studies in 50 0 12.44 0.00 1.01 

of assessment quality 50 0 12.44 0.00 1.01 

types of evaluation 50 6 12.44 0.06 1.01 

and the evaluation 50 52 12.44 0.55 1.01 

public health and 50 70 12.44 0.74 1.01 

available at studies in 50 0 12.44 0.00 1.01 

lists available at studies 50 0 12.44 0.00 1.01 

at studies in educational 50 0 12.44 0.00 1.01 
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approach to evaluation 49 0 12.19 0.00 1.01 

the program theory 49 4 12.19 0.04 1.01 

optimal sample allocation 48 0 11.94 0.00 1.01 
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