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Abstract: Analysis of  the knowledge structure and the evolution of  research topics in specific areas has been 
the focus of  information science (IS). Such analysis helps to enrich interested researchers’ understanding of  the 
functions, activities and evolving constraints of  the knowledge domain. This study aims to investigate the 
knowledge domain associated with the vulnerability assessment in the context of  climate change (VACC) re-
search in this fast-growing field between January 1991 and December 2017. A bibliometric approach, along with 
CiteSpace software, was used to identify and visualize thematic patterns, landmark articles and emerging trends. 
The data used for the bibliometric analysis include 6,584 original research articles and reviews published between 
1991 and 2017. The results indicate that the number of  documents pertaining to VACC presented a general 
growth trend over the last twenty-seven years. Climatic Change was the most productive journal. Among countries, 
the USA, England and Australia predominated, and the University of  Chinese Academy of  Sciences and U.S. 
Geological Survey were the two institutions with the largest amount of  VACC research. Existing studies in the 
field of  VACC research have focused primarily on environmental sciences. Importantly, emerging trends in 
VACC research have shifted away from vulnerability assessments of  natural ecosystems based on model simula-
tion methods in the context of  climate change toward indicator-based assessments of  social ecosystem vulner-
ability, adaptive capacity and resilience under multidimensional stressors and shocks, which are likely to define 
the new frontier in the field of  VACC research. 
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1.0 Introduction  
 
Recent evidence and predictions indicate that climate 
change is accelerating and will lead to wide-ranging shifts 
in climate variables, which will in turn result in novel con-
ditions that challenge people’s ability to adapt over the 
coming decades (IPCC 2015) and thereby exacerbate the 
current vulnerability and inequalities of  human ecosys-
tems (Lioubimtseva 2015). In other words, climate change 
is becoming a truly global social and environmental issue 
with vast international spillovers. Although adaptation (i.e., 
adjusting to address ongoing and future climate changes) 
is increasingly recognized as an urgent and necessary com-
plement to greenhouse gas emissions reductions, the iden-
tification of  suitable adaptation strategies must start with 
an assessment of  vulnerability (Ford and Smit 2004). 

Vulnerability is defined as the degree to which a system 
is susceptible to the adverse consequences of  climate 
change or is unable to cope with its adverse effects and is 
dependent on exposure, sensitivity and adaptive capacity 
(IPCC 2008). Assessing the vulnerability assessments of  
species, ecosystems and resource-dependent industries or 
communities to climate change is conducive to exploring 
structural weaknesses that make a system vulnerable 
(Tonmoy et al. 2014), identifying effective adaptations and 
prioritizing management approaches that can minimize 
impacts and enhance resilience (Füssel 2007). 

There has been an evolution in thinking on climate 
change vulnerability over the last twenty years (Cutter 
1996; Adger 1999; Füssel 2007), and a range of  approaches 
to assess vulnerability have been proposed and applied, 
e.g., Cinner et al. (2013), Singh and Nair (2014) and Pacifici 
et al. (2015). Given the wide variety of  systems (e.g., agri-
cultural, marine and urban) subject to a number of  possi-
ble climate change and other global stressors, the literature 
relevant to vulnerability assessments in the context of  cli-
mate change (VACC) is highly diverse in terms of  content 
and methodology. Accordingly, the number of  publica-
tions across disciplines (Adger 2006; Joakim et al. 2015) 
and stemming from a number of  different paradigms has 
grown tremendously (e.g., risk assessment, natural disaster 
management, urban planning, food security, etc.). As a re-
sult, obtaining the main directions, findings, and method-
ologies from this body of  work is an important, but not 
trivial, task for individual researchers and research teams 
to remain abreast of  key developments in VACC. 

However, little attention has been given to the objective 
and quantitative depiction of  the knowledge domain and 
emerging trends in VACC research thus far. Existing sur-
veys often focus on specific VACC subfields and themes. 
Tonmoy et al. (2014) discussed the methodological chal-
lenges facing indicator-based vulnerability assessment. 
Giupponi and Biscaro (2015) analyzed the evolution of  the 

vulnerability concept in the research streams of  climate 
change adaptation and disaster risk reduction. McDowell 
et al. (2016) analyzed systematically published articles re-
lated to community-level climate change vulnerability as-
sessments. Räsänen et al. (2016) reviewed human vulnera-
bility under multiple processes. Singh et al. (2017) compre-
hensively reviewed the knowledge progress of  VACC in 
India. Otto et al. (2017) discussed in-depth social vulnera-
bility to climate change. Jurgilevich (2017) systematically 
reviewed the dynamics of  the individual components in 
climate risk and vulnerability assessments. Although these 
fertile surveys offered a focused (and in-depth) perspec-
tive, they cover only a fraction of  the published articles, 
did not provide an overall picture of  the VACC literature 
and consisted of  limited time windows that do not 
properly captivate temporal trends in VACC research. In 
addition, the majority of  the literature surveys are qualita-
tive and personalized. This approach tends to lead to over- 
or under-valuation of  the contributions of  certain schol-
ars, intentionally or unintentionally. 

Scientific advance is essentially a dynamic and cumula-
tive process, as any contribution to a given research field 
must build upon previous theoretical approaches, research 
methods and research findings (Shafique 2012). In addi-
tion, as an interdisciplinary society, the intellectual pro-
gress of  a problem solving-oriented knowledge domain is 
influenced by not only the inner intellectual research tradi-
tion/paradigm/research program of  this research com-
munity itself  (Kuhn 1962; Lakatos et al. 1978) but also the 
developments in neighboring and related knowledge do-
mains (Liu et al. 2015). As an interdisciplinary field, bibli-
ometrics is the application of  quantitative tools to the 
study of  scientific communications (Leydesdorff  1995) 
and has a strong connection with libraries and information 
science (LIS). In this field, bibliometric maps generated 
based on co-citation data, may serve information retrieval 
and show relations between authors, documents and jour-
nals (Mazzocchi 2018). Hjørland (2013) studied the rela-
tionship between citation analysis and knowledge organi-
zation and pointed out that the mapping relationship 
based on co-citation analysis can be used to represent the 
social knowledge organization system. Nowadays, biblio-
metric mapping has become a form of  competing or a 
supplementary approach to knowledge organization 
(Hjørland 2016), and a dominating method of  research on 
the relationship between research fields, especially in do-
main-analytic studies on discovering ontological bases and 
analyzing the evolution of  academic communities (Smi-
raglia 2015). Meireles et al. (2014) identified the cluster of  
authors and documents by referenced references using do-
main analysis methods. Their analysis, both concerning in-
ner structure, evolution over time, and their implementa-
tion in information spaces is important to better under- 
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stand how knowledge is produced and can be navigated 
through (Scharnhorst et al. 2016; Wolfram 2016). 

In this present study, we aim to investigate the 
knowledge domain associated with the VACC research and 
identify thematic patterns, landmark articles and emerging 
trends in this fast-growing field between January 1991 and 
December 2017. As for the analytical tools, this research 
chooses the information visualization software CiteSpace. 
CiteSpace is a scientometric software to generate and ana-
lyze networks of  co-cited references based on biblio-
graphic (Chen 2006). This quantitative research method 
analyzes the VACC research from a broader and more di-
verse range of  relevant topics than the conventional ex-
pert-compiled review approach (Chen et al. 2014). Al- 
hough this work is not structured as an exhaustive analysis 
of  VACC related literature, it does illustrate the utility of  
bibliometric techniques for exploring hidden knowledge 
spaces since it can draw a scientific knowledge map of  a 
particular field by producing and analyzing the co-occur-
rence network of  key words and subject categories (co-
word analysis) as well as co-citation networks of  authors, 
documents and journals (co-citation analysis). Such a bib-
liometric analysis is helped to enrich the contextual under-
standing of  the functions, activities, shared semantics, and 
evolving constraints of  VACC knowledge domains (Smi-
raglia 2015), meanwhile, is beneficial for the monitoring or 
scientific developments, investigating its transformation, 
and predicting future research trends (Zhao et al. 2017; 
Chen et al. 2012). In particular, this technique offers re-
searchers, particularly research students and ‘‘newcomers’’ 
to the field, a more comprehensive picture of  its overall 
intellectual development. 
 
