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Abstract: The domain of knowledge organization (KO) represents a foundational area of information science.
One way to better understand the intellectual structure of the KO domain is to apply bibliometric methods to
key contributors to the literature. This study analyzes the most prolific contributing authors to the journal
Knowledge Organization, the sources they cite and the citations they receive for the period 1993 to 2016. The
analyses were conducted using visualization outcomes of citation, co-citation and author bibliographic cou-
pling analysis to reveal theoretical points of reference among authors and the most prominent research themes
that constitute this scientific community. Birger Hjorland was the most cited author, and was situated at or near
the middle of each of the maps based on different citation relationships. The proximities between authors re-

sulting from the different citation relationships demonstrate how authors situate themselves intellectually through the citations they give
and how other authors situate them through the citations received. There is a consistent core of theoretical references as well among the
most productive authors. We observed a close network of scholarly communication between the authors cited in this core, which indicates

the actual role of the journal Knowledge Organization as a space for knowledge construction in the area of knowledge organization.
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1.0 Introduction

Within the context of information science, knowledge
organization (KO) according to Guimaraes (2008), stands
as a core mediator between the production and use of in-
formation, configuring a set of processes that establishes
the mediation between knowledge, that once produced, is

embodied and socialized in such a manner that it can
serve as a foundation for the following generation of
new knowledge, characterizing what can be called as a
spiral flow of information.

Furthermore, Hjorland and Albrechtsen (1995) claim
that the best way to understand information within in-
formation science itself is to study the knowledge do-
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mains of the discourse communities in which analogous
theories of thought, language and knowledge are high-
lighted. In that context, research, through its scientific
production, is a fundamental driving force of informa-
tion and knowledge development, given that the publica-
tion is intrinsic to research.

Therefore, scientific knowledge construction results
from a process involving individuals’ social and work re-
lationships in a discourse community, and in this context,
it is constructed and disseminated through records (i.e.,
publications). This practice has been the core study of
KO under the aegis of information science. Guimaraes
(2015) claims the area of knowledge organization is still
in a continuous construction phase, seeking the construc-
tion and boundaries of its own conceptual foundation
and its limits, due to its different theoretical influences.

That said, and considering the importance of identify-
ing and studying the science dynamics of KO in the con-
text of information science, this study aims to analyze the
most productive authors contributing to the journal
Knowledge Organization over the period 1993-2016, along
with the authors’ references and citations received. More
specifically, this study performs a citation, co-citation and
bibliographic coupling analysis of the KO journal litera-
ture in order to verify the dynamics of the KO area using
these indicators (i.e., measures that desctibe the state or
degree of an entity of interest). We also analyze the theo-
retical references and most useful themes that have con-
stituted this scholarly community.

2.0 Knowledge Organization, Domain Analysis
and Bibliometrics

The domain of knowledge organization is in continuous
development. It is also a relatively autonomous, interdis-
ciplinary space. It interfaces with other subject areas and
is concerned with issues of a theoretical and methodo-
logical nature that contribute to the systematization, pro-
duction, organization, dissemination, representation and
retrieval of information in different scholarly contexts.

Our lack of understanding about the way knowledge
organization research is guided points to the need to
build a critical and multidimensional analysis to under-
stand the component aspects of research on this topic.
Whereas research in knowledge organization, as well as in
all other scientific areas, result in a dynamic context of
production and elaboration of knowledge, this context is
continuously transformed because of its practical applica-
tion and scientific communication.

Knowledge organization contributes to the dynamics
of other areas that rely on information and knowledge,
crucial elements for endless construction and review of
scientific knowledge. This demand, accentuated by in-

creasing branching and the interrelatedness of knowledge,
requires more complex processes for the study of its ob-
jects, because research activities are determined by both
the social and historical context as the theoretical and
methodological frameworks guiding concepts and scien-
tific assumptions, according to Arboit et al. (2015).

For Smiraglia (2013), knowledge organization is devoted
to the conceptual order of knowledge, and it is the re-
search community devoted to classification and ontology,
thesauri and controlled vocabulary, epistemology and war-
rant, as well as the development of applied systems for all
of the aforementioned areas. Furthermore, for the author,
there is a long tradition of the activities and tools of KO:
classification, taxonomy and typology. Specific applications
for information storage and retrieval such as indexes, bib-
liographic classifications, etc., have been part of the prac-
tice of librarianship since the late nineteenth century. The
formal knowledge organization domain, represented by the
International Society for Knowledge Organization (ISKO)
and its chapters, councils and publications, dates from 1989.

