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Abstract

Statement of the Problem. Interdisciplinary collaboration has become increasingly central to Library and
Information Science (LIS) as the field confronts complex, multi-dimensional problems. This study
assesses the status of interdisciplinary LIS research, examining annual publication trends, leading
sources, research design, and contributing disciplines, and identifies the barriers and challenges that
impede such collaboration.

Methods. A systematic literature review and bibliometric analysis of 147 peer-reviewed journal articles
published between 2013 and 2023 was undertaken.

Results. Findings show a clear upward trajectory in interdisciplinary output, with peaks in 2021 and in
2023. Computer science and education emerge as the most active contributing disciplines, evidencing
the reliance of LIS on technological innovation and pedagogical theory. The Journal of Documentation
is the leading publication venue, underscoring its role as a primary outlet for cross-disciplinary
scholarship within LIS. Methodologically, studies rely predominantly on qualitative and quantitative
designs, while mixed-methods remain comparatively underutilized. Six recurrent impediments to
interdisciplinary research were uncovered: conceptual misalignment among collaborative fields;
institutional and structural barriers that limit support and incentives; gaps in cross-disciplinary skills and
knowledge; communication and terminology differences that hamper mutual understanding; obstacles
in publishing and peer review; and time and resource constraints linked to extended coordination and
limited infrastructure.

Originality. This research contributes a comprehensive, decadal synthesis of the LIS interdisciplinary
landscape, bridging the gap between theoretical necessity and practical execution. The findings mirror
broader interdisciplinary literature and highlight the need for policy reforms, targeted professional
development, and more inclusive publishing models to advance integrative scholarship. Future work
should include scoping reviews, network and text-mining analyses, and the development of metrics that
capture the societal impact of interdisciplinary LIS research.
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Introduction

The growing complexity of contemporary research problems has led to a heightened
emphasis on interdisciplinary research (IR), particularly in fields like Library and
Information Science (LIS). As the challenges facing the LIS community evolve, there
is an increasing need to integrate knowledge from multiple disciplines to effectively
address these issues. Researchers from different disciplines may choose to
collaborate for various reasons: complementary skills can accelerate problem-solving,
interdisciplinary teams are better equipped to tackle multifaceted problems, and such
collaborations often provide opportunities for researchers to learn new skills and
expand their methodological range (McNicol, 2003).

Interdisciplinary research (IR) is conceptualized in various ways, with a focus on
integrating knowledge from multiple disciplines to address complex issues. Julie
Thompson Klein and William H. Newell emphasize that IR combines disciplinary
perspectives and expertise across disciplines and integrates insights to achieve
outcomes beyond the reach of single-disciplinary approaches (Klein & Newell, 1997,
pp. 393-394). The National Academy of Sciences, the National Academy of
Engineering, and the Institute of Medicine (2005), building on Klein and Newell’s
definition, stated that IR is the integration of data, techniques, tools, and theories from
different disciplines to advance understanding or solve complex problems. Repko
(2008) highlights that interdisciplinary studies address questions and problems too
complex for a single discipline, requiring a synthesis of insights to achieve a more
comprehensive understanding. This approach involves four key elements: process,
disciplines, integration, and comprehensive understanding, with both a "what" and
"how" aspect that guides the practical application of these concepts.

Recent studies emphasized how important interdisciplinary research is becoming to
the subject of library and information science, and how important it is to the creation
of theoretical and practical knowledge (Nahotko, 2020; Wang, Chen et al., 2023; Zeng
et al., 2023). This is one of the elements improving the caliber and significance of LIS
research. Notwithstanding these acknowledged benefits, little is known about the
condition of interdisciplinary research in the field of library and information science
now, particularly with regard to publishing patterns, study designs, and disciplinary
contributors.

This study addresses these gaps by focusing on three key research questions:
1. What is the status of interdisciplinary research in LIS in terms of publication
trends per year, sources, research design, and contributing disciplines?
2. What are the barriers and challenges in interdisciplinary research in LIS?