2.0 Methodology 
 
2.1 Data collection 
 
The data used for the bibliometric analysis were collected 
from the Social Science Citation Index (SSCI) and Science 
Citation Index Expanded (SCI-E) via Web of  Science 
(WoS) (http://webofknowledge.com). Before performing 
a topic search in WoS, we reviewed previous literature 
(Singh et al. 2017; Räsänen et al. 2016; Giupponi and Bis-
caro 2015; Mcdowell et al. 2016) to identify the key terms. 
This search term included TOPIC: (vulnerab*) AND (cli-
mat*) AND (evaluat* OR assess*). A record was consid-
ered relevant if  any of  its terms were found in the title, 
abstract or keyword fields of  the record. The queries re-
sulted in 7,474 records as of  December 31, 2017. Filtering 
out less representative record types, such as proceedings 
papers and notes (as the major document types are peer-
reviewed journal articles with references) enables the intel-
lectual roots of  the field under study to be traced. The da- 

taset was reduced to 6,584 original research and review ar-
ticles. Our selection of  the search engines might have ex-
cluded some relevant papers, but we consider the sample 
analyzed here to be sufficiently large to gain a systematic 
overview of  the existing literature. The bibliographic rec-
ords (e.g., titles, authors, dates, author addresses, subject 
categories, reference lists) of  the 6,584 journal articles 
were downloaded. Next, we removed duplicates by using 
the native CiteSpace V (version number 5.1.R8 SE.2017) 
function. Finally, the sample of  6,584 articles was exported 
to CiteSpace for further analysis. 
 
2.2 CiteSpace 
 
Although there are many software tools for visualizing 
knowledge domains such as HistCite, Vosviewer, Bibexcel 
and Science of  Science (Sci2) Tool, few tools are particu-
larly designed to generate a systematic review of  a fast-
moving and complex field (Hou et al. 2018), especially with 
function of  facilitating the detection and interpretation of  
emerging trends and transition patterns of  non-field ex-
pert analysts (Chen et al. 2014). CiteSpace, which is based 
on co-citation theory and the critical path algorithm and is 
a freely available software package (http://cluster.is-
chool.drexel.edu/~cchen/citespace/), developed by Dr. 
Chaomei Chen, is one of  the more balanced and powerful 
software packages. The application can construct biblio-
metric networks at different times, including identifying 
rapidly growing topical areas and citation hotspots. In ad-
dition, it can be used to detect and visualize burst terms 
and betweenness centrality to identify emerging trends and 
radical changes, and turning points, respectively (Chen 
2004; Chen 2006). 
 
3.0 Empirical results 
 
3.1 Publication analysis 
 
The publication analysis is shown in Figure 1. Overall, the 
number of  publications on VACC research exhibited an 
increasing trend during 1991-2017. More specifically, the 
period of  1991-2001 exhibited slow growth, with 210 re-
lated journal articles in eleven years. Then, the annual num-
ber of  VACC studies in journal articles increased dramati-
cally from forty-one articles in 2002 to 978 articles in 2017. 
Interestingly, the number of  articles in the late twentieth 
century fluctuated dramatically between 1991 and 1999. 
This number declined abruptly from five in 1992 to one in 
1993, then jumped to thirty-five and dropped to seventeen 
in the following four years before seeing a stable increase 
after 2001. These variations imply that VACC research did 
not receive continued and increasing attention from schol-
ars until the new millennium. This period was considered 
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representative because of  the surge in vulnerability re-
search following the 2001 IPCC report. 
 
3.2 Subject categories and journals 
 
The disciplinary composition of  a given research field re-
veals the extent to which the research field is shaped by the 
confluence of  disciplines and their respective roles. Ac-
cording to the database, the output data of  publications on 
energy were distributed among more than 100 subject cat-
egories. Environmental sciences was the most common 
category (37.00% of  all publications), followed by meteor-
ology atmospheric sciences (16.50%), geosciences multi-
disciplinary (13.36%) and biodiversity conservation 
(7.35%). Other important disciplines include geography 
and civil engineering. 

The 6,584 papers are published in more than 500 jour-
nals. Climatic Change ranks first in the number of  publica-
tions (265, 4.02%), followed by Natural Hazards (171, 
2.60%), Global Environmental Change—Human and Policy Di-
mensions (151, 2.29%), PLOS One (134, 2.04%) and Regional 
Environmental Change (134, 2.04%). Other important jour-
nals include Global Change Biology Environmental Research Let-
ters, Science of  the Total Environment, Mitigation and Adaptation 
Strategies for Global Change and Environmental Science Policy. 
The top ten most productive journals are leading journals 
in the field of  VACC. 
 
3.3  Major contributing countries/territories and  

institutions for the VACC field  
 
Cooperation is an important component of  scientific re- 
search and stems from the complexity of  the problem, dy- 

namics of  knowledge growth and professionalism of  do- 
main knowledge. An individual scientist can seldom provide 
all of  the expertise and resources necessary to address com-
plex research problems (Hara et al. 2003). Therefore, we 
generated a network based on the authors’ institutions and 
countries using CiteSpace. A timespan from 1991 to 2017 
with a time slice of  one year was selected for the analysis, 
and the top fifty most frequently occurring items from each 
slice were chosen. Figure 2 plots the co-occurrence relation-
ship of  countries/territories and institutes related to VACC 
research after simplification by Pathfinder network scaling. 
Together with the minimum spanning tree algorithm, this is 
a structural modeling technique commonly used to elimi-
nate redundant or counterintuitive connections and retain 
the most salient ones (Samoylenko et al. 2006). The network 
consisted of  253 nodes and 352 links; each node represents 
a “country/territory” or “institute,” and each link between 
them indicates their collaborative relations. A spectrum of  
colors indicates the temporal orders of  co-occurrence links 
among countries or institutes, with the oldest in blue and 
newest in orange. The purple circles demonstrate key studies 
with a high centrality above 0.1, and a thicker circle shows a 
higher level of  between centrality. 

This figure illustrates that the major contributions in 
terms of  total publication output primarily originate from 
the USA, England and Australia, which published more 
than 3,600 articles (54.85% of  all publications), demon-
strating strength in VACC research. Regarding the publica-
tion distribution, 2,111 papers are from the USA, followed 
by 752 from England, 748 from Australia, 596 from Ger-
many, 543 from Canada, 454 from China, 385 from Spain, 
358 from Italy, 358 from the Netherlands and 338 from 
France. Large numbers of  VACC publications imply that 

 

Figure 1. Number of  publications in VACC area from 1991 to 2017. 
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VACC has been widely established in these countries. In-
terestingly, England was the first country to participate in 
VACC research (in 1991), whereas the USA was the largest 
publication contributor. 

In addition, Figure 2 identifies the contributions of  and 
relationships among research institutions in the knowledge 
domain, as indicated by straight lines and circular nodes. Re-
search progress is highly active at institutions in the USA, 
particularly from the U.S. Geological Survey (134 publica-
tions), U.S. Forest Service (eighty-nine publications), Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, NOAA 
(sixty-eight), Washington University (fifty-five) and Colmbia 
University (forty-five), followed by other productive institu-
tions in various countries, including the University of  Chi-
nese Academy of  Sciences, Queensland University (seventy-
seven), Oxford University (seventy-four), James Cook Uni-
versity (seventy-four) and Wageningen University (fifty-
nine). These institutions represent important publication 
centers for VACC research throughout the world and hold 
a dominant position in VACC research. 

Moreover, identification of  the nodes with high be-
tweenness centrality indicates that Germany (0.42), Eng-
land (0.25), Australia (0.21), Japan (0.20), Netherlands 
(0.18) and institutions such as Bayreuth University (Ger-
many, 0.36), University of  Aberdeen (England, 0.28), Har- 
vard University (USA, 0.26), Council for Scientific Re- 
search, CSIC (0.25, Spain), University of  Oxford (0.21, 
England) and University of  Leeds (England, 0.18) have 
held key positions on the critical paths in the research 
power network and have played important roles in the de-
velopment of  VACC research. 

Additionally, as indicated by bursts occurring within the 
past three years (2015–2017), the research outputs from 

such countries/territories as Greece and Taiwan of  China 
as well as institutions, such as the University of  Wisconsin 
(USA) and McGill University (Canada), are expected to 
continue to increase and be deserving of  further attention 
in the future, as bursts are often followed by subsequent 
increasing trends. This analysis provides a significant first 
approach to understanding the diversity of  VACC research 
and a preliminary basis for the selection of  potential part-
ners from among these countries and institutions. 
 
3.4 Co-word analysis 
 
Because keywords provide information about the core 
content of  articles, a co-word analysis can be used to mon-
itor research topics and evolving research frontiers of  a 
knowledge domain. A timespan from 1991 to 2017 with a 
time slice of  two years was chosen for the analysis, and the 
selection criteria was top fifty per-slice with global pruning 
by using the Pathfinder algorithm. The network consisted 
of  223 nodes and 119 links, as shown in Figure 3; each 
node indicates a “keyword,” because the terms ‘‘climate*’’ 
and “vulnerab*” are used as search keywords, it is not sur-
prising that ‘‘climate change’’ and ‘‘vulnerability’’ have the 
largest frequencies of  3,293 and 1,837, respectively. Other 
high frequency keywords include “adaptation” (1111), 
“impact” (962), “model” (688), “management” (640), re-
silience (487), “temperature” (420), “variability” (419), 
“risk” (417), “adaptive capacity” (414), “United States” 
(385), “framework” (354), “climate” (352), “conservation” 
(350), “system” (333), “drought” (321) and “biodiversity” 
(308). These abovementioned keywords have all been top-
ics of  interest in VACC research in the past twenty-seven 
years. 

 

Figure 2. Research power network with 253 nodes and 352 links. 
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Purple rims of  nodes, which indicate pivotal points with 
high betweenness centrality (≥0.1), tend to be intellectual 
turning point keywords. As shown in Figure 3, among the 
keywords with purple circle, “climate change” had the 
highest centrality (1.16), followed by “model” (1.15), “ag-
riculture” (0.75), “sea-level rise” (0.72), “precipitation” 
(0.65), “uncertainty” (0.64), “United States” (0.62), 
“drought” (0.61), “trend” (0.61) and “simulation” (0.60). 
Therefore, VACC research widely studied the use of  the 
“model” and “simulation” methodologies to assess the 
vulnerability of  agriculture to climate change. 

Burst detection can identify burst keywords as indica-
tors of  emerging trends (Chen et al. 2014). Keywords with 
citation bursts mean that this topic received particular at-
tention in academic circles during a certain period. Figure 
4 shows the top sixty keywords with red inner rings, which 
indicate when the frequency changed the most from 1991 
to 2017. In particular, the keywords with the strongest 
burst in the past three years (2015-2017) represent the 
emerging trends in the VACC field. 

Between 1991 and 2000, the keywords of  higher 
strength were the “sea-level rise” (strength is 11.41), which 
experienced a burst from 1996 to 2008, and “pattern” 
(20.00), which experienced a burst from 1999 to 2012. 
Then, the focus was on specific aspects and diverse ap-
proaches that aim to enhance the performance of  VACC, 
such as “Africa” (15.29, 2003-2014), “distribution” (15.66, 
2005-2010), “food security” (19.33, 2009-2012), “social 

ecological system” (16.45, 2010-2012), “flood” (15.70, 
2011-2012), “growth” (20.14, 2011-2014), “resource” 
(15.19, 2013-2014) and “science” (15.57, 2013-2014). 
These keywords were the topics of  interest for VACC re-
search in the past twenty-five years (1991-2014). In the 
past three years (2015-2017), publications with the key-
words “indicator,” “ecosystem service” and “climate 
change adaptation” increased dramatically, implying that 
these keywords are becoming the current research 
hotspots or emerging trends in the VACC field. 
 
3.5 Research clusters in the VACC research field 
 
A document co-citation network is a network of  co-cited 
references and is useful in studies of  the structure, dynam-
ics, and paradigm developments of  a given research field 
(Liu et al. 2015). Co-citation cluster analysis for highly 
cited papers could reveal the underlying intellectual struc-
ture of  a given scientific field and provide beneficial infor-
mation for scientific edge cutting spots (Liu and Chen 
2012). Based on 254,642 academic documents cited in the 
6,584 records from 1991 to 2017, we selected the top fifty 
most cited or occurring items from each two-year time 
slice with global pruning by using the Pathfinder algo-
rithm. In addition, to clarify the development paths of  the 
thirteen clusters and visualize the emerging trends repre-
sented by their principal documents, a co-citation timeline 
visualization was generated based on the different sizes of  

 

Figure 3. Keyword co-occurrence network from 1991 to 2017. 
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the nodes and the evolution of  the cluster colors (see Fig-
ure 5). This network is comprised of  581 nodes and 1,541 
links; 106 clusters were generated with a modularity Q of  
0.8607 and a mean silhouette of  0.3016. Each node repre-
sents one cited document; a larger node indicates a higher 
total co-citation frequency of  the associated reference. 
The link colors correspond directly to the time slice, which 
means that the cold colors represent the early years and the 
warm colors represent the more recent years. Further-
more, the homogeneity of  each cluster is measured by a 
silhouette score ranging from negative one to one, where 
a value of  one represents a perfect separation from other 
clusters. The quality of  the overall division is measured by 
the modularity Q, which ranges from zero to one. A high 
modularity may imply a well-structured network (Chen 
2004, 2006; Chen et al. 2009). The most cited document in 
each of  these clusters was identified to describe the char-
acteristics of  these clusters; the clusters in this research are 
labeled by index terms from their own citers. The most 
active citing papers represent research fronts (Chen et al. 
2014). A research cluster can be recognized as a new 
emerging trend if  contains a certain number of  articles 
with citation bursts (Chen et al. 2014). 

As illustrated by Figure 5 and Table 1, the top thirteen 
clusters all have a high silhouette value (ranging from 0.836 
to one), indicating that each cluster is fairly homogeneous. 

These thirteen largest clusters cover 69.19% of  the 581 
nodes. The largest seven clusters with more than thirty 
nodes, covering 48.88% of  all nodes, are summarized in 
Tables 1 and 2. Each mean year provides a typical period 
of  research time distribution. Purple node rims (see Figure 
5) that indicate pivotal points with high betweenness cen-
trality (≥0.1) tend to be intellectual turning point docu-
ments. 

We first analyze the largest knowledge base clusters of  
VACC research. The largest cluster (#0) has sixty-four 
members and a silhouette value of  0.882, indicating high 
consistency among the cited articles in this cluster, largely 
published around 1998. This cluster is labeled “under-
standing” by LLR. The most active citer (Parson et al. 
2003) to the cluster is 0.28. This paper proposes a program 
of  research and analysis to advance the capability for the 
assessment of  climate impacts, vulnerabilities and adapta-
tion options, identifies three specific priorities for im-
provement in climate impact assessments and proposes an 
institutional model for assessment. Adger (2006) has the 
highest betweenness centrality (0.47) and is the most 
highly cited document (see Table 2). This paper is the im-
portant knowledge base of  cluster two as well as an intel-
lectual turning point. The paper argued that social vulner-
ability should be given priority in assessments of  the im-
pacts of  climate change and climate extremes. Adger out- 

 

Figure 4. Top sixty keywords with the strongest citation bursts from 1991 to 2017. 

https://doi.org/10.5771/0943-7444-2018-6-467 https://www.inlibra.com/de/agb - Open Access - 

https://doi.org/10.5771/0943-7444-2018-6-467
https://www.inlibra.com/de/agb
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


Knowl. Org. 45(2018)No.6 

Q. Zhang, H. Xue, H. Tang. Knowledge Domain and Emerging Trends in Vulnerability Assessment in the Context of  Climate Change 
474 

 

 

Figure 5. Co-citation timeline visualization of  the 13 clusters. 

Cluster ID Size Silhouette Label (LLR) The most active citing publication 

0 64 0.882 understanding Parson et al. (2003) 

1 40 0.961 threatened small-range mammal species Morueta-Holme et al. (2010) 

2 39 0.997 adaptive capacity Ford et al. (2010).  

3 38 0.903 human society Ziervogel and Calder (2003) 

4 36 0.836 technological option Klein et al. (2001). 

5 34 0.882 coastal Vetnam Adger (1999) 

6 33 0.978 changing forest Fettig et al. (2013).  

Table 1. The seven largest clusters sorted by size. 

Cluster 
ID 

Cited publications High Centrality publications 
Mean 

(Year) 

0 Adger (2006); Smit et al. (2000); IPCC (1995) Adger (2006); Broecker (1997); Watson (1995)  1998 

1 Parmesan (2006); Thomas et al. (2004); Elith et al. 
(2006) 

Parmesan and Yohe (2003); Brooks et al. (1999); Peter-
son et al. (2002) 2003 

2 Smit and Wandel (2006); IPCC (2007); Adger et al. 
(2009) 

Ford and Smit (2004); Smit and Wandel (2006); Folke 
(2006); Nelson et al. (2007) 2009 

3 Yohe and Tol (2002); IPCC (2001); Adger (1999) Adger (1999); Church et al. (2001); Shaw et al. (1998)  2000 

4 
O’Brien and Leichenko (2000); Klein and Nicholls 
(1999); Stern and Easterling (1999) 

Nicholls (1995); Klein and Nicholls (1999); Raper et al. 
(1996) 1996 

5 
Füssel and Klein (2006); Turner et al. (2003); IPCC 
(2001a) Cutter (1996); Ribot et al. (1996); Adger (1999) 1998 

6 IPCC (2007b); IPCC (2007a); Moss et al. (2010) Holman et al. (2005); Webster et al. (2005); Nicholls 
(2004) 

2009 

Table 2. The three most active cited and high centrality publications in the largest seven clusters. 
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lines a framework for analyzing social vulnerability and 
conducts an empirical study in coastal northern Vietnam. 
The two highly cited papers focus on climate change im-
pact assessment (IPCC 1996a) and adaptations to climate 
change (Smit et al. 2000), whereas the two studies with 
strong betweenness centrality focus on the characteristics 
of  climate change (Broecker 1997; IPCC 1996b). Cluster 
zero focuses on climate impact assessments and adapta-
tions to climate change. 

The second largest cluster (one) contains forty articles 
and has a silhouette value of  0.961, with the studies largely 
published around 2003. This cluster is labeled “threatened 
small-range mammal species” by LLR. The most active 
citer (Morueta-Holme et al. 2010) to the cluster is 0.17; this 
paper uses species distribution modeling to assess the cli-
mate sensitivity, climate change risks and conservation im-
plications for a threatened small-range mammal species. 
The top three intellectual-based papers (Parmesan 2006; 
Thomas et al. 2004; Elith et al. 2006) focus on the distri-
bution of  species, such as plants and animals, in the con-
text of  climate change. The three most active high central-
ity publications use different methods to predict the pos-
sible impact of  climate change on species diversity and dis-
tributions (Parmesan and Yohe 2003; Brooks et al. 1999; 
Peterson et al. 2002). Cluster one focuses on the vulnera-
bility of  species distribution and diversity to climate 
change. 

Cluster (two) contains thirty-nine articles and has a sil-
houette value of  0.997, with the studies largely published 
around 2009. This cluster is labeled “adaptive capacity.” 
The most active citer (Ford et al. 2010) to the cluster is 
0.15; this document examines the importance of  case 
study and analogue methodologies in identifying opportu-
nities to reduce vulnerability and enhancing adaptive ca-
pacity to climate risks. Smit and Wandel (2006) is the most 
highly cited document in cluster two and has the largest 
citation ring, with 208 citation counts in VACC research 
(Figure 4). In addition, it has a high betweenness centrality 
(0.16). This ground-breaking article reviews the concept 
of  adaptation of  human systems to climate change, high-
lighting that adaptations in human communities are closely 
associated with adaptive capacity and vulnerability. The 
other two highly cited documents (IPCC 2007; Adger 
2009) in cluster two also focus on the role of  socio-eco-
nomic contexts, including values and ethics, risk, 
knowledge and culture in adapting to climate change and 
reducing vulnerability. In addition, Ford and Smit (2004) 
has the highest betweenness centrality (0.18); these re-
searchers define vulnerability as a function of  exposure to 
climatic stresses and the adaptive capacity to cope with 
these stresses and develop a conceptual model of  vulner-
ability. In addition, the resilience is introduced as a new 
perspective to analyze adaptation processes and under- 

stand the dynamics of  social–ecological systems (Folke 
2006; Nelson et al. 2007). The two articles are also im-
portant intellectual turning points in cluster two. In gen-
eral, cluster two focuses on adaptive capacity and resilience 
studies addressing the vulnerability of  climate change. 

The fourth largest cluster (three) is labeled “human so-
ciety.” It has thirty-eight members and a silhouette value 
of  0.903, with the studies mainly published around 2000. 
The most active citer is the work of  Ziervogel and Calder 
(2003), which assesses the vulnerability of  rural livelihoods 
to climate change. This research bridges macro-level vari-
ability with local-level impacts and adaptation to provide 
insights into the dynamics of  forecast use and impact 
among vulnerable groups. Yohe and Tol (2002) is the most 
cited document in cluster three. This paper offers a 
method for evaluating systems’ abilities to handle external 
stress. The method helps to productively distinguish be-
tween macro- and microscale factors that work to define 
the underlying determinants of  coping capacity. Adger 
(1999) has the highest betweenness centrality (0.21) and is 
a highly cited document. In contrast to the predominant 
views on vulnerability regarding the impacts of  climate 
change, which concentrate on the physical dimensions of  
the issue, this paper emphasizes the social dimensions of  
vulnerability. Cluster three focuses mainly on the vulnera-
bility of  human societies, particularly vulnerable groups, to 
climate change. 

The fifth largest cluster (four) is labeled “technological 
option.” It has thirty-six members and a silhouette value 
of  0.836, with the studies largely published around 1996. 
The most active citer is Klein et al. (2001); this article high-
lights the role of  technologies in reducing vulnerability to 
climate change in coastal zones. O'Brien and Leichenko 
(2000) have the most-ited document in cluster four; their 
research considers the joint impacts of  two global pro-
cesses, climate change and economic globalization, and in-
troduces the concept of  double exposure as a framework 
for examining the simultaneous impacts of  these pro-
cesses. The other two highly cited documents (Klein and 
Nicholls 1999; Stern and Easterling 1999) examine tech-
nologies for and approaches to climate change prediction 
and vulnerability assessment in coastal areas. Nicholls 
(1995) and Raper et al. (1996), with a high centrality, focus 
on estimating future temperature changes and sea-level rise 
and the possible effects of  these processes in coastal areas. 
Cluster four focuses on the study of  climate prediction, 
impacts and adaptations in coastal areas. 

The sixth largest cluster (five) is labeled “coastal Vi-
etnam” and has thirty-four members and a silhouette value 
of  0.882, with the studies largely published around 1998. 
The most active citer is the article by Adger (1999), who 
emphasizes the social dimensions of  vulnerability and 
finds that social vulnerability is influenced by institutional 
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and economic factors in coastal northern Vietnam. The 
most cited publications in cluster five are by Füssel and 
Klein (2006), who demonstrate the evolution of  vulnera-
bility assessments and divide it into four stages: climate im-
pact assessment, first- and second-generation vulnerability 
assessment, and adaptation policy assessment. Turner et al. 
(2003) present a vulnerability framework for assessing cou-
pled human-environment systems. This framework em-
phasizes that vulnerability is influenced by exposure to 
hazards (perturbations and stresses) as well as the sensitiv-
ity and resilience of  the system experiencing such hazards. 
The framework is conducive to the development of  vul-
nerability assessments at different scales, including place, 
region and world. IPCC (2001a) summarizes the mile-
stones in the field of  international climate change research, 
which provide a wealth of  knowledge for climate change 
vulnerability assessments. In addition, the two intellectual 
turning point documents (Cutter 1996; Ribot et al. 1996) 
focus on social vulnerability assessment under environ-
mental hazards and climate change settings. Cluster five 
focuses mainly on social vulnerability assessments under 
multidimensional stressors and physical and socio-eco-
nomic shocks. 

The seventh largest cluster (six), labeled “changing for-
est,” has thirty-three members and a silhouette value of  
0.978, with the studies mainly published around 2009. The 
most active citer is the article of  Fettig et al. (2013); this 
paper finds that the forest ecosystems in western North 

America are becoming increasingly vulnerable due to cli-
mate change. The top three intellectual-based papers sum-
marize the key scientific findings of  the Intergovernmental 
Panel on Climate Change report and present detailed anal-
yses of  the benefits and costs of  various methods of  miti-
gating and preventing climate change. The paper by Hol-
man et al. (2005) has the highest betweenness centrality 
(0.14) in cluster six; this paper developed a methodology 
called “Drivers-Pressure-State-Impact-Response” (DPSIR) 
for regional climate change impact assessment that pro-
vides a structure for linking the modeling and scenario 
techniques. Webster et al. (2005) investigate changes in the 
number, duration and intensity of  tropical cyclones in a 
warming environment. Nicholls (2004) studies the coastal 
floods changes under the SRES climate and socio-eco-
nomic scenarios. Cluster six focuses mainly on climate 
change vulnerability assessments on a local/regional scale. 
 
3.6 Author co-citation network 
 
The co-citation network of  the thirty most-cited authors 
in each time slice after being simplified using the Path-
finder algorithm is shown in Figure 6. The network con-
sists of  the 203 most cited contributors and 254 co-cita-
tion links and can identify the interconnections among in-
dividual authors in the VACC research field. The node size 
represents the total number of  citations for the relevant 
authors. Nodes with purple rings act as bridges in the de-

 

Figure 6. Author co-citation network with 203 nodes and 254 links.
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velopment of  VACC scientific field linking research in dif-
ferent time periods. A highly cited author is not necessarily 
a scholar with high betweenness centrality. Nodes are only 
likely to become a leading scholar with a significant impact 
on the development and evolution of  VACC research 
when they have both high citation and high betweenness 
centrality. 

In addition, some nodes in Figure 6 have red inner 
rings, which means that the number of  citations increases 
rapidly over a period of  time. The work of  these authors 
will likely have far-reaching implications for the future of  
VACC research; therefore, their work deserves more atten-
tion. In the past five years (2013-2017), the most striking 
case is Storker (University of  Bern), a Swiss climate scien-
tist, who has the highest burst strength (56.52). Storker’s 
research focuses on the development of  climate change 
models based on the analysis of  ice cores from the polar 
regions. In a 2015 paper, he claimed that the ocean in the 
Earth system, as a vital service provider, is suffering from 
the profound impact of  climate change, and its physical 
state and the health of  its ecosystems must be further eval-
uated (Stocker 2015). The researcher with the second high-
est burst strength, Field, is from Stanford University, and 
his research focuses on the responses of  ecosystems to 
global climate change and plant ecophysiology. His work 
has been widely cited in the field of  VACC research in the 
past five years. In particular, the article published in Science 
received considerable attention from researchers. The arti-
cle holds that the rate and magnitude of  climate change 
that terrestrial ecosystems ultimately experience will criti-
cally depend on human decisions, innovation and eco-
nomic development, which will in turn determine the 

pathway of  greenhouse gas emissions (Diffenbaugh and 
Field 2013). Furthermore, the researcher with the third 
highest burst strength is Hulme (University of  Cam-
bridge), with bursts of  46.39; he specializes in the compi-
lation and analysis of  global climate datasets and the con-
struction and application of  climate change scenarios for 
impact, adaptation and integrated assessment. His work 
explores the concept of  climate change using historical, 
cultural and scientific analyses, seeking to illuminate the 
numerous ways in which climate change is deployed in 
public and political discourse. The researcher with the 

fourth highest burst strength is Wilby (Loughborough 
University), with bursts of  29.44; his latest research is ex-
ploring smarter approaches to climate risk assessment and 
decision-making under deep uncertainty about the future 
climate. This research shifts the focus to better under-
standing and then managing the climate vulnerability of  
human and natural systems. The four other authors with 
high bursts are Hallegatte (33.61, World Bank), Pearson 
(30.15, University of  Kansas, USA), Birkmann (20.93, 
Universität Stuttgart, Germany) and Barnett (16.31, Uni-
versity of  Melbourne, Australia). In general, the works of  
these authors provide important insights and theories for 
the latest VACC research and help to probe the direction 
of  future VACC research. 

The top ten most frequently cited authors are listed in 
Table 3. IPCC, the international body for assessing the sci-
ence related to climate change, was the most frequently 
cited. IPCC can provide policymakers with regular assess-
ments of  the scientific basis of  climate change, its impacts 
and future risks, and options for adaptation and mitigation. 
IPCC provides a wealth of  important information for 

Author Frequency Centrality Employer institution 

IPCC 1304 0.17 
World Meteorological Organization, WMO; 

UnitedNationsEnvironmentProgramme, UNEP 

Adger 985 0.12 University of  Exeter, England 

Smit 547 0.29 University of  Guelph, Canada 

Parry 538 0.12 
Imperial College London, England 

University of  East Anglia, England 

Cutter 475 0.03 University of  South Carolina, USA 

Füssel 462 0.02 European Environment Agency (EEA), Denmark. 

Turner 443 0.02 Arizona State University, USA 

O’Brien 384 0.08 University of  Oslo, Norway 

Brooks 373 0.03 International Union for Conservation of  Nature, Switzerland 

Solomon 366 0.03 Martin Professor of  Environmental Studies (MIT), USA 

 

Table 3. The profile of  the top ten most co-cited pioneers. Source: Web of  Science and personal web pages. 
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VACC research, particularly a new set of  technologies, 
methods and frameworks for vulnerability assessment. 
The second most cited author is Adger, who is a professor 
of  human geography and whose research includes global 
environmental change, vulnerability and adaptation to cli-
mate change and the political economy of  the environ-
ment. Smit is the third most cited and has the highest cen-
trality among the listed authors in Table 3, suggesting that 
his work is more groundbreaking in overall VACC re-
search. He focuses on the vulnerability and adaptations of  
communities and socio-economic systems to global envi-
ronmental changes, particularly climate change. Smit’s re-
cent and current projects include vulnerability and adap-
tive capacity of  communities in the Arctic in the face of  
climate and socio-economic conditions and impacts and 
adaptation to climate change in developing countries. 

Parry is a climatologist; until 2008, he was the co-chair 
of  working group II (Impacts, Adaptation and Vulnerabil-
ity) of  the IPCC. Cutter is a geographer, and her primary 
research interests are in the area of  disaster vulnerabil-
ity/resilience science and how vulnerability and resilience 
are measured, monitored, and assessed. Füssel’s primary 
area of  research is climate change, impacts and vulnerabil-
ity in Europe. Turner is a sustainability scientist, and his 
research specialisms including land use and land cover, 
ecosystem services, hazards assessment, risk and vulnera-
bility. O’Brien’s research explores the ways that such pro-
cesses as climate change, biodiversity loss and other large-
scale environmental transformations interact with other 
global processes to exacerbate inequity, increase vulnera-
bility and undermine sustainability. Brooks is an ecologist, 
geographer, and ornithologist, and his areas of  expertise 
include biodiversity conservation and species extinction. 
Solomon is an atmospheric chemist who focuses on the 
study of  climate change and its coupling to chemistry and 
comparative studies of  environment and society. Overall, 
the works of  these authors are an important knowledge 
domain for VACC research and are critical to better under-
standing the evolution and trends of  VACC research. 
 
4.0 Conclusions 
 
In this article, we collect bibliometric data from 6,584 jour-
nal articles from the WoS core collection database and ex-
amine the knowledge domain and emerging trends in 
VACC research using co-word analysis and co-citation 
methods via the bibliometric software CiteSpace. The 
findings demonstrate that VACC research has gradually 
drawn the attention of  international scholars from 1991 to 
2017, particularly during the period of  2001-2017, and that 
the number of  corresponding publications has increased 
continuously and will continue to grow in the near future. 
Environmental Sciences (37.00% of  all publications) is the 

most common category of  these publications. Climatic 
Change, Natural Hazards, Global Environmental Change are the 
top three most productive journals that are leading jour-
nals in the fields of  VACC. The major contributions, in 
terms of  total publication output primarily originate from 
countries in Europe (England, Germany, Spain, Italy, 
Netherlands and France) and North America (USA and 
Canada). Other highly productive countries include China, 
India, and institutions, such as University of  Chinese 
Academy of  Sciences, U.S. Geological Survey and U.S. For-
est Service, are also the highly productive in VACC re-
search. In addition, certain countries, such as Germany 
and England, and institutions, such as Bayreuth University, 
University of  Aberdeen and Harvard University, occupied 
key positions on the critical paths in the research power 
network and have played important roles in the develop-
ment of  VACC research. 

The results of  the co-word analysis indicate that “adap-
tation,” “impact,” “model” and “management” have been 
the main keywords in VACC research over the past twenty-
seven years. Furthermore, the use of  “climate change ad-
aptation,” “river basin,” “ecosystem service,” “city” and 
“social vulnerability” as keywords increased dramatically in 
the last three years (2015-2017), implying that they are be-
coming the current research hotspots or emerging trends 
in the VACC field. In addition, co-citation investigation re-
vealed the intellectual structure of  the research trends rel-
evant to worldwide VACC research. The articles with high 
citations and high centrality, published by Smit (2006), 
Adger (2006), Solomon (2007), Füssel (2006, 2007), Parry 
(2007) and Turner (2003), provide the fundamental con-
cepts, techniques and methods for VACC research and 
play important roles in the development of  VACC re-
search. In addition, seven typical clusters were identified 
based on the cited publications, and the focuses of  these 
clusters can be divided into five topics: climate impact as-
sessment and adaptability; species vulnerability in the con-
text of  climate change; human adaptability and resilience 
in the context of  climate change; social vulnerability in the 
context of  climate change; and vulnerability assessments 
of  different ecosystems at multiple scales in the context of  
climate change. 

Additionally, based on the author co-citation analysis, 
considerable attention should be paid to the works of  au-
thors with high citations, such as Adger, Smit, Parry, Cut-
ter, Füssel, Turner and O’Brien, and to authors with strong 
citation bursts in the past three years, such as Stocker, Field 
and Barnett, because of  their fundamental influence on 
the development and evolution of  VACC research, and be-
cause their work will likely have far-reaching implications 
for the near future of  VACC research. 

In summary, we conducted a comprehensive analysis of  
VACC research conducted worldwide during 1991–2017 
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using a mainstream co-citation analysis tool, CiteSpace. 
The results in this paper can provide an effective and rapid 
overview for research students and ‘‘newcomers’’ to the 
VACC field and a more comprehensive picture of  its over-
all intellectual development without having to analyze hun-
dreds of  studies in detail. Moreover, this study may help 
VACC scholars in exploring the critical research that may 
serve as fundamental sources of  inspiration for proposing 
new research issues and building new perspectives. 

However, in the construction of  any bibliometric map, 
some biased decisions and acts of  interpretation are always 
involved (Mazzocchi 2018). For example, we retrieved pa-
pers solely using the WoS core database with the document 
types of  article and review to obtain uniform references 
for CiteSpace analysis. In this case, the limited scope of  
data collection may have underrepresented publications in 
this domain, while some other document types such as 
monographs, edited books, reports, and conference pro-
ceedings may be valuable for analysis (Nederhof  2006), 
meanwhile, the coverage of  languages also causes intracta-
ble problems for bibliometrics (Bouchard et al. 2015). This 
exercise also demonstrated that relevant records could be 
missing if  the query phrases for topic search do not appear 
in titles, abstracts and keywords (Kim et al. 2014). 
 
References 
 
Adger, W. Neil, Suraje Dessai, Marisa Goulden, Mike 

Hulme, Irene Lorenzoni, Donald R. Nelson, Lars Otto 
Naess, Johanna Wolf, and Anita Wreford. 2009. “Are 
There Social Limits to Adaptation to Climate Change?” 
Climatic Change 93: 335-54. doi:10.1007/s10584-008-
9520-z 

Adger, W. Neil. 1999. “Social Vulnerability to Climate 
Change and Extremes in Coastal Vietnam.” World Devel-
opment 27: 249-69. doi:10.1016/S0305-750X(98)00136-3 

Adger, W. Neil. 2006. “Vulnerability.” Global Environmental 
Change 16: 268-81. doi:10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2006.02.006 

Bouchard, Louise, Marcelo Keese Albertini, Ricardo Ba-
tista, and Joanne G. de Montigny. 2015. “Research on 
Health Inequalities: A Bibliometric Analysis (1966-
2014).” Social Science & Medicine 141: 100-8. doi:10. 
1016/j.socscimed.2015.07.022 

Broecker, Wallace S. 1997. “Thermohaline Circulation, the 
Achilles Heel of  Our Climate System: Will Man-Made 
CO2 Upset the Current Balance?” Science 278: 1582-8. 
doi:10.1126/science.278.5343.1582 

Brooks, Thomas M., Stuart L. Pimm, and Joseph O. Oyugi. 
1999. “Time Lag between Deforestation and Bird Ex-
tinction in Tropical Forest Fragments.” Conservation Biol-
ogy 13: 1140-50. doi:10.1046/j.1523-1739.1999.98341.x 

Chen, Chaomei, Rachael Dubin, and Meen Chul Kim. 2014. 
“Orphan Drugs and Rare Diseases: A Scientometric Re- 

view (2000–2014).” Expert Opinion on Orphan Drugs 2: 
709–24. doi:10.1517/21678707.2014.920251 

Chen, Chaomei, Yue Chen, Mark Horowitz, Haiyan Hou, 
Zeyuan Liu, and Donald Pellegrino. 2009. “Towards an 
Explanatory and Computational Theory of  Scientific 
Discovery.” Journal of  Informetrics 3: 191–209. doi:10. 
1016/j.joi.2009.03.004 

Chen, Chaomei, Zhigang Hu, Shengbo Liu, and Hung 
Tseng. 2012. “Emerging Trends in Regenerative Medi-
cine: A Scientometric Analysis in CiteSpace.” Expert 
Opinion on Biological Therapy 12: 593–608. doi:10.1517/ 
14712598.2012.674507 

Chen, Chaomei. 2004. “Searching for Intellectual Turning 
Points: Progressive Knowledge Domain Visualization.” 
Proceedings of  the National Academy of  Sciences of  the United 
States of  America 101: 5303–10. doi:10.1073/pnas.0307 
513100 

Chen, Chaomei. 2006. “CiteSpace II: Detecting and Visu-
alizing Emerging Trends and Transient Patterns in Sci-
entific Literature.” Journal of  the American Society for Infor-
mation Science and Technology 57: 359–77. doi:10.1002/ 
asi.20317 

Church, J.A. and J.M. Gregory. 2001. “Changes in Sea 
Level.” In Climate Change 2001: The Scientific Basis. Contri-
bution of  Working Group I to the Third Assessment Report of  
the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, ed. J.T. 
Houghton, Y. Ding, D.J. Griggs, M. Noguer, P.J. van der 
Linden, X. Dai, K. Maskell, and C.A. Johnson. Cam-
bridge: Cambridge University Press, 639–93. 

Cinner, Joshua E., Cindy Huchery, Emily S. Darling, Aus-
tin T. Humphries, Nicholas A. J. Graham, Christina C. 
Hicks, Nadine Marshall, and Tim R. McClanahan. 2013. 
“Evaluating Social and Ecological Vulnerability of  
Coral Reef  Fisheries to Climate Change.” Plos One 8: 
e74321. doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0074321 

Cutter, Susan L. 1996. “Vulnerability to Environmental 
Hazards.” Progress in Human Geography 20: 529-39. 
doi:10.1177/030913259602000407 

Diffenbaugh, Noah S. and Christopher B. Field. 2013. 
“Changes in Ecologically Critical Terrestrial Climate 
Conditions.” Science 341: 486-92. doi:10.1126/sci-
ence.1237123 

Elith, Jane, Catherine H. Graham, Robert P. Anderson. 
Miroslav Dudík, Simon Ferrier, Antoine Guisan, Rob-
ert J. Hijmans, Falk Huettmann. John R. Leathwick. An-
thony Lehmann. Jin Li, Lucia G. Lohmann, Bette A. 
Loiselle, Glenn Manion, Craig Moritz, Miguel Naka-
mura, Yoshinori Nakazawa, Jacob McC. M. Overton, A. 
Townsend Peterson, Steven J. Phillips, Karen Richard-
son, Ricardo Scachetti‐Pereira, Robert E. Schapire, 
Jorge Soberón, Stephen Williams, Mary S. Wisz, and  
Niklaus E. Zimmermann. 2006. “Novel Methods Im-
prove Prediction of  Species' Distributions from Occur- 

https://doi.org/10.5771/0943-7444-2018-6-467 https://www.inlibra.com/de/agb - Open Access - 

https://doi.org/10.5771/0943-7444-2018-6-467
https://www.inlibra.com/de/agb
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


Knowl. Org. 45(2018)No.6 

Q. Zhang, H. Xue, H. Tang. Knowledge Domain and Emerging Trends in Vulnerability Assessment in the Context of  Climate Change 
480 

rence Data.” Ecography 29: 129-51. doi:10.1111/j.2006. 
0906-7590.04596.x 

Fettig, Christopher J., Mary L. Reid, Barbara J. Bentz, 
Sanna Sevanto, David L. Spittlehouse, and Tongli Wang. 
2013. “Changing Climates, Changing Forests: A West-
ern North American Perspective.” Journal of  Forestry 
111: 214-28. doi:10.5849/jof.12-085 

Folke, Carl. 2006. “Resilience: The Emergence of  a Per-
spective for Social-Ecological Systems Analyses.” Global 
Environmental Change 16: 253-67. doi:10.1016/j.gloen-
vcha.2006.04.002 

Ford, James D. and Barry Smit. 2004. “A Framework for As-
sessing the Vulnerability of  Communities in the Cana-
dian Arctic to Risks Associated with Climate Change.” 
Artic 17: 389–400. doi:https://doi.org/10.14430/arc 
tic516 

Ford, James D., E. C. H. Keskitalo, Tanya Smith, Tristan 
Pearce, Lea Berrang-Ford, Frank Duerden, and Barry 
Smit. 2010. “Case Study and Analogue Methodologies 
in Climate Change Vulnerability Research.” Wiley Inter-
disciplinary Reviews Climate Change 1: 374-92. doi:10.1002/ 
wcc.48 

Füssel, Hans-Martin and Richard J.T. Klein. 2006. “Cli-
mate Change Vulnerability Assessments: An Evolution 
of  Conceptual Thinking.” Climatic Change 75: 301-29. 
doi:10.1007/s10584-006-0329-3 

Füssel, Hans-Martin. 2007. “Vulnerability: A Generally 
Applicable Conceptual Framework for Climate Change 
Research.” Global Environmental Change 17: 155-67. doi: 
10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2006.05.002 

Giupponi, Carlo and Claudio Biscaro. 2015. “Vulnerabili-
ties: Bibliometric Analysis and Literature Review of  
Evolving Concepts.” Environmental Research Letters 10: 
123002. doi:10.1088/1748-9326/10/12/123002 

Hara, Noriko, Paul Solomon, Seung-Lye Kim, and Diane 
H. Sonnenwald, 2003. “An Emerging View of  Scientific 
Collaboration: Scientists' Perspectives on Collaboration 
and Factors that Impact Collaboration.” Journal of  the 
Association for Information Science & Technology 54: 952-65. 
doi:10.1002/asi.10291 

Hjørland, Birger. 2013. “Citation Analysis: A Social and 
Dynamic Approach to Knowledge Organization.” Infor-
mation Processing & Management 49: 1313-25. doi:10. 
1016/j.ipm.2013.07.001 

Hjørland, Birger. 2016. Knowledge Organization. 
Knowledge Organization 43: 475-84. 

Holman, Ian, R. J. Nicholls, P. M. Berry, P. A. Harrison, E. 
Audsley, S. Shackley, and M. D. A. Rounsevell. 2005. “A 
Regional, Multi-Sectoral and Integrated Assessment of  
the Impacts of  Climate and Socio-Economic Change in 
the UK. Part II. Results.” Climatic Change 71: 43-73. 

Hou, Jianhua, Xiucai Yang, and Chaomei Chen. 2018. 
“Emerging Trends and New Developments in Infor- 

mation Science: A Document Co-Citation Analysis 
(2009–2016).” Scientometrics 115: 869-92. doi:10.1007/s1 
1192-018-2695-9 

IPCC (Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change). 
1996. Climate Change 1995: The Science of  Climate Change; 
Contribution of  WGI to the Second Assessment Report of  the 
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, ed. J.T. Hough-
ton, L. G. Meira Filho, B.A. Callander, N. Harris, A. 
Kattenberg, and K. Maskell. Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press. 

IPCC (Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change). 
1996. Climate Change 1995: Impacts, Adaptations and Miti-
gation of  Climate Change; Scientific-Technical Analyses; Con-
tribution of  Working Group II to the Second Assessment Report 
of  the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, ed. Robert 
T. Watson, Marufu C. Zinyowera, and Richard H. Moss. 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.Webster, Peter 
J., Greg Holland, Judith Curry, and H.R. Chang. 2005. 
“Changes in Tropical Cyclone Number, Duration, and 
Intensity in a Warming Environment.” Science 309: 
1844-6. 

IPCC (Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change). 
2001. Climate Change 2001: The Scientific Basis; Contribution 
of  Working Group I to the Third Assessment Report of  the 
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, ed. J.T. Hough-
ton, Y. Ding, D.J. Griggs, M. Noguer, P.J. van der Lin-
den, X. Dai, K. Maskell, and C.A. Johnson. Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press. 

IPCC (Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change). 
2001. Climate Change 2001: Impacts, Adaptation, and Vul-
nerability: Contributions of  Working Group II to the Third As-
sessment of  the IPCC, ed. James J. McCarthy, Osvaldo F. 
Canziani, Neil A. Leary, David J. Dokken, and Kasey S. 
White. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

IPCC (Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change). 
2007. Climate Change 2007: Synthesis Report; Contribution 
of  Working Groups I, II and III to the Fourth Assessment Re-
port of  the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, ed. 
The Core Writing Team, Rajendra K. Pachauri, and 
Andy Reisinger. Geneva: IPCC Press. 

IPCC (Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change). 
2007. Climate Change 2007: Impacts, Adaptation and Vul-
nerability; Contribution of  Working Group II to the Fourth As-
sessment Report of  the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate 
Change, ed. Martin Parry, Osvaldo Canziani, Jean Pa-
lutikof, Paul van der Linden, and Clair Hanson. Cam-
bridge: Cambridge University Press. 

IPCC (Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change). 
2008. Climate Change 2007: The Physical Science Basis; Con-
tribution of  Working Group I to the Fourth Assessment Report 
of  the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, ed. Susan 
Solomon, Dahe Qin, Martin Manning, Melinda Mar-
quis, Kristen Averyt, Melinda M.B. Tignor, Henry 

https://doi.org/10.5771/0943-7444-2018-6-467 https://www.inlibra.com/de/agb - Open Access - 

https://doi.org/10.5771/0943-7444-2018-6-467
https://www.inlibra.com/de/agb
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


Knowl. Org. 45(2018)No.6 

Q. Zhang, H. Xue, H. Tang. Knowledge Domain and Emerging Trends in Vulnerability Assessment in the Context of  Climate Change 
481

LeRoy Miller, and Zhenlin Chen. Cambridge: Cam-
bridge University Press. 

IPCC (Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change). 
2015. Climate Change 2014: Synthesis Report. Contribution 
of  Working Groups I, II and III to the Fifth Assessment Report 
of  the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, ed. The 
Core Writing Team, Rajendra K. Pachauri, and Leo 
Meyer. Geneva: IPCC Press. 

Joakim, Erin P., Linda Mortsch, Greg Oulahen. 2015. “Us-
ing Vulnerability and Resilience Concepts to Advance 
Climate Change Adaptation.” Environmental Hazards 14: 
137–55. doi:10.1080/17477891.2014.1003777 

Jurgilevich, Alexandra, Aleksi Räsänen, Fanny Ground- 
stroem, and Sirkku Juhola. 2017. “A Systematic Review 
of  Dynamics in Climate Risk and Vulnerability Assess-
ments.” Environmental Research Letters 12: 013002. 

Kim, Meen Chul, Yongjun Zhu, and Chaomei Chen. 2014. 
“How Are They Different? A Quantitative Domain 
Comparison of  Information Visualization and Data 
Visualization (2000-2014)”. Scientometrics 107: 123-65. 
doi:10.1007/s11192-015-1830-0 

Klein, Richard J. T. and Robert J. Nicholls. 1999. “Assess-
ment of  Coastal Vulnerability to Climate Change.” AM-
BIO 28: 182-7. 

Klein, Richard J. T., Robert J. Nicholls, Sachooda Ra-
goonaden, Michele Capobianco, James Aston, and 
Earle N. Buckleyet. 2001. “Technological Options for 
Adaptation to Climate Change in Coastal Zones.” Jour-
nal of  Coastal Research 17: 531-43. 

Kuhn, Thomas S. 1962. The Structure of  Scientific Revolutions. 
Chicago: University of  Chicago Press. 

Lakatos, Imre. 1978. Methodology of  Scientific Research Pro-
grammes. Vol. 1 of  Philosophical Papers, ed. John Worrall 
and Gregory Currie. Cambridge: Cambridge University 
Press. 

Leydesdorff, Loet. 1995. The Challenge of  Scientometrics: The 
Development, Measurement, and Self-Organization of  Scientific 
Communications. Science Studies. Leiden: DSWO Press. 

Lioubimtseva, Elena. 2015. “A Multi-Scale Assessment of  
Human Vulnerability to Climate Change in the Aral Sea 
Basin.” Environmental Earth Sciences 73: 719-29. doi: 
10.1007/s12665-014-3104-1 

Liu, Shengbo and Chaomei Chen. 2012. “The Proximity 
of  Co-Citation.” Scientometrics 91: 495–511. doi:10. 
1007/s11192-011-0575-7 

Liu, Zhigao, Yimei Yin, Weidong Liu, and Michael Dun-
ford. 2015. “Visualizing the Intellectual Structure and 
Evolution of  Innovation Systems Research: A Biblio-
metric Analysis.” Scientometrics 103: 135-58. doi:10. 
1007/s11192-014-1517-y 

Mazzocchi, Fulvio. 2018. “Knowledge Organization Sys-
tem (KOS): An Introductory Critical Account”. 
Knowledge Organization 45: 54-78. 

McDowell, Graham, James Ford, and Julie Jones. 2016. 
“Community-Level Climate Change Vulnerability Re-
search: Trends, Progress, and Future Directions.” Envi-
ronmental Research Letters 11: 033001. 

Meireles, Magali Rezende Gouvea, Beatriz Valadares 
Cendón, and Paulo Eduardo Maciel de Almeida. 2014. 
“Bibliometric Knowledge Organization: A Domain 
Analytic Method Using Artificial Neural Network.” 
Knowledge Organization 41: 145-59. 

Michela Pacifici, Wendy B. Foden, Piero Visconti, James E. 
M. Watson, Stuart H.M. Butchart, Kit M. Kovacs, Brett 
R. Scheffers, David G. Hole, Tara G. Martin, H. Resit 
Akçakaya, Richard T. Corlett, Brian Huntley, David 
Bickford, Jamie A. Carr, Ary A. Hoffmann, Guy F. 
Midgley, Paul Pearce-Kelly, Richard G. Pearson, Ste-
phen E. Williams, Stephen G. Willis, Bruce Young and 
Carlo Rondinini. 2015. “Assessing Species Vulnerability 
to Climate Change.” Nature Climate Change 5: 215-24. 
doi:10.1038/nclimate2448 

Morueta-Holme, Naia, Camilla Fløjgaard, and Jens-Chris-
tian Svenning. 2010. “Climate Change Risks and Con-
servation Implications for A Threatened Small-Range 
Mammal Species.” Plos One 5: e10360. doi:10.1371/ 
journal.pone.0010360 

Moss, Richard H., Jae A. Edmonds, Kathy A. Hibbard, 
Martin R. Manning, Steven K. Rose, Detlef  P. van 
Vuuren, Timothy R. Carter, Seita Emori, Mikiko Kai-
numa, Tom Kram, Gerald A. Meehl, John F. B. Mitchell, 
Nebojsa Nakicenovic, Keywan Riahi, Steven J. Smith, 
Ronald J. Stouffer, Allison M. Thomson, John P. Weyant 
and Thomas J. Wilbanks. 2010. “The Next Generation 
of  Scenarios for Climate Change Research and Assess-
ment.” Nature 463: 747-56. doi:10.1038/nature08823 

Nederhof, Anton J. 2006. “Bibliometric Monitoring of  Re-
search Performance in the Social Sciences and the Hu-
manities: A Review.” Scientometrics 66: 81-100. doi:10. 
1007/s11192-006-0007-2 

Nelson, Donald R., W. Neil Adger, and Katrina Brown. 
2007. “Adaptation to Environmental Change: Contri-
butions of  a Resilience Framework.” Annual Review of  
Environment and Resources 32: 395-419. doi:10.1146/an-
nurev.energy.32.051807.090348 

Nicholls, Robert J. 1995. “Coastal Megacities and Climate 
Change.” Geojournal 37: 369-79. doi:10.1007/BF0081 
4018 

Nicholls, Robert J. 2004. “Coastal Flooding and Wetland 
Loss in the 21st Century: Changes under the SRES Cli-
mate and Socio-Economic Scenarios.” Global Environ-
mental Change 14: 69-86. doi:10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2003. 
10.007 

O’Brien, Karen L. and Robin M. Leichenko. 2000. “Dou-
ble Exposure: Assessing the Impacts of  Climate 
Change within the Context of  Economic Globaliza- 

https://doi.org/10.5771/0943-7444-2018-6-467 https://www.inlibra.com/de/agb - Open Access - 

https://doi.org/10.5771/0943-7444-2018-6-467
https://www.inlibra.com/de/agb
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


Knowl. Org. 45(2018)No.6 

Q. Zhang, H. Xue, H. Tang. Knowledge Domain and Emerging Trends in Vulnerability Assessment in the Context of  Climate Change 
482 

tion.” Global Environmental Change 10: 221-32. doi:10. 
1016/S0959-3780(00)00021-2 

Otto, Ilona M., Diana Reckien, Christopher P.O. Reyer, Ra-
chel Marcus, Virginie Le Masson, Lindsey Jones, An-
drew Norton, and Olivia Serdeczny. 2017. “Social Vul-
nerability to Climate Change: A Review of  Concepts 
and Evidence.” Regional Environmental Change 17: 1651–
62. doi:10.1007/s10113-017-1105-9 

Parmesan, Camille and Gary Yohe. 2003. “A Globally Co-
herent Fingerprint of  Climate Change Impacts across 
Natural Systems.” Nature 421: 37–42. doi:10.1038/na 
ture01286 

Parmesan, Camille. 2006. “Ecological and Evolutionary 
Responses to Recent Climate Change.” Annual Review of  
Ecology Evolution & Systematics 37: 637-69. doi:10.1146/ 
annurev.ecolsys.37.091305.110100 

Parson, Edward A., Robert W. Corell, Eric J. Barron, Vir-
ginia Burkett, Anthony Janetos, Linda Joyce, Thomas R. 
Karl, Michael C. MacCracken, Jerry Melillo, M. Granger 
Morgan, David S. Schimel, and Thomas Wilbanks. 
2003. “Understanding Climatic Impacts, Vulnerabilities, 
and Adaptation in the United States: Building a Capac-
ity for Assessment.” Climatic Change 57: 9-42. doi: 
10.1023/A:1022188519982 

Peterson, A. Townsend, Miguel A. Ortega-Huerta, Jeremy 
Bartley, Victor Sánchez-Cordero, Jorge Soberón, Rob-
ert H. Buddemeier, and David R. B. Stockwell. 2002. 
“Future Projections for Mexican Faunas under Global 
Climate Change Scenarios.” Nature 416: 626-9. 
doi:10.1038/416626a 

Raper, S. C. B., T. M. L. Wigley, and R. A. Warrick. 1996. 
“Global Sea-level Rise: Past and Future.” In Sea-Level 
Rise and Coastal Subsidence: Causes, Consequences, and Strat-
egies, ed. John D. Milliman and Bilal U. Haq. Coastal Sys-
tems and Continental Margins 2. Dordrecht: Springer, 
11-45. doi:10.1007/978-94-015-8719-8_2 

Räsänen, Aleksi, Sirkku Juhola, Anja Nygren, Mira 
Käkönen, Maarit Kallio, Adrian Monge, and Markku 
Kanninen. 2016. “Climate Change, Multiple Stressors 
and Human Vulnerability: A Systematic Review.” Re-
gional Environmental Change 16: 2291–302. doi:10.1007/ 
s10113-016-0974-7 

Ribot, Jesse C.. 1996. “Climate Variability, Climate Change 
and Vulnerability: Moving Forward by Looking Back.” 
In Climate Variability, Climate Change and Social Vulnerabil-
ity in the Semi-Arid Tropics, ed. Jesse C. Ribot, Antonio 
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