Ongoing discussions in the knowledge organization
literature include the interdisciplinary characteristic of the
area, which results in fuzzy boundaties between domains.
Extrapolating its own ISKO domain, currently studying
its domain has been the focus of several studies that pro-
pose to define and conceptualize its scope, its object of
study, its theoretical foundations and mainly outline
methodologies that can best understand the constructed
knowledge.

According to Hjorland (2008), there are different his-
torical and theoretical approaches to and theories about
KO, which are related to different views of knowledge,
cognition, language and social organization. For the author,
KO as a field of study is concerned with the nature and
quality of such knowledge organizing processes (KOP) as
well as the knowledge organizing systems (KOS) used to
organize documents, document representations, works and
concepts. Library and information science (LIS) is the cen-
tral discipline of KO in this narrow sense, although seri-
ously challenged by, among other fields, computer science.

The central discipline concerned with KO in the narrow
sense of the word is LIS, and other disciplines such as the
sociology of knowledge, the single sciences and metaphys-
ics are central disciplines concerned with KO in the
broader sense of the word. The importance of regarding
the broader field of KO is related to the question about
how KO in the narrow sense can be developed. A central
claim of this paper is that KO in the narrow sense cannot
develop a fruitful body of knowledge without considering
KO in the broader perspective. In other words, as Hjorland
(2008) espouses, there exists no closed “universe of
knowledge” that can be studied by KO in isolation from all
the other sciences’ study of reality.
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KO is not just something the LIS-profession can do
without considering research in other domains, for exam-
ple, computer science, linguistics, theory of knowledge, etc.
For Hjerland (2008), an understanding of the nature of
knowledge, cognition, language and social organization is
decisive for the understanding of KO and thus for the
ability to design, evaluate and use knowledge organizing
processes and knowledge organizing systems. Other fields
may have an interest in the defining questions of knowl-
edge organization or may be considered related disciplines.
Especially in knowledge organization, Smiraglia (2011a)
highlights the importance of how all researchers interact
theoretically through geopolitical and cultural borders. Us-
ing domain analysis, it is possible to assess what is actually
important or significant in a scientific field, so that aspects
such as trends, patterns, processes, dominant thoughts,
agents and their relationships can be identified and ana-
lyzed. Thus, domain analysis becomes very important for
research on knowledge organization, particularly regarding
studies of epistemological configurations of the area and
social processes that permeate the construction area, such
as the production and scientific communication. This as-
pect will provide a contextual approach in accordance with
the inherent values in their processes of the production
and use of information (Guimaraes 2015). It also facilitates
theory building according to Hjerland and Albrechtsen
(1995) and Smiraglia (2015).

Regarding the concept of domain, it can be under-
stood as a field of study in its different specialties, a set
of literature on a particular subject or group of people
working together in an organization, comprehending the
study of a discourse community and the role this com-
munity plays in science. A domain can be a scientific dis-
cipline, a scientific knowledge area or a discourse com-
munity related to a political party, religion or any other
group. In this context, the notion of knowledge domain
encompasses both the conceptual universe and the way
that a given discourse community is formed (Hjorland
and Albrechtsen 1995; Thellefsen and Thellefsen 2004;
Mai 2005; Gracio and Oliveira 2013).

Domain analysis seeks the integration between indi-
vidual and social context of the communities, where they
are inserted and the concepts of information become
meaningful when sharing occurs between these different
communities and their members. It is an outstanding
theoretical and methodological approach for the charac-
terization and evaluation of science, typically represented
by scientific literature or a research community, identify-
ing the conditions under which scientific knowledge is
constructed and socialized.

It is necessary to acknowledge the core and bounda-
ries of certain knowledge to analyze a domain, regardless
of its magnitude. In this sense, Tennis (2003) focuses his

studies on domain, especially on methodological issues,
rather than on conceptual issues, i.e., those operationali-
zation procedures meant to define domains. His meth-
odological conception seeks the construction of proce-
dures for outlining definition of domains using two ana-
Iytical devices he refers to as axes: “areas of modulation”
set parameters and scope for a domain, and “degrees of
specialization,” which qualify and set the intension of a
given domain. Although primarily applied to disciplinary
domains, Lopez-Huertas (2015) points to the need for
and application of domain analysis to interdisciplinary
environments if it is to be more broadly applicable to the
study of research communities.

Through domain analysis, it becomes possible to verify
what is actually significant in a particular area, such as
trends, theoretical currents, patterns, processes, agents
and relationships that can be identified and analyzed. In
this context, an analysis and assessment of scientific pro-
duction has become essential to create instruments for
identifying a science’s behavior. This highlights the role
of bibliometrics to make a significant contribution by
providing a quantitative analysis of the communication
processes and of the nature and development of scien-
tific domains that allows an objective and broad view of a
scientific domain.

Among the methodologies for evaluation of science,
bibliometrics stands out. Bibliometrics is defined by
Broadus (1987, 376) as “the quantitative study of physical
published units, or of bibliographic units, or of surro-
gates of either.” For Hjorland and Albrechtsen (1995),
bibliometrics is a research area that provides valuable in-
formation about a discipline, as well as the relationships
among disciplines, revealing social patterns of scientific
communication.

Hjorland (2002) points out that complementary em-
pirical approaches such as bibliometric analysis, com-
bined with other approaches, especially epistemological
and historical approaches, provide a broader and deeper
knowledge of the studied domain. As a domain analysis
approach, bibliometric indicators, when combined with
appropriate analytical routines, can contribute to the
visualization of different aspects and characteristics of a
domain, such as production indicators (language, the
forms of communication and knowledge organization),
citation indicators (relevance criteria, epistemic communi-
ties) and relational indicators (collaboration patterns,
front of scientific research, epistemic communities).

Among bibliometric studies, Hjorland (2002) high-
lights the contribution of citation and co-citation analysis
to visualize scientific knowledge areas. Citation and co-
citation analysis are relevant procedures for analyzing
interlocution among researchers and their role in differ-
ent areas of knowledge, as they contribute to the visuali-
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zation of communicative and interactive process, as well
as the underlying structure of a knowledge domain. The
set of references of scientific papers can thus be ana-
lyzed as a reflection of a discourse community, so as to
constitute a domain. Although bibliometrics has been
recognized as an efficient approach associated to other
theoretical approaches within information science, it has
rarely been used as suggested by the analytical approach
of domain analysis, i.e., by adopting a social perspective
in the study of informational practices.

For Hjorland (2002), the best way to correctly analyze
bibliometric indicators is by also using qualitative domain
analysis approaches such as historical, epistemological and
critical studies, i.c., a contextualization is required for the
obtained bibliometric data. The contextual dynamics of
science and the development of individuals and their social
relations must be considered to obtain a better understand-
ing of scientific information. With specific regard to scien-
tific information and research, the output of these discur-
sive communities culminates in generated and dissemi-
nated scientific production; it is an essential product for the
further development of increasingly specialized knowl-
edge.

Studies assessing discursive communities and their
outputs are essential to the investigation of the different
areas of knowledge, by making it possible to extract and
analyze community members’ patterns of behavior and
scientific relationships. Therefore, through quantitative
analysis techniques, which establish scientific indicators, it
becomes possible to recognize the knowledge of the
production profile in a given domain. Such indicators are
extremely important as they represent a means of study-
ing the whole dynamics of science in a particular domain
of knowledge.

Production indicators ate basically constituted by the
statement of the actor publications (researcher, research
group, institution or country) and are intended to reflect
their impact on the scientific community to which they be-
long, giving visibility to those most productive and the
most prominent themes of an area of knowledge, contrib-
uting to the visualization of different aspects and charac-
teristics of a domain, in which case having as specific as-
pects of language, forms of communication and organiza-
tion of knowledge.

A citation is an objective indicator of scientific commu-
nication of a given area, characterized by its social, histori-
cal and dynamic and its close dependence on the academic
literature (Hjorland 2013), allowing the identification of
groups of scientists and their publications (Glinzel 2003),
in order to show the researchers with greatest impact in the
area, highlighting its paradigms, methodological procedures
and also the elite researchers, those responsible for the
construction of new knowledge in the area.

Citations define the domain, according to Smiraglia
(2011b). Thus, direct citation relationships (e.g, where
author A cites author B) can map scientific communica-
tion and contribute to the understanding of a discursive
community to identify researchers with great impact in
the area. It provides visibility to the theoretical references
that support the community as well as its concepts, ob-
jects and methods. Furthermore, it contributes to the
building of a network of relationships and documents
the communication and the relationships between re-
searchers. Gricio and Oliveira (2013) furthermore con-
clude that citation studies contribute to the evaluation of
the dialogue between researchers and their role in a scien-
tific area, for the visualization of the communicative and
interactive process and the underlying domain structure
studied.

Bibliographic coupling analysis is characterized by in-
dicators responsible for the quantification of a connec-
tion between two articles when they use one or more of
the same references. For Kessler (1963), the reference set
used by the authors in their research shows the intellec-
tual environment in which they work, and if two items
have similar references, there is an implicit relationship
between them. The more references they share, the more
similar the articles are thought to be. This, in essence,
represents the bibliographic coupling hypothesis: “if two
articles are referring to the same source, they exhibit
theotetical and / or methodological proximity” (Kessler
1963, 11).

Author bibliographic coupling analysis, where author
A cites one or more of the same references as author B,
was introduced by Zhao and Strotmann (2008) to map
the scientific activities of the authors and contribute to
the achievement of a more realistic and detailed view of
the intellectual structures of a scientific domain and to
broaden the understanding of the analysis of citation
networks based on authors. Zhao and Strotmann focus
on the sources authors cite throughout their oeuvre, or
body of work. By focusing on the cited references of au-
thors, this can provide a more complete picture of the
structure, characteristics and development of scientific
knowledge of knowledge networks. They also represent
how authors situate themselves within a domain by iden-
tifying the sources, and ultimately the authors, that have
influenced their work. This idea of author bibliographic
coupling analysis has been extended to other analysis
units, such as co-word analysis by Yang et al. (20106),
where the use of the same keywords that describe the
content of articles is studied.

Small (1973) proposes that a co-citation relationship
exists when two or more documents, authors or journals
are cited together in a third subsequent paper, e.g., where
author A and author B are cited in the same paper. The
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more frequently two entities are co-cited, the closer the
relationship between them is believed to be. In this sense,
authors that have been co-cited may present, at least from
the perspective of the citing authors, similarity, comple-
mentarity, overlap or even opposing ideas, according to
Grécio and Oliveira (2013).

For Small (2004), when scientists agree with what con-
stitutes the relevant literature, including what is signifi-
cant in that literature, they are actually defining the struc-
tures of their communities, and yet, “structure of science
is generated by patterns of co-recognition” (Small 2004,
71). Thus, “when documents are co-cited, citing authors
are awarding recognition as well as creating an association
of meanings” (Small 2004, 76).

Finally, Hjotland (2002) confirms that the bibliometric
approach—here used as direct citation, author biblio-
graphic coupling and co-citation and analysis—provides
many details and real connections between individual
documents. These details and connections highlight the
explicit recognition of the interdependence of the au-
thors, through their articles, research, courses, theoretical
and methodological approaches, etc. In order to interpret
the results of bibliometric studies properly, one must
know and employ the approaches of historical, epistemo-
logical and critical studies. Thus, it is necessary to contex-
tualize the bibliometric data obtained, using the knowl-
edge gained through domain analysis.

3.0 Methodology

We chose the journal Kwowledge Organigation in order to
analyze the knowledge organization domain within in-
formation science. The journal is one of the few periodi-
cals that focuses on the area of KO, although research on
KO may appear in other journals more sporadically.

The corpus for the analysis consisted of a total of 529
Knowledge Organization articles indexed in Clarivate Ana-
lytics’ Web of Science™ database, over the period 1993-
2016, when the journal adopted its current name. We lim-
ited the research corpus for this study to articles, which
are considered not only the main vehicle for scientific
communication among researchers but also are responsi-
ble for the dissemination of the results of research in a
given area of knowledge. Peer reviewed articles also vali-
date scientific knowledge. The full bibliographic record
and cited references for each paper were downloaded in a
tab-delimited format.

We conducted a domain analysis for knowledge or-
ganization, following a bibliometric approach, by analyz-
ing indicators such as citations, co-citations and author
bibliographic coupling. The data analyzed for these arti-
cles included the authors’ references (excluding self-
citations) and keywords. The application VOSviewer, ver-

sion 1.6.5 (Van Eck and Waltman, 2010), was used to
visualize the author citation, co-citation and bibliographic
coupling networks as distance-based graphs for which the
relationships between nodes of analysis (i.e., authors) are
represented through distance and the influence of indi-
vidual nodes is represented by the node size. VOSviewer
accepts Web of Science data file output directly so that
the bibliographic relationships of interest do not need to
be processed prior to loading into the software.

4.0 Results

Given the large number of authors (620 authors for the
529 papers), the analysis focused on the most prolific
contributors to the journal, where different cutoff points
were identified for the analysis to provide an indication
of the relationships among the core contributors. Also,
the resulting maps were more easily interpreted by focus-
ing on the authors with the highest numbers of publica-
tions or citations in the respective maps.

The most productive authors who have published in
Knowledge Organization appear in Table 1. Ten authors, each
contributing at least six published articles, constitute the
elite research contributors to the journal. As with class
authority productivity research, the frequency distribution
of authors and papers is highly skewed. Only forty au-
thors contributed at least three articles to the journal,
with the remaining 580 contributing one or two articles.

Most productive authors # articles %

HJORLAND B 11 2.08
MARTINEZ-AVILA D 9 1.70
TENNIS JT 9 1.70
GNOLI C 7 1.32
SATIJA MP 7 1.32
SMIRAGLIA RP 7 1.32
DAHLBERG I 6 1.13
FOX M]J 6 1.13
GUIMARAES JAC 6 1.13
MAI JE 6 113

Table 1. Most productive authors in the journal Knowledge Organi-
zation (1993-2016).

From this summary, it is possible to observe the core of
the most productive researchers contribute to areas of
KO that the community recognizes as fundamental for
the development of the domain, in topics such as classi-
fication, ethics, taxonomy and domain analysis. Produc-
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tivity represents one aspect of author contributions that
can help to define the intellectual structure of a domain
but does not necessarily reflect the influence of the au-
thors.

Table 2 summarizes the most cited authors who have
contributed at least two articles. Citation counts are based
only on the references appearing in the 529 papers, which
reflect how authors of KO cite each other. Although
there is a strong correlation between the number of pub-
lications and the number of citations (Pearson’s t value
of 0.733, which is significant at the .01 level), higher pub-
lication counts do not necessarily result in higher citation
counts. Also, an author such as Hartel, who contributed
two articles during the study period, demonstrates that
one does not need to be prolific to be influential. Her
contributions have attracted the highest number of cita-
tions per article.

To complement the citation counts, a citation network
was constructed in VOSviewer with the most productive
authors and their theoretical references, shown in Figure
1. The map is limited to authors who have contributed at
least four articles to the journal Knowledge Organization dut-
ing the study period. The resulting relationships are based
on the citer/citing behavior of the authors, where citing
authors were influenced by the cited author. Note that
the node size indicates the number of other authors in
the network that have cited the given author.

The location of authors near the center of the map
generally implies a more central role within the network.
However, this does not indicate that authors on the pe-
riphery are less influential. Rather, within this community
they tend not to cite many of the authors in the center of
the network. Physical proximity also indicates a closer
thematic relationship based on references made to each
other. The work of Hjerland, Mai, Tennis and Albrecht-
sen demonstrate closer thematic ties due to their close
proximity. A similar relationship can be seen with Fox,
Kipp, Martinez-Avila and Olson, who are located in close

proximity to one another. All four are, or were, located at
the same institution and have co-authored. There are
similar co-authorship or institutional relationships be-
tween several of the other authors such as Hjorland, Mai
and Albrechtsen.

Figure 2 summarizes the author bibliographic coupling
relationships between the twenty most productive au-
thors for the study time period who have contributed a
minimum of four articles (Note that one author with a
total link strength of zero, i.e., no citation connection to
the other authors, was removed). The bibliographic cou-
pling relationship also reflects the author relationship
strength from the authors’ perspectives themselves based
on the works they cite, but unlike the citer/citing rela-
tionship in Figure 1 above, this relationship is not limited
to authors citing each other but rather how they cite the
community of authors’ works; so the analysis does not
limit itself to productive authors within the journal. The
resulting map produces two broad groupings of authors.
The proximal relationships among the authors on the
right side of the map are similar, but not precisely the
same, as the relationship observed in Figure 1. In this
case, Fox serves as a bridge between the two groups by
citing works by authors in each group. Authors on the left
side of the map tend to cite more of the same authors.
Both the direct citation relationships based on author A
citing author B and the broader relationship through au-
thor bibliographic coupling where authors A and B cite
the same works, demonstrate similar proximity relation-
ships for many of the authors appearing in both maps.

Whereas the citation and bibliographic coupling analysis
show citer/cited relationships and highlight how authors
themselves are influenced by other researchers based on
citation practice, co-citation analysis highlights how
members of the research community view the relation-
ships among authors by citing their works together. The
resulting co-citation network is shown in Figure 3. In-

Most cited authors | # citations citaot/;ons # articles | Citations per Article
HJORLAND B 217 12.99 11 19.7
MALI JE 58 3.47 6 9.7
TENNIS JT 57 3.41 6.3
HARTEL ] 57 3.41 28.5
GNOLI C 53 3.17 7.6
DAHLBERG I 53 3.17 13.3
BEGHTOL C 53 3.17 6 8.8
OLSON HA 40 2.39 10.0
ALBRECHTSEN H 37 221 9.3

Table 2. Most cited authors in the journal Knowledge Organization (1993-2016).
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Figure 1. Citation analysis of the most productive authors in the journal Knowledge Organization (1993-2016).
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Figure 2. Author bibliographic coupling analysis of the most productive authors in the journal Knowledge Organization (1993-2016).

cluded authors received at least 200 citations, limited to
those who appeared as the first authors of a given article.
Authors with at least 30 citations were included, resulting
in twenty-one authors appearing on the map.

The different petrspective provided by co-citations still
shows some similar relationships as observed with the di-
rect citer/citing relationships. Hjetland continues to oc-
cupy a central role in the network, with close relation-
ships with Beghtol and Tennis. A number of other au-
thors not appearing on the most prolific or most cited list
also appear on the map, indicating their relationships with

the more prolific authors, even if they themselves have
not published extensively in KO or have been widely
cited. Researchers such as Svenonius, Soergel, Wittgen-
stein, Bowker and Frohmann, although not appearing on
the most prolific or most cited individual author lists, still
demonstrate a research connection to the more prolific
authors by being co-cited with them. Olson’s research, for
example, has contributed to multiple ateas such as subject
representation and classification, inter-indexer consis-
tency, feminist perspectives and research methods (Wolf-
ram 2016), and her works are used by the many research-
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Figure 3. Co-citation network among the theoretical references of the most productive authors in the journal Knowledge Organization (1993-

2016).

ers in the area. One could expect highly cited authors to
appear in closer proximity to one another simply due to
the fact that they have more citations that could co-occut.
Although this may be true for some pairs of authors, it is

not always the case.
5.0 Discussion

An exploration of authors individually within a given
domain can be descriptive of the authors themselves but
is not very revealing about the intellectual structure of
the domain. By examining the network of citation rela-
tionships through direct citation, bibliographic coupling
and co-citation, we can provide a greater understanding
of how researchers influence one another and how they
are situated within the field by their peers. Citation-based
analyses favor authors with established records who have
had greater time to publish and to accrue more citations
to their work. The most productive and influential au-
thors of the journal (Hjerland, Tennis, Gnoli, Dahlberg
and Mai), for the most part, were those with a longer his-
tory of publication in the field. This is also reflected in
the significant positive correlation between productivity
and citations observed for the most prolific authors. The
most prolific and cited author, Hjorland, was situated
centrally in each map. His work has dealt with fundamen-

tal issues of KO and his central proximity to many other
authors demonstrates his influence on the research com-
munity.

How authors situate themselves within the research
community through their citing other authors, as re-
flected in the citation and author bibliographic coupling
maps, provides one vantage point of the research com-
munity. Thetre is a consistent core of theoretical refer-
ences among the most productive authors. The active
cross-citation among the authors cited in this core indi-
cates the actual role of the journal Knowledge Organization
as a space for knowledge construction in the area of
knowledge organization. The citation and bibliographic
coupling maps were complementary in demonstrating the
intellectual proximity of authors to one another, with the
closest relationships among Hjerland, Tennis, Gnoli and
Beghtol. The theoretical proximity between Guimaraes
and Pinho, as well as between Martinez-Avila, Olson and
Kipp highlight the similarity in their references. This is
also undoubtedly due in part to each of them having
worked together as part of the same research group,
which resulted in the production of articles with similar
themes such as classification, ethical and epistemological
studies.

The intellectual proximity of the authors on the maps
can also be influenced by the geographic proximity of



https://doi.org/10.5771/0943-7444-2018-1-13
https://www.inlibra.com/de/agb
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

Knowl. Org. 45(2018)No.1

21

R. C. Gutierres Castanha and D. Wolfram.“The Domain of Knowledge Organization

the authors. Authors from the Americas atre situated on
the right side of the map in Figure 2 and most of the au-
thors on the left side, with some exceptions, are Euro-
pean authors. Closer geographic proximity can contribute
to mutual awateness of one anothet’s research or can
promote co-authorship. Katz (1994), for example, noted
that collaboration decreased with increasing geographic
distance within countries but did not necessarily dissuade
international collaboration. We see this in the closer prox-
imity in Figure 1 of Hjerland, Albrechtsen and Mai, and
Olson, Fox, Kipp and Mattinez-Avila who are/wete col-
leagues at the same institution. However, geography
should be considered a secondary influencing factor than
other more prominent factors such as collaboration, mu-
tual interest or access to relevant literature. Several North
American scholars (e.g, Beghtol, Smiraglia, Menard,
Szostak, Green) are more closely aligned with European
scholars based on their citing activity and may be more
closely aligned to researchers at other institutions.

Co-citation analysis, conversely, provides an indication
of research relatedness as perceived by members of the
research community itself in the way authors and their
works are cited. In addition to Hjerland, other influential
authors based the strength and number of connections to
other authors included Olson and Dahlberg. Although
these three authors are not very closely situated to one
another, they represent more prominent nodes in the
network. All three examine fundamental issues of the
discipline, such as classification, and have written.

The present research has demonstrated how bibli-
ometric methods based on citation data can serve as a
valuable tool for domain analysis when combined with
more qualitative analytical methods. We must acknowl-
edge several limitations of the research. First, the focus
on a single journal, Knowledge Organization, although cen-
tral to the domain of KO itself, does not represent the
entire population of KO research. How the authors in-
vestigated here represent their research identity through
referencing behavior in other publication venues may be
different. Second, the co-citation analysis map was lim-
ited to co-citations between first authors of publications.
If publications had more than one author, the co-
citations with the non-lead authors were not recorded by
VOSviewer, thereby limiting the connections with these
other authors. Third, there are different visualization ap-
proaches based on network characteristics and proximity
analysis that may be used to study scholarly networks.
Different tools may rely on different methods to repre-
sent these relationships. Although the outcomes of the
analyses may not provide definitive proof of believed re-
lationships within domains, they provide evidence to
support the interpretation of the complex web of rela-
tionships that exist within domains.

6.0 Conclusion

The journal Knowledge Organization provides a window into
KO research topics and interactions among KO contrib-
uting researchers. The journal’s focus on all aspects of
KO provides an important venue for the international
KO research community to share research developments
and, in turn, to be influenced by others’ work. The analy-
sis of the most productive authors and their theoretical
commonalities through citation, co-citation and author
bibliographic coupling and, jointly with effective ap-
proaches to the visualization, along with a more qualita-
tive understanding of the scientific domain analyzed,
specifically as it relates to the social dynamics of scientific
communication processes.

The present study represents a relatively small scale
exploration of a single domain as reflected in the litera-
ture of a key publication venue for the domain of KO.
Analysis at the journal level, particularly for a journal with
a well-defined disciplinary scope, represents a convenient
demarcation for studying the discipline. Future research
may examine expanded data sets that encompass larger
numbers of core publication venues focused on the do-
main. This, in turn, can lead to an examination of the
boundaries and relationships of different domains with
KO based on citation practices to more fully identify the
boundaries of the field.
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