This study conducts systematic literature review and bibliometric analysis using the
Scopus database to explore patterns in interdisciplinary research within LIS. By
analyzing publication trends, citation connections, keyword co-occurrences, and
author collaborations, the study aims to uncover the structure and evolution of
interdisciplinary research in this field.

While the study strives to provide a comprehensive analysis, certain limitations should
be acknowledged. Relying solely on the Scopus database may overlook relevant



research published in other sources, thus limiting the breadth of the review. Despite
this limitation, the study offers valuable insights. It can guide future research and
policymaking in LIS by highlighting current trends and the state of interdisciplinary
research. The analysis also sheds light on the dynamics and structure of
interdisciplinary networks, enhancing our understanding of how knowledge is
integrated across disciplines within LIS.

Review of Related Literature

With interdisciplinarity as the focus of this research, it is important to recognize what
makes research interdisciplinary. Interdisciplinarity has been gaining momentum as a
significant and influential paradigm in the creation of modern knowledge. Its
emergence and significance are a testament to the globalization of knowledge and the
increasing interconnectedness of our society. As pointed out by Klein (2010, p.2),
“Interdisciplinarity is associated with bold advances in knowledge, solutions to urgent
societal problems, an edge in technological innovation, and a more integrative
educational experience.”

Universities are also seeing the value of prioritizing interdisciplinary research to drive
high-impact discoveries, maintain economic relevance, and advance scientific
knowledge. This approach facilitates solving complex problems, fostering external
collaborations, and even generating new revenue streams. Institutions that have made
a strategic commitment to supporting interdisciplinary research, as manifested in their
organizational structure, have often demonstrated interdisciplinary productivity
(Leahey & Barringer, 2020).

Nature of Interdisciplinary Research

Looking closely at the term interdisciplinary, the prefix inter means “between, among,
in the midst.” Disciplinary, on the other hand, means “of or relating to a particular field
of study.” Therefore, studies that span two or more fields of study provide a framework
for understanding interdisciplinary research. Interdisciplinary studies build upon
disciplinary knowledge that already exists while constantly going beyond it through
integration. As articulated by Repko and Szostak (2017, p. 50), “Interdisciplinary
studies is a process of answering a question, solving a problem, or addressing a topic
that is too broad or complex to be dealt with adequately by a single discipline, and
draws on the disciplines with the goal of integrating their insights to construct a more
comprehensive understanding.”

There has been a growing emphasis on the application of interdisciplinary research
across various fields. Its main characteristic is the integration of ideas, techniques,
and information from other disciplines to address complex problems that cannot be
effectively tackled by a single discipline alone. As defined by the team of Vajaradul et
al. (2021), interdisciplinary research is a collaborative approach that combines insights
and methods from two or more disciplines to address complex research problems
more effectively. With integration at its core, an essential characteristic of the
interdisciplinary approach, the strategy is built on active involvement and interaction
between various disciplines all throughout the research process. For example, as
evidenced in the systematic review of Piggot et al. (2018), sports science opened its
doors to integrated research that combines multiple sub-disciplines to better



understand sport performance. The same conclusion is also evident in shaping the
future of healthcare, that was noted in the study of Smye and Frangi (2021),
recognizing how interdisciplinary research can develop stronger and deeper
collaborations between medicine and other disciplines, as complex problems in
healthcare cannot be solved successfully by a single discipline. Clearly, manifesting
the essence of interdisciplinary research with its ability to transcend traditional
disciplinary boundaries, incorporating knowledge, and the development of new
methodologies to leverage the strengths of various domains.

A cornerstone of interdisciplinary research is the establishment of shared goals among
team members from diverse disciplines. This collaborative endeavor necessitates
effective communication and a mutual understanding of each discipline's terminology,
methodologies, and epistemological frameworks. The collaborative efforts of
researchers from multiple domains, combining varied approaches and views to
address difficult challenges or solve a scientific problem, are frequently assumed as a
hallmark characteristic defining an interdisciplinary study. While this is true to a certain
extent, these collaborative engagements are not exempt from challenges and
complexities. For instance, researchers involved in interdisciplinary projects have
documented a range of challenges faced by interdisciplinary researchers. The most
common difficulties articulated include integration of knowledge across disciplines
(Pischke et al, 2017), disciplinary traditions and cultures (Daniel et al, 2022; Siedlok &
Hibbert, 2017); language (Pischke et al, 2017), and significant time constraints
(Christensen et al. 2021; Leahey, 2018).

In addition, while diverse methodologies and expertise from various fields can broaden
perspectives beyond the limitations of individual disciplines, interdisciplinary research
can also occur within the same field of researchers. By combining concepts, ideas, or
methods from diverse related subjects or sub-disciplines, researchers can enhance
their understanding of a given problem and inform their research strategies. For
instance, according to the study of Feng and Kirkley (2020), despite the anticipated
advantages of collaborating with researchers from diverse academic backgrounds in
interdisciplinary research, the study revealed a preference for working with like-minded
individuals among collaborators, with researchers tending to partner with others who
share similar research backgrounds. These findings suggest that collaborations
between researchers with similar backgrounds are common in interdisciplinary
research, even when they come from different primary disciplines. This highlights the
importance of considering the diverse research experiences of individuals involved in
such collaborations. Hence, interdisciplinary research can be successful even without
a diverse mix of disciplines at the group level. Instead, disciplinary diversity can be
reflected at the individual level, where researchers possess expertise in multiple fields.

Interdisciplinary research, characterized by its collaborative nature, integration of
diverse methodologies, and shared research goals, offers immense potential for
innovation and comprehensive problem-solving. As attested by Zhou et al. (2022),
being committed to the interdisciplinary approach exposes researchers to a variety of
knowledge and information sources that may help them in their work or encourage
creative problem-solving, but it does not mean that their specialization will be eclipsed.

As the world grapples with increasingly complex challenges, the importance of
interdisciplinary research will only continue to rise. Although it may present significant



challenges that must be addressed to foster successful collaborations and solutions,
successful interdisciplinary research needs well-defined responsibilities for the
researchers and well-defined objectives. To maximize its effectiveness, supportive
structures and frameworks must be established to facilitate such collaborations.

Interdisciplinary Research and LIS

Recent interdisciplinary studies in library and information science (LIS) have
highlighted the evolving nature of the field, particularly in relation to health informatics,
digital technologies, and educational frameworks. These studies underscore the
importance of integrating knowledge from various disciplines to enhance the
effectiveness of its library services and programs. One significant area of research is
the intersection of health informatics and library science. Tian and Wang (2023)
explored how library and information science contributes to health informatics
research, revealing a structured framework that outlines the evolutionary trends in this
interdisciplinary domain. By identifying key concerns and contributions, the study
provided valuable insights for researchers seeking to understand the evolving
landscape of health informatics research within LIS.

With this, health informatics practitioners can enhance policy development and
program implementation, fostering greater interdisciplinary collaboration between
these two fields, ultimately improving the quality and accessibility of health information.
The interdisciplinary nature of LIS is also evident in the bibliometric analysis conducted
by Zeng et al. (2023), which assessed the characteristics of Chinese research in LIS,
highlighting the integration of knowledge elements from various fields. The study
examined eight research topics in the Chinese LIS field. It was found out that over
the past decade, there has been a growing trend towards interdisciplinary
collaboration.

There were also previous efforts to measure the research trends from non-LIS
departments from 2002-2006 and compare them in areas within LIS that they engage
in research. A significant portion of the research showed intersection with fields like
business and management, computer science, education, communication, and
journalism (Prebor, 2010). Interdisciplinary influence is also evident in a comparative
study using direct citation analysis from 1978 to 2007, where it was revealed that
library science researchers frequently cite publications from library and information
science (LIS), education, business/management, sociology, and psychology. The
outcomes verify that there is a growing tendency in library science and information
science toward interdisciplinarity (Huang & Chang, 2012). In a more recent study,
library and information science and information science literature involving Quartile 1
journals from 2010-2019 were also analyzed in a bibliometric study by Wijewickrema
(2023). Six major research areas were identified: IS and management, information
theory, communication, information retrieval, geographic-based IS, and
bioinformatics. In addition, with the growing emphasis on interdisciplinarity, even an
information studies program, primarily focused on librarianship, has now become
involved in a range of interdisciplinary topics, including data science, bioinformatics,
and user-experience design, among others (Bartlett & Dalkir, 2020).

These studies emphasize how the landscape of LIS is changing and show the potential
associated with promoting cross-disciplinary integration and collaboration.



Methodology

The quantitative research design was employed using bibliometric analysis and
systematic review of the literature to determine the status of interdisciplinary research
in library and information science. The updated Preferred Reporting Items for
Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analysis (PRISMA) guidelines for the collection of
documents was adopted. PRISMA follows this model: identification,
screening/eligibility, and inclusion (Page et al., 2021).

Scopus was chosen for document extraction due to its comprehensive coverage and
high-quality data (Baas et al., 2020). The data used in this study was extracted on 23
August 2024. Scopus was searched for relevant articles using the search string librar*
AND “information science” in the Title, Abstract, and Keywords fields, yielding a total
of 9,484 entries.

Specifically, journal articles published from 2013 to 2023 and written in English were
included. Following the identification stage, records with no keywords, abstract,
references, or author affiliation were excluded, and duplicate records were removed.
The suitability of extracted papers was assessed based on their interdisciplinary
nature. Documents that did not meet this criterion were eliminated. In total, 147
documents were selected for analysis, as shown in Figure 1.

A spreadsheet was employed to condense the descriptive data of the 147 papers (see
Appendix A for the list of included studies), encompassing the key characteristics
commonly examined in bibliometric studies, namely trends and sources (Atsiz et al.,
2022). All documents were disseminated among the authors for coding and validation.
This procedure of coding and cross-checking was implemented to verify conformity
and coherence with the established eligibility criterion, hence enhancing the reliability
of the study and addressing potential bias in the screening and analysis of prospective
studies.

In addition to the descriptive bibliometric analysis, the coded data were used to identify
the barriers to conducting interdisciplinary research in LIS. These barriers were
derived, using an inductive thematic coding approach and consensus among the
authors, from the thematic coding of abstracts and author keywords in all 147 studies,
with a close inspection of a purposive subset of 14 articles that explicitly discussed
limitations, conceptual tensions, or structural constraints in interdisciplinary contexts.
This subset was used to refine and illustrate the initial codes and to ensure that the
emerging barrier categories were grounded in the way authors themselves described
their interdisciplinary experiences. The number of studies reviewed in depth
corresponds with Gray’s (2020) assertion that a sample of around fifteen studies is
often sufficient to extract meaningful patterns in systematic reviews.



Identification of studies via databases

Documents removed before screening:
Documents identified Criteria 1: Not published in
. 2013-2023 (n=4,561)
EE:;:"STS:;?SI:::L;ND ) Crilen‘a 2: Document type other than
(n=9,484) amcle.s [rj—1,432]
! Criteria 3: Source type other than
journals (n=45)
Criteria 4: non-English (n=546)
l Documents excluded®
Reason 1: No author keywords
Documents for screening from (n=403)
Scopus (n =2,900) Reason 2: No abstract (n=1)
Reason 3: No references (n=35)
l Reason 4: No affiliation (n=15)
Documents sought for retrieval Documents not retrieved
(n=2454) (n=0)
Documents assessed for Documents excluded:
eligibility (n = 2,454) Reason 1: not interdisciplinary (n =
2,307)

|

Documents included for
bibliometric analysis and review
from Scopus (n =147 )

Figure 1. PRISMA Flowchart

Results

The result of this study uncovers the structure and dynamics of interdisciplinary
research within library and information science.

Status of interdisciplinary research in LIS in terms of publication trends (year),
sources, research design, and contributing disciplines

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023
Figure 2. Publication trends of interdisciplinary research in LIS

The line graph illustrates the trend in interdisciplinary research publications within the
field of Library and Information Science (LIS) from 2013 to 2023, showing a general
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upward movement with some fluctuations. In 2013, the number of interdisciplinary
publications began at 9, followed by a sharp decline to 4 in 2014. However, this decline
was temporary, with a recovery to 10 publications in 2015. The period from 2016 to
2018 saw a steady increase, peaking at 14 publications in 2016, a slight dip to 9 in
2017, and a modest rise to 11 in 2018, reflecting a growing recognition of
interdisciplinary research within LIS during these years.

The most significant surge in interdisciplinary publications occurred in 2021, reaching
a peak of 21, the highest in the observed period. This peak suggests a heightened
emphasis on interdisciplinary approaches, likely driven by an increased need for
collaborative solutions to complex challenges in LIS. During this period, the
intersection of digital humanities and LIS offered new opportunities for libraries to
contribute to scholarly research and innovation. However, this was followed by a drop
to 13 publications in 2022, before rebounding to 20 in 2023, indicating a renewed and
sustained interest in interdisciplinary research.

Overall, the trend from 2013 to 2023 demonstrates a clear growth in interdisciplinary
research within LIS, rising from 9 to 20 publications over the decade. This growth
highlights the expanding role of interdisciplinary approaches in addressing complex
information challenges. The fluctuations observed, particularly the peak in 2021 and
subsequent rebound in 2023, may be influenced by external factors such as shifts in
funding, global events, or changing academic priorities. The resurgence in 2023
suggests that interdisciplinary research will continue to play a vital role in the future of
LIS, influencing both scholarly inquiry and the development of innovative practices in
the field.

Leading journals publishing interdisciplinary articles in LIS

The analysis of the top 10 journals publishing interdisciplinary articles in Library and
Information Science (LIS) highlights the key sources contributing to the field's
advancement. Among the 66 source titles analyzed, these top 10 journals represent
the most significant platforms for interdisciplinary research, collectively driving the
integration of diverse disciplines within LIS and shaping the future of research and
practice (see Table 1).

Table 1. Top 10 journals publishing interdisciplinary articles in LIS

Source Title No. of Cumulative

publication Percentage
1.  Journal of Documentation ° 15 10.20%
2. Library Philosophy and Practice 13 8.84%
3. Scientometrics 8 5.44%
4, DESIDOC Journal of Library and Information Technology 5 3.40%
5. Journal of Education for Library and Information Science 5 3.40%
6. Library Hi Tech 5 3.40%



7. Proceedings of the Association for Information Science and

Technology

8. Education for Information

9. International Journal of Information Science and
Management

10. Knowledge Organization

3.40%

2.72%

2.72%

2.72%

2.72%

11. Library Management

Leading the list is the Journal of Documentation, which accounts for 10.20% of the
total interdisciplinary articles. Its broad scope and focus on both theoretical and
practical aspects of documentation make it a critical resource for researchers, bridging
gaps between various disciplines. This journal’s prominence highlights its role as a
key platform for interdisciplinary scholarship, encouraging cross-disciplinary work.
Library Philosophy and Practice follow with 8.84% of the total publications, reflecting
its influence in exploring philosophical, theoretical, and practical issues in LIS that
intersect with other fields. Scientometrics, which ranks third with 5.44% of the total
publications, underscores the growing importance of quantitative approaches in LIS
research. Its focus on bibliometrics and informetrics highlights the intersection of LIS
with data science, broadening the methodological tools available to researchers.

Four journals—DESIDOC Journal of Library and Information Technology, Journal of
Education for Library and Information Science, Library Hi Tech, and Proceedings of
the Association for Information Science and Technology—each contribute 3.40% of
the total publications. These journals reflect the diverse facets of interdisciplinary
research in LIS, from the integration of technology and education to emerging trends
in information science. Lastly, Education for Information, International Journal of
Information Science and Management, Knowledge Organization, and Library
Management each represent 2.72% of the total publications, showcasing a broad
spectrum of interdisciplinary topics in LIS. These journals emphasize the intersection
of LIS with education, management, and the classification of knowledge, highlighting
the field's potential to integrate insights from multiple disciplines.

The results emphasize these journals' key role in shaping interdisciplinary research in
LIS. Their prominence reflects their ongoing influence in advancing the field, promoting
cross-disciplinary collaboration, and expanding LIS research into areas like
technology, education, management, and quantitative sciences. While articles are
spread across 66 journals, the top 10 are crucial in driving progress. This trend impacts
both academia and practice, influencing the development of curricula, policies, and
library services. As interdisciplinary research grows in importance, these journals are
likely to remain vital sources for innovation and progress.



Most cited publications

Table 2 presents the top 10 most cited publications in the field of Library and
Information Science (LIS). These publications represent significant contributions to
various aspects of LIS, from the integration of digital humanities to the application of
artificial intelligence and the study of misinformation. The high citation counts of these
works reflect their impact and influence within the academic community and beyond.

Table 2. Top 10 Most Cited Publications

Research Title No. of
Citations

1 Doctoral dissertations of Library and Information Science in China: A co- 119
word analysis

2 A scoping review identifies multiple emerging knowledge synthesis methods, 99
but few studies operationalize the method

3 Digital Humanities and Libraries: A Conceptual Model 89

4 Disinformation and misinformation triangle: A conceptual model for fake 81
news epidemic, causal factors and interventions

5 Digital competences, computer skills and information literacy in secondary 74
education: mapping and visualization of trends and concepts

6 Convergence of digital humanities and digital libraries 51

7 Artificial intelligence tools and perspectives of university librarians: An 47
overview

8 From knowledge organization to knowledge representation 47

9 Artificial intelligence(Al) application in library systems in Iran: A taxonomy 40
study

10 Factors influencing viewing behaviour on search engine results pages: a 39

review of eye-tracking research

The most cited publication, "Doctoral dissertations of Library and Information Science
in China: A co-word analysis" (119 citations), is crucial for understanding trends in LIS
research in China, particularly in scholarly communication and education. Its high
citation count underscores its impact on subsequent research. "A scoping review
identifies multiple emerging knowledge synthesis methods, but few studies
operationalize the method" (99 citations) stands out for its contribution to improving
methodological approaches in LIS, demonstrating wide relevance across disciplines.
"Digital Humanities and Libraries: A Conceptual Model" (89 citations) and
"Disinformation and misinformation triangle: A conceptual model for ‘fake news’
epidemic, causal factors, and interventions" (81 citations) are pivotal in exploring the
integration of digital humanities in libraries and addressing contemporary issues like
misinformation, respectively. Both have been widely adopted and referenced in
ongoing research.

The "Convergence of digital humanities and digital libraries" (51 citations) publication

reflects the growing trend of merging digital humanities with library services,
emphasizing its strategic importance in the digitization of cultural resources. Al's role
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in libraries is highlighted in "Artificial intelligence tools and perspectives of university
librarians: An overview" (47 citations) and "Artificial intelligence (Al) application in
library systems in Iran: A taxonomy study" (40 citations), both of which are essential
for understanding Al's application in academic settings. "Archives, libraries, and
museums in the Nordic model of the public sphere" (30 citations) explores the role of
cultural institutions in the public sphere, while "Factors influencing viewing behaviour
on search engine results pages: A review of eye-tracking research" (39 citations)
significantly contributes to our understanding of user behavior in digital environments.
Finally, "Disciplinary, national, and departmental contributions to the literature of
library and information science, 2007-2012" (38 citations) provides a valuable analysis
of LIS literature, offering insights into the field’s evolution during a critical period. These
publications represent the most impactful and frequently referenced research in LIS,
highlighting key areas such as digital humanities, Al, misinformation, and the evolving
role of libraries in society.

Research methods used in interdisciplinary studies

Table 3 provides an analysis of the research methodologies applied across 147
interdisciplinary studies. The data indicates that nearly half of the studies (48.30%)
employ qualitative methods. This preference suggests a significant inclination towards
methodologies that provide in-depth, subjective insights, such as interviews and case
studies, allowing researchers to explore complex phenomena comprehensively.
Conversely, quantitative methods are utilized in 44.90% of the studies, reflecting a
robust reliance on numerical data and statistical techniques to produce empirical,
measurable results. This substantial proportion highlights the continued emphasis on
data-driven research within the interdisciplinary domain. The use of mixed methods,
which combine qualitative and quantitative approaches, is relatively limited,
comprising only 6.80% of the studies. This lower proportion may indicate that the
integration of diverse methodologies, while potentially valuable, presents challenges
or complexities that are less frequently addressed.

Table 3. Distribution of Research Methods Used in Interdisciplinary Studies

Research Method No. of Studies %
Qualitative 71 48.30%
Quantitative 66 44.90%
Mixed 10 6.80%

Total 147 100.00%

The predominant use of qualitative and quantitative methods underscores
methodological diversity within interdisciplinary research, reflecting both exploratory
and empirical approaches. However, the relatively low adoption of mixed methods
suggests potential areas for further investigation. The challenges associated with
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mixed methods warrant attention, as they could offer a more comprehensive
perspective by integrating multiple data types.

Table 4. Most Common Research Methodologies in Interdisciplinary Studies in LIS

Rank Research Methods/Techniques Count Percentage
1 Bibliometric Analysis 31 21.08%
2 Conceptual Analysis 18 12.24%
3 Literature Review 15 10.20%
4 Survey Research 15 10.20%
5 Content Analysis 12 8.16%

Table 4 provides an overview of the frequency and distribution of various research
designs and methods used in the studies reviewed. Bibliometric Analysis emerges as
the most prevalent method, with 31 occurrences, representing 16.21% of the total.
This suggests a strong preference for this method, likely due to its effectiveness in
analyzing citation patterns and research trends. Conceptual Analysis and Literature
Review are also prominently used, each appearing 18 times and accounting for 9.42%
of the total. This indicates a significant emphasis on theoretical and background
analysis, which are crucial for understanding existing research and framing new
studies.

Survey Research and Content Analysis each appear 15 times, making up 7.85% of
the total. These methods are commonly employed for collecting empirical data and
analyzing textual content, respectively. The moderate use of Case Study and Citation
Analysis, with 12 and 8 occurrences, respectively, reflects their value in detailed
examination and tracking citation trends. The Interview method, appearing 7 times,
highlights its moderate use for gathering qualitative insights directly from participants.

Methods such as Qualitative Analysis, Theoretical Analysis, Comparative Analysis,
and others, with counts of 3 or fewer, indicate their less frequent application, potentially
due to their more specialized nature or niche focus. Many methods, including Semi-
structured Interview, Environment Scan, Keyword Analysis, and others, each
occurring only once, are less commonly used and may reflect their specific application
or less widespread use in the reviewed studies.

The data reveals several key trends: the dominance of Bibliometric Analysis suggests
its critical role in assessing research impact and trends; the significant use of
theoretical and background analyses underscores their importance in framing
research; and the prevalence of empirical methods like Survey Research and Content
Analysis highlights their essential role in validating hypotheses and exploring
phenomena. The diverse range of methodologies employed demonstrates the
flexibility and depth of research designs, ensuring a comprehensive approach to
addressing various research questions. Overall, the distribution of research designs
illustrates a balanced use of both qualitative and quantitative approaches, with a
notable emphasis on bibliometric and conceptual analyses.
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Contributing disciplines

Figure 3 presents the contributing disciplines to Library and Information Science (LIS)
research, highlighting the field's interdisciplinary nature, with significant influences
from various academic areas. Computer Science emerges as the leading contributor,
with 77 instances, underscoring the field’s reliance on technology for digital libraries,
information retrieval, and data management. This reflects the growing integration of
technological advancements into LIS.

Computer Science 77

cicorcn | 5
Business and Management _ 42
Sociology _ 31
Arts and Humanities _ 18
Psychology _ 18

13

Political Science

Economics - 6
History - 5

Communication Studies . 5

[=]

10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90

Figure 3. Top contributing disciplines in interdisciplinary research in LIS

Education ranks second, contributing 56 instances, which emphasizes the critical role
of pedagogical theory and practice in LIS, particularly in information literacy and user
education. This strong link suggests that educational strategies are essential
components of LIS curriculