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Abstract 

This study presents a comprehensive bibliometric analysis of the International Journal of 

Information Management (IJIM) spanning 2005 to 2024, integrating publication metrics, 

intellectual structure, and collaboration networks. Using data sourced from the Web of 

Science and analyzed with VOSviewer, the analysis covers 1,721 records. The lead author, 

Dwivedi, Yogesh K. contributed 25 articles and earned 10,127 citations, with additional 

frequent contributors such as Chang, V. (18 articles), Rana, N.P. (15 articles), and others 

averaging 14.9 publications each. Institutional output is highlighted by Swansea University, 

which produced 33 articles and 11,445 citations, a link strength of 45; Brunel University had 

the highest institutional link strength of 44. At the country level, the USA leads in 

international collaboration with 418 documents and a link strength of 335, while the UAE 

produced 20 documents and 335 citations, and Wambui Samuel Fosso participated with 11 

papers and a link strength of 3. The analysis reveals frequently occurring high-impact 

keywords like “management” (194 occurrences), “model” (223), “impact” (218), and 

“technology” (189), illustrating the journal’s key thematic areas. Overall, these findings 

demonstrate strong productivity, vibrant international collaboration, and thematic evolution 

in IJIM, positioning the journal for continued academic leadership in information 

management research. 

___________________________________________________________________________ 

Keywords: Bibliometric Analysis, Web of Science, VOSviewer, Scientometrics, Citation 

Network, Co-authorship Network, Keyword Co-occurrence. 

 

1. Introduction 
 

1.1 Background and significance 
 

In the era of exponential growth in scholarly communication, Bibliometric analysis has 

become an influential tool of assessing the organization, evolution, and influence of the 

scientific literature. It allows performing a systematic review of research results, the patterns 

of authorship, citation, and the trends by theme within a discipline or a certain journal 
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(Donthu et al., 2021). Bibliometric studies not only facilitate the detection of central 

contributors and impactful publications but also show new spheres of research and 

collaboration networks that characterize the development of scientific fields (Aria & 

Cuccurullo, 2017). International Journal of Information Management (IJIM) is one of the top 

journals in information and knowledge management. It issues the research devoted to the 

management of information and digital technologies in organizations, and in recent years 

much attention is paid to such aspects as big data, artificial intelligence (AI), digital 

transformation, and information governance (Rowley & Slack, 2004). As the journal has 

continued to gain prominence and change its thematic focus, a bibliometric mapping of IJIM 

offers pivotal information on how the field has evolved over the years. Visualization software 

such as VOSviewer has also contributed to the capability of mapping and interpreting 

complex bibliographic data, offering interactive and interpretable graphical displays of co-

authorship, citation and keyword networks (Van Eck & Waltman, 2010). This research 

contributes to the academic interpretation of the intellectual environment and influence of 

IJIM and the publications of the journal between 2005 and 2024. It offers the requisite 

information to researchers, editors and institutional policymakers interested in identifying 

research trends, collaborative models and major contributions in the information management 

area. 

 

1.2 Objectives of the Study 

 

The paper presents a bibliometric review of the International Journal of Information 

Management (2005-2024), assessing its development, intellectual organization, and research 

dynamics based on the publication dynamics, the contribution made by authors and 

institutions, the themes, and scholarly partnerships. Based on this, the objectives are: 
 

 To analyze publication trends in IJIM (2005-2024). 

 To identify leading contributors and institutions. 

 To map thematic evolution and emerging research areas. 

 To visualize scholarly networks and collaborations. 

 

2. Literature Review 

 

2.1 Overview of Bibliometric and Scientometric Studies 

 

Since the early 2000s, bibliometric and scientometric studies have expanded with the 

digitization of academic content and databases like WoS, Scopus, and Google Scholar. 

Bibliometrics, defined by Pritchard (1969), applies quantitative methods to literature, while 

scientometrics focuses on measuring scientific activities, citation networks, and research 

impact (Moed, 2005). Modern studies analyze author productivity, citation patterns, co-

authorship, citation mapping, and keyword co-occurrence to explore disciplinary evolution 

(Waltman, 2016). Advanced tools like VOSviewer (van Eck & Waltman, 2010), CiteSpace 

(Chen, 2006), and Bibliometrix (Aria & Cuccurullo, 2017) enable visual knowledge maps of 

clusters, themes, and collaborations. Post-2000, trends such as open science, interdisciplinary, 

and global collaboration have shaped bibliometric applications in journal evaluation, funding, 

and policy-making (Donthu et al., 2021). Recent studies highlight emerging fields like digital 

transformation, AI, and big data (Zupic & Cater, 2015). Overall, bibliometric research is now 

integral to tracking knowledge diffusion, research trends, and scholarly communication in the 

21st century. 
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2.2 Previous Studies on IJIM and Related Journals 

 

A research paper "Forty years of the International Journal of Information Management: A 

bibliometric analysis" provides a comprehensive overview of the journal's evolution and 

impact over its 40 years of publication. They focused on bibliometric studies in information 

management, highlighting their focus on publication trends, authorship, and intellectual 

structures in journals like MIS Quarterly and Information Systems Frontiers. It notes the 

dominance of quantitative methodologies and the increasing collaboration among authors 

over the years. The study emphasizes the significant impact of article attributes, such as 

methodology and references, on citation counts, with conceptual articles receiving more 

citations than empirical ones. It also suggests future research directions, including systematic 

literature reviews and custom database creation to address data source limitations (Donthu et 

al., 2021). 

 

The article titled “Twenty years of the Journal of Knowledge 

Management: a bibliometric analysis” conducts a bibliometric analysis of the Journal of 

Knowledge Management (JKM) from its inception in 1997 to 2016, marking its 20th 

anniversary. It examines the journal's growth, productivity, and impact, noting its indexing in 

major databases like Scopus and Web of Science. The study utilizes performance and science 

mapping analyses to evaluate citations, authorship, and institutional contributions, revealing 

that the USA and UK are the leading contributors. Additionally, it identifies trends in 

research topics and highlights the journal's significance in the knowledge management field 

(Gaviria-Marin et al., 2018). 

 

There’s a study titled “A bibliometric analysis and visualization of e-learning adoption using 

VOSviewer” conducted a bibliometric analysis of e-learning adoption, utilizing data from the 

Scopus database, which is known for its extensive collection of scientific literature. It 

analyzed 896 documents published between 1989 and 2021, focusing on various stages of the 

e-learning adoption process, including acceptance, adoption, and use. The analysis revealed 

that the most frequently occurring keywords were "e-learning," "students," and "technology 

acceptance model," indicating strong relationships among these concepts. The findings 

highlight the importance of understanding the factors influencing e-learning adoption, 

particularly the perceived usefulness of e-learning tools (Martins et al., 2024).  

 

Meanwhile, the paper titled “Bibliometric analysis of the VINE 

Journal of Information and Knowledge Management Systems: 2000-2020” focuses on 

analyzing a significant number of knowledge management (KM) publications to identify gaps 

and enhance the literature review process. It is structured into three stages: input, processing, 

and output, which helps in gathering relevant literature and selecting key publications for 

review. The study emphasizes the importance of bibliometric analysis in understanding the 

contributions of the VINE Journal of Information and Knowledge Management Systems 

(VJIKMS) to KM research, highlighting the trends and patterns in publications over two 

decades. This comprehensive approach aims to demystify the literature review process and 

provide valuable insights for future research (Islam & Widen, 2023).  

 

A bibliometric analysis of the Journal of Enterprise Information Management (JEIM) is 

provided in a research paper titled “A retrospective overview of Journal of Enterprise 

Information Management using bibliometric analysis”, highlighting its methodological trends 

and thematic evolution. It reveals that empirical methodologies dominate the articles, 

comprising 76%, while conceptual and review methodologies account for 18% and 6%, 
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respectively. The analysis techniques employed include quantitative (39%) and qualitative 

(30%) methods, with descriptive statistics being the most common. The study also identifies 

major themes such as information systems and supply chain management, emphasizing the 

journal's contribution to the field with 656 articles published over the years (Donthu et al., 

2022). 

 

2.3 Tool for Bibliometric Analysis: VOSviewer  
 

The advancement of bibliometric and scientometric research in recent decades has been 

significantly aided by the development of specialized software tools designed to organize, 

analyze, and visualize bibliographic data. Among these, VOSviewer stand out for their 

accessibility, functionality, and widespread adoption in academic research. 

 

VOSviewer 

 

Developed by researchers at the Centre for Science and Technology Studies (CWTS) at 

Leiden University, VOSviewer is a powerful tool designed for constructing and visualizing 

bibliometric networks (Van Eck & Waltman, 2010). It allows researchers to create maps 

based on co-authorship, co-occurrence of keywords, citation, bibliographic coupling, and co-

citation. VOSviewer is particularly known for its ability to handle large bibliographic datasets 

and generate intuitive, high-resolution visualizations of knowledge domains. VOSviewer uses 

a layout algorithm that spatially arranges items (e.g. authors, journals, terms) based on their 

similarity and relatedness, making it easy to identify research clusters, influential authors, and 

emerging themes (Waltman, van Eck, & Noyons, 2010). The software supports direct 

importing of data from major databases like Web of Science, Scopus, and Dimensions, 

enhancing its utility in comprehensive bibliometric studies. In bibliometric mapping of 

journals such as the International Journal of Information Management (IJIM), VOSviewer is 

used to analyze keyword co-occurrence to identify evolving research trends, as well as to 

examine co-authorship networks to understand scholarly collaboration across countries and 

institutions. 

 

3. Research Methodology 

 

3.1 Data Source and Collection 

 

The data for this bibliometric analysis of the International Journal of Information 

Management (2005-2024) were retrieved from the Web of Science (WoS) on 25th May, 2025. 

The dataset included titles, abstracts, keywords, author details, affiliations, and citation data. 

To ensure accuracy, duplicates, incomplete records, and non-research items (e.g., editorials, 

book reviews, errata) were removed. The cleaned data were exported into formats compatible 

with VOSviewer, which was used to generate co-authorship, citation, and keyword co-

occurrence maps. These analyses revealed publication trends, thematic developments, and 

collaboration patterns. 

 

3.2 Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria 

Inclusion Criteria: Documents published in International Journal of Information 

Management; Publications between 2005 and 2024; Records indexed in Web of Science; 

Documents with complete bibliographic metadata. 
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Exclusion Criteria: Duplicate records; Incomplete records; Editorials, errata, book reviews, 

and non-research items; Records outside the selected time period. 

 

After data cleaning, a final dataset of 1,721 records was used for analysis. 

 

3.3 Data Processing Tool: VOSviewer 

 

VOSviewer, developed by Nees Jan van Eck and Ludo Waltman (2010) at CWTS, Leiden 

University, Netherlands was used as the primary tool for bibliometric network analysis data 

from sources like Web of Science was collected; it generates visual maps such as: 
 

 Citation network analysis: visually maps citation relationships between publications, 

authors, or journals to highlight influential nodes and connected clusters in scholarly 

research. 

 Keyword co-occurrence networks: clustering frequently appearing terms to identify 

themes, trends, and emerging topics. 

 Co-authorship networks: showing collaborations among authors, institutions, and 

countries, with node size and link thickness indicating contribution and collaboration 

strength. 

 

Using distance-based layouts and color-coded clusters, VOSviewer enables intuitive 

visualization of relationships. Its ability to handle large datasets and produce high-resolution 

interactive maps made it ideal for analyzing IJIM’s publication landscape, collaboration 

structures, and thematic evolution during 2005-2024. 

 

3.4 Analytical Parameters Used in VOSviewer 

VOSviewer is used to generate citation, co-authorship, and keyword co-occurrence networks 

using the following parameters: 

Counting method: Full counting 

Author threshold: Minimum 10 documents 

Organisation threshold: Minimum 20 documents 

Country threshold: Minimum 20 documents 

Keyword occurrence threshold: Minimum 20 or 50 occurrences depending on dataset type 

Normalization method: Association strength 

Visualization type: Network visualization with cluster colours and total link strength 

indicators 

 

4. Results and Analysis 

 

4.1 Publication growth trends 

 

Table 1 titled "Publication Growth Trends" displays publication data spanning from 2005 to 

2024. It lists the final publication year, the corresponding record count, and the percentage 

each year's publications contribute toward a total of 1,721 records. The data shows notable 
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growth and fluctuations over the years, with the record count peaking in 2020 at 221 

publications (12.841%). Other years also saw high output, like 2019 and 2021, while earlier 

years like 2005-2008 reflect much lower counts. Overall, the table highlights a general 

upward trajectory in the volume of publications, punctuated by periodic increases in output in 

certain years. 

 

The publication trend indicates three developmental phases in IJIM. During 2005-2012, 

publication output remained comparatively modest, ranging between 32 and 62 records 

annually, reflecting a focused but stable growth stage. Between 2013 and 2018, publication 

volume increased steadily, suggesting expansion in journal visibility and submission rates. 

The sharp rise during 2019-2021, particularly the peak of 221 publications in 2020, may be 

associated with intensified global interest in digital transformation, remote work systems, e-

commerce, and crisis-driven technology adoption during the COVID-19 period. 

 

Table - 1: Publication Growth Trends in IJIM journal from 2005 to 2024 

Final Publication Year Record Count % of 1,721 

2024 76 4.416 

2023 85 4.939 

2022 79 4.59 

2021 152 8.832 

2020 221 12.841 

2019 158 9.181 

2018 118 6.856 

2017 92 5.346 

2016 115 6.682 

2015 73 4.242 

2014 76 4.416 

2013 93 5.404 

2012 58 3.37 

2011 62 3.603 

2010 59 3.428 

2009 50 2.905 

2008 51 2.963 

2007 32 1.859 

2006 37 2.15 

2005 34 1.976 

 

4.2 Author Productivity 

 

The table 2 titled "Author Productivity" summarizes the contributions of the top ten authors 

in the IJIM journal based on the number of records attributed to each author. Dwivedi, YK 

leads with 25 records, accounting for 1.453% of the total 1,721 records. Other prominent 

contributors include Chang V, Rana NP, and several others who have record counts ranging 

from 18 to 11, each representing between 0.639% and 1.046% of the total output. The table 

highlights the significant role played by these authors in the journal’s publication landscape, 

emphasizing their productivity and influence within the field. 
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Table - 2: Top ten authors in IJIM journal 

Authors Record Count % of 1,721 

Dwivedi YK 25 1.453 

Chang V 18 1.046 

Rana NP 15 0.872 

Davison RM 14 0.813 

Janssen M 14 0.813 

Lee H 14 0.813 

Pan SL 14 0.813 

Hamari J 13 0.755 

Kar AK 11 0.639 

Lee J 11 0.639 

 
4.3 Institutional Productivity 
 

Table 3 titled "Institutional Productivity" presents the top ten institutions contributing to the 

IJIM journal, showing each institution’s record count and its corresponding percentage of the 

total 1,721 records. The Indian Institute of Management IIM System ranks highest with 42 

records (2.44%), followed closely by the State University System of Florida, the City 

University of Hong Kong, and Brunel University, all of which hold between 26 and 38 

records, contributing percentages ranging from 1.511% to 2.208%. This data provides a clear 

indication of the most prolific institutions in the journal, reflecting their significant research 

output and influence within the academic community. 

 

Table - 3: Top ten Institutions in IJIM journal 

Affiliations Record Count % of 1,721 

Indian Institute of Management (IIM) System 42 2.44 

State University System of Florida 38 2.208 

City University of Hong Kong 37 2.15 

Brunel University 35 2.034 

Swansea University 34 1.976 

Chinese Academy of Sciences 31 1.801 

University of Bradford 29 1.685 

University of Science Technology of China CAS 28 1.627 

University of Texas System 26 1.511 

Indian Institute of Technology (IIT)System 25 1.453 
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4.4 Citation and Impact Analysis 

 

Fig 1: Citation networks at the Author level 

 

Note: Minimum number of Authors selected n = 10, out of 3976 authors the number of 

authors meeting this threshold n = 11. The authors represented in the map (n = 11) have a 

total link strength of at least 1 and are grouped in 3 clusters in different colours. 

 

Table 4 titled "Details of Citation networks at the Author level" presents a breakdown of 

influential authors in citation networks, grouped by cluster colours—Red, Green, and Blue. 

For each author, it lists the number of documents, total citations, and their total link strength 

in the network. Authors such as Dwivedi, Yogesh K. and Rana, Nripendra P. stand out with 

substantial citation counts (over 10,000 and 6,000 respectively) and high link strengths, 

indicating strong influence and connectivity in scholarly networks. The table showcases the 

relative impact and collaborative strength of these top-cited authors within their clusters. 

 

Table - 4: Details about Citation networks at the Author level 

Details of citation networks at the author level 

Cluster-colour Author Documents Citations 

Total Link 

Strength 

Red  

Chang, Victor 18 1567 6 

Janssen, Marijn 14 5076 81 

Kar, Arpan Kumar 11 4014 98 

Wamba, Samuel Fosso 11 2902 68 

Green 

Dwivedi, Yogesh K. 25 10127 231 

Hamari, Juho 13 2494 27 

Jeyaraj, Anand 10 1731 49 

Rana, Nripendra P. 15 6516 147 

Blue 

Davison, Robert M. 14 2433 44 

Pan, Shan I. 13 658 46 

Teo, Thompson S. H. 10 988 33 
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Fig 2: Citation networks at Organization level 

 

Note: Minimum number of documents of an organization selected n = 20, out of 1620 

organizations the number of organizations meeting this threshold n = 9. The organizations 

represented in the map (n = 9) have a total link strength of at least 1 and are grouped in 3 

clusters in different colours. 
 

Table 5 displays citation network details for leading organizations, grouping them by cluster 

colour and listing the number of documents, total citations, and link strength. Swansea 

University (Red cluster) has the highest metrics, with 33 documents, 11,445 citations, and a 

link strength of 188. In contrast, Brunel University (Green cluster) shows the lowest values, 

with 28 documents, 967 citations, and a link strength of 28. On average, across the ten listed 

organizations, document counts range around 26, citation counts average about 3,881, and 

link strengths average approximately 74. These figures highlight Swansea University’s 

dominant influence and connectivity, while Brunel University represents the lower end of 

organizational network impact. 

 

Table - 5: Details about Citation networks at Organization level 

Details of Citation networks at Organization level 

Cluster- 

colour Organizations Documents Citations 

Total Link 

Strength 

Red 

Delft University of Technology 21 5704 90 

Swansea University 33 11445 188 

University of Bradford 29 4605 112 

University of Sydney 22 1351 74 

Green 

Brunel University 28 967 28 

National University Singapore 21 2250 40 

University of Ljubljana 22 2839 40 

Blue 

City University of Hong Kong 37 5035 85 

University of Science & 

Technology of China 28 2778 51 
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Fig 3: Citation networks at the Country level 

 

Note: Minimum number of documents of a country selected n = 20, out of 84 countries the 

number of countries meeting this threshold n = 29. The organizations represented in the map 

(n = 29) have a total link strength of at least 1 and are grouped in 4 clusters in different 

colours. 

 

Table 6 provides a comprehensive overview of citation networks at the country level, 

categorized by cluster colour and including data on the number of documents, citations, and 

total link strength for each country. The United States (USA, Green cluster) stands out with 

the highest numbers: 418 documents, 32,605 citations, and a total link strength of 5,252 

reflecting its dominant position in global research collaboration and impact. At the other end, 

countries such as South Africa (Green cluster, 28 documents), United Arab Emirates (Blue 

cluster, 20 documents), and Poland (Red cluster, 21 documents) contribute the lowest 

document counts among those listed, with the UAE also registering one of the lowest citation 

totals (3,116) and link strengths (341). On average, across all the countries in the table, 

document counts generally range from around 30 to 150, citation counts average roughly 

between 4,000 and 5,000, and link strengths often cluster between 700 and 2,000. This 

highlights the considerable variance in academic influence and international connectivity 

among the represented countries, with the USA as the clear leader. 

 

Table - 6: Details about Citation networks at Country level 

Details of Citation networks at Country level 

Cluster- 

colour Country Documents Citations 

Total Link 

Strength 

Red 

Australia 134 10655 2391 

Brazil 29 3828 610 

Canada 82 8104 1382 

Denmark 23 4796 855 

England 264 20801 3418 
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France 82 9118 1961 

Germany 69 6196 1514 

India 108 15816 3079 

Italy 44 5485 878 

Netherlands 57 7226 1112 

Norway 41 5536 827 

Poland 21 2017 274 

Saudi Arabia 30 4883 701 

Scotland 33 4101 469 

Spain 89 7822 1095 

Sweden 27 1449 335 

Wales 59 12544 2424 

Green 

Finland 54 7142 1192 

Peoples R. of China 262 23057 4102 

Portugal 36 3207 561 

Slovenia 24 2981 375 

South Africa 28 4563 541 

South Korea 101 9415 1181 

Taiwan 126 14032 2036 

Turkey 23 1375 274 

USA 418 32608 5252 

Blue 

Malaysia 34 5199 562 

United Arab Emirates 20 1192 316 

Yellow Singapore 38 3645 612 

 
4.5 Thematic Analysis 

 
Fig 4: Co-occurrence networks at all keywords level 
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Note: Minimum number of occurrences of a keyword selected n = 50, out of 7349 keywords 

the number of keywords meeting this threshold n = 39. The keywords represented in the map 

(n = 39) have a total link strength of at least 1 and are grouped in 3 clusters in different 

colours. 

 

Table 7 outlines key terms from co-occurrence networks, sorted into Red, Green, and Blue 

clusters, with each keyword's occurrence and total link strength presented. In terms of 

frequency, "information" (Red cluster) appears most often with 218 occurrences, and also has 

the highest link strength at 611. The lowest occurrence among the listed keywords is 

"determinants" in the Green cluster, with 67 and "online" has the lowest link strength at 192. 

On average, keywords in the table show occurrences ranging from around 70 to 170 and 

average link strengths from roughly 200 to 400. This distribution underlines the prominence 

and collaborative connectivity of certain research themes—especially information 

management and technology—across the network, while highlighting the relatively lower 

impact of others. 

 

Table - 7: Details about Co-occurrence networks at all keywords level 

Details of Co-occurrence networks at all keywords level 

Cluster- colour Keywords Occurrence 

Total Link 

Strength 

Red 

Big data 107 265 

Business 52 163 

Challenges 53 161 

Decision-making 61 188 

Design 59 155 

Firm performance 65 183 

Framework 126 336 

Impact 218 611 

Information management 70 111 

Information-systems 77 168 

Innovation 133 362 

Knowledge 105 264 

Knowledge management 97 225 

Management 194 506 

Performance 170 455 

Perspective 69 208 

Strategy 55 146 

Systems 159 452 

Technology 189 529 

Green 

Acceptance 72 231 

Antecedents 78 246 

Behavior 96 283 

Communication 78 212 

Determinants 67 214 

E-commerce 76 234 

Information 163 398 

Intention 57 208 

Internet 92 222 
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Model 223 625 

Online 68 192 

Quality 67 200 

Satisfaction 83 252 

Social media 160 360 

Trust 163 487 

Word-of-mouth 51 157 

Blue 

Adoption 163 515 

Information-technology 189 522 

Technology acceptance model 56 155 

User acceptance 117 331 

 

 

 
Fig 5: Co-occurrence networks at Author keywords level 

 

Note: Minimum number of occurrences of a keyword selected n = 20, out of 5474 keywords 

the number of keywords meeting this threshold n = 23. The keywords represented in the map 

(n = 23) have a total link strength of at least 1 and are grouped in 4 clusters in different 

colours. 

 

Table 8 presents a summary of co-occurrence networks for author keywords, clustered by 

colour and listing each keyword's occurrence and total link strength. Among the listed 

keywords, "knowledge management" (Green cluster) has the highest occurrence at 69, while 

"covid-19" (Blue cluster) and "gamification" (Red cluster) share the lowest occurrence at 16. 

In terms of link strength, "information management" (Green cluster) is the highest at 38, and 

both "gamification" (Red cluster) and "twitter" (Yellow cluster) have the lowest link strength 

at 14. On average, the occurrence of keywords in the table falls near 30, while link strength 

averages close to 20. This reflects the relative concentration and collaborative importance of 

certain research themes, such as knowledge management and information management, 

across author keyword networks. 
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Table - 8: Details about Co-occurrence networks at the Author keywords level 

Details of Co-occurrence networks at the Author keywords level 

Cluster- colour Keywords Occurrence Total Link Strength 

Red 

Adoption 28 21 

Block-chain 24 17 

Case study 44 19 

Cloud computing 34 14 

E-government 26 7 

Gamification 21 4 

Innovation 34 21 

Literature review 28 21 

Green 

Information management 70 38 

Information systems 37 34 

Information technology 20 13 

Knowledge management 69 34 

Knowledge sharing 28 18 

Blue 

Artificial intelligence 43 23 

Big data 32 24 

Big data analytics 20 7 

Covid-19 25 16 

Machine learning 26 16 

Yellow 

E-commerce 22 6 

Social commerce 20 10 

Social media 99 38 

Trust 51 25 

Twitter 25 14 
 

 

 
Fig 6: Co-occurrence networks at keywords Plus level 

 

Note: Minimum number of occurrences of keywords Plus selected n = 50, out of 2679 

keywords the number of keywords meeting this threshold n = 34. The keywords represented 

in the map (n = 34) have a total link strength of at least 1 and are grouped in 2 clusters in 

different colours. 
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Table 9 provides an overview of co-occurrence networks for keywords at the "keywords 

Plus" level, grouped into red and green clusters. The keyword "model" (Red cluster) has the 

highest occurrence at 222 and the maximum link strength at 538, highlighting its central role 

in research discussions. The lowest occurrence recorded is for "word-of-mouth" (Red cluster) 

with 50, and its link strength is also the lowest at 141. Typically, keywords in the table show 

occurrences averaging between 70 and 150 and link strengths commonly ranging from 180 to 

400. This data spotlights the prominence of modeling, management, and technology 

concepts, while revealing the relatively lower collaborative impact of less frequently used 

terms. 
 

Table - 9: Detail about Co-occurrence networks at keywords Plus level 

Detail of Co-occurrence networks at keywords Plus level 

Cluster- colour Keywords Occurrence 

Total Link 

Strength 

Red 

Acceptance 70 199 

Adoption 140 364 

Antecedents 77 206 

Behavior 96 253 

Communication 70 157 

Determinants 67 187 

E-commerce 55 152 

Information 149 327 

Information-technology 189 426 

Intention 54 180 

Internet 81 165 

Model 222 538 

Online 68 168 

Quality 64 163 

Satisfaction 79 218 

Social media 74 145 

Trust 126 329 

User acceptance 115 263 

Word-of-mouth 50 141 

Green 

Big data 78 174 

Business 51 143 

Decision-making 58 157 

Design 57 122 

Firm performance 56 130 

Framework 118 266 

Impact 216 512 

Information-systems 77 150 

Innovation 100 235 

Knowledge 95 213 

Management 186 419 

Performance 158 364 

Perspective 69 175 

Systems 156 371 

Technology 182 438 
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Keyword co-occurrence analysis demonstrates a shift from conventional information 

management themes toward digitally driven interdisciplinary research. High-frequency 

keywords such as management, technology, model, impact, and trust indicate strong attention 

to organizational performance and technology adoption. The emergence of keywords such as 

artificial intelligence, big data, social media, and machine learning reflects the journal’s 

responsiveness to current technological disruptions and changing managerial priorities. 

 

4.6 Collaboration Patterns 

 
Fig 7: Co-authorship networks at Authors level 

 

Note: Minimum number of documents of an author selected n = 10, out of 3976 authors the 

number of authors meeting this threshold n = 11. The authors represented in the map (n = 8) 

have a total link strength of at least 1 and are grouped in 3 clusters in different colours. 
 

Table 10 summarizes co-authorship networks at the author level, grouped by cluster colour, 

and details each author’s document count, citations, and total link strength. Among the listed 

authors, Dwivedi Yogesh K. (Red cluster) has the highest values with 25 documents, 10,127 

citations, and a link strength of 24, indicating strong collaboration and influence. The lowest 

figures are for Wamba Samuel Fosso (Red cluster) with 11 documents and a link strength of 

just 3, and Teo Thompson S. H. (Blue cluster) with 10 documents and 988 citations. On 

average, the authors have about 13-14 documents, about 4,000 citations, and a link strength 

close to 12. This data highlights the central contributors to collaborative research, while also 

showing the variance in network influence among co-authors. 
 

Table - 10: Details about Co-authorship networks at Author level 

Details of Co-authorship networks at Author level 

Cluster- colour Author Documents Citations 

Total Link 

Strength 

Red 

Dwivedi, Yogesh K. 25 10127 24 

Janssen, Marijn 14 5076 11 

Rana, Nripendra P. 15 6516 19 

Wamba, Samuel Fosso 11 2902 3 

Green 

Davison, Robert M. 14 2433 9 

Kar, Arpan Kumar 11 4014 14 

Teo, Thompson S. H. 10 988 5 

Blue Jeyaraj, Anand 10 1731 7 



284 
 

 

 
Fig 8: Co-authorship networks at Organization level 

 

Note: Minimum number of documents of an organization selected n = 20, out of 1620 

organizations the number of organizations meeting this threshold n = 9. The organizations 

represented in the map (n = 9) have a total link strength of at least 1 and are grouped in 3 

clusters in different colours. 

 

Table 11 presents a summary of co-authorship networks at the organization level, sorted by 

cluster colour and showing each organization's count of documents, citations, and total link 

strength. Swansea University (Red cluster) appears as the most prolific, with 33 documents, 

11,445 citations, and a link strength of 14. In contrast, Brunel University (Red cluster) ranks 

lowest, with only 28 documents, 967 citations, and a minimal link strength of 4. Across all 

listed organizations, the average document count is roughly 26, with citation averages near 

4,100 and link strengths averaging about 11. These figures highlight Swansea University as 

the leading network contributor and Brunel University as the least collaborative by link 

strength among the group. 

 

Table - 11: Details about Co-authorship networks at Organization level  

Details of Co-authorship networks at organization level 

Cluster- 

colour Organization Documents Citations 

Total Link 

Strength 

Red 

Brunel University 28 967 4 

Delft University of Technology 21 5704 10 

National University of Singapore 21 2250 6 

Swansea University 33 11445 14 

University of Bradford 29 4605 9 

Green 

City University of Hong Kong 37 5035 18 

University of Science & Tech. China 28 2778 13 

Blue 

University of Ljubljana 22 2839 1 

University of Sydney 22 1351 5 
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Fig 9: Co-authorship networks at the Country level 

 

Note: Minimum number of documents of a country selected n = 20, out of 84 countries the 

number of countries meeting this threshold n = 29. The countries represented in the map (n = 

29) have a total link strength of at least 1 and are grouped in 4 clusters in different colours. 

 

Table 12 presents data on co-authorship networks at the country level, organized by cluster 

colour and providing metrics for documents, citations, and total link strength for each 

country. The USA (Green cluster) leads all metrics with 418 documents, 32,608 citations, and 

a top link strength of 535, making it the most influential country in the network. At the 

opposite end, the United Arab Emirates (Green cluster) displays the lowest figures with 20 

documents, 1,192 citations, and a link strength of 24. On average, the document count per 

country is about 75, citations average near 7,000, and total link strength typically falls 

between 60 and 100. This pattern underscores the strong collaborative output and network 

centrality of leading countries like the USA, contrasted by the more modest participation of 

nations such as the UAE. 

 

Table - 12: Details of Co-authorship networks at Country level 

Details of Co-authorship networks at Country level 

Cluster- 

colour Country Documents Citations 

Total Link 

Strength 

Red 

Australia 134 10655 183 

Denmark 23 4796 69 

England 264 20801 219 

Finland 54 7142 57 

Germany 69 6196 84 

India 108 15816 138 

Italy 44 5485 74 

Norway 41 5536 80 

Saudi Arabia 30 4883 77 

Scotland 33 4101 39 
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South Africa 28 4563 57 

Wales 59 12544 114 

Green 

Brazil 29 3828 33 

Canada 82 8104 73 

France 82 9118 131 

Portugal 36 3207 36 

Slovenia 24 2981 15 

South Korea 101 9415 82 

United Arab Emirates 20 1192 21 

USA 418 32608 335 

Blue 

Netherlands 57 7226 88 

Poland 21 2017 34 

Spain 89 7822 64 

Sweden 20 1192 21 

Turkey 23 1375 13 

Yellow 

Malaysia 34 5199 42 

Peoples R. China 262 23057 228 

Singapore 38 3645 64 

Taiwan 126 14032 97 

 
The collaboration network shows that scholarly influence in IJIM is concentrated among 

internationally connected authors and institutions. Dwivedi Yogesh K., Swansea University, 

and the USA occupy central positions in the network, indicating that sustained productivity 

combined with collaborative engagement significantly enhances academic visibility and 

citation impact. 

 
5. Interpretation of Findings 
 

The bibliometric analysis of the International Journal of Information Management (IJIM) 

from 2005 to 2024 reveals several critical insights about the journal's scholarly landscape, 

including authorship patterns, thematic evolution, citation impact, and collaborative trends. 

 

5.1 Author Productivity and Core Contributors 
 

Productive authors in the IJIM journal, based on their publication output. Dwivedi, YK stands 

out as the lead contributor with 25 records, accounting for 1.453% of the total 1,721 records. 

Following him are Chang, V and Rana, NP with 18 and 15 records respectively, while several 

others—including Davison RM, Janssen M, Lee H, Pan SL, and Hamari J—contribute 

between 14 and 13 records each. The lowest among the top ten are Kar AK and Lee J, each 

with 11 records, comprising 0.639% of the total. The average record count among these 

authors is about 14.9, underlining the significant influence and core role these contributors 

play in shaping the journal’s research output and scholarly direction. 

 

5.2 Thematic Evolution and Keyword Trends 
 

The co-occurrence network analysis of all keywords used in the dataset, highlights the most 

frequently used and influential terms across publications. According to the findings, high-

frequency keywords such as "management" (194 occurrences), "model" (223), "impact" 

(218), and "technology" (189) not only appear frequently but also exhibit significant total link 
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strengths, indicating their central role and strong interconnectedness in the knowledge system 

research landscape. Additionally, terms like "information," "performance," and "trust" also 

score high in both occurrence and total link strength, reflecting their importance in the 

discourse. The network is categorized by cluster colours, showing how keywords cluster into 

thematic research areas. Overall, the results reveal that research in this domain is driven by 

interconnected topics broadly focused on management, technology, information systems, 

trust, and performance, representing the thematic structure and intellectual core of the 

scholarly output. 

 

5.3 Collaboration Networks and Co-Authorship Patterns 

 

Collaboration networks and co-authorship patterns show that a small group of highly 

productive contributors drive research impact. At the author level, Dwivedi Yogesh K. leads 

with 25 documents, 10,127 citations, and a link strength of 24, while authors like Wamba 

Samuel Fosso participate with 11 documents and a link strength of 3. Swansea University 

shows organizational leadership, producing 33 documents, 11,445 citations, and a link 

strength of 14, compared to Brunel University’s lower link strength of 4. Among countries, 

the USA is the most influential with 418 documents, 32,608 citations, and a link strength of 

335, while the UAE contributes 20 documents, 1,192 citations, and a link strength of 24. The 

average for top authors is about 14 documents and a link strength of 12; for organizations, it 

is about 25 documents with link strengths of 10-14; and for countries, about 90 documents 

with a link strength of about 90. These figures highlight the importance of a closely 

connected and internationally active core for advancing research. 

 

5.4 Theoretical Implications 

This study contributes theoretically by mapping the intellectual and thematic evolution of 

information management research through the lens of a leading journal. The results show 

how traditional themes such as management, information systems, and performance have 

gradually integrated with emerging topics such as artificial intelligence, digital 

transformation, and big data analytics. This supports the view that academic disciplines 

evolve through dynamic interactions between foundational concepts and emerging 

technologies. 

The study also demonstrates the usefulness of bibliometric methods in identifying conceptual 

structures and influential contributors within a discipline. 

5.5 Practical Implications 

The findings provide practical insights for researchers, journal editors, institutions, and 

policymakers. Researchers may use the results to identify influential authors, institutions, and 

emerging themes for future collaboration. Editors can use the findings to design special issues 

in high-growth areas such as AI, digital governance, and analytics. Universities and research 

agencies may benefit from country and institutional collaboration patterns when planning 

partnerships and benchmarking research productivity. 

6. Conclusion 

 

The bibliometric analysis of the International Journal of Information Management 

demonstrates strong scholarly productivity, with top authors like Dwivedi Yogesh K. 

contributing 25 articles and earned 10,127 citations, and the leading ten authors averaging 
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about 15 publications each. Frequent and impactful keywords such as “management” (194 

occurrences), “model” (223), and “technology” (189) illustrate the journal’s central research 

themes. The journal’s citation influence is significant, with recent years showing an impact 

factor of about 27.0 and institutions like Swansea University contributed 33 articles and 

11,445 citations to the field. At a global scale, the USA leads country-wise contributions with 

418 documents and 32,608 citations, complemented by high link-strength values that 

highlight robust collaborative research. These quantitative findings reflect a tightly knit, 

internationally engaged research community that drives the journal’s intellectual growth and 

impact. For future research, there is a substantial opportunity to advance digital innovation, 

interdisciplinary methodologies, and global collaboration, particularly in emerging topics like 

AI, digital ethics, and societal transformation through information systems. This ongoing 

evolution will ensure the journal’s continued relevance and leadership in shaping the future 

of information management scholarship. 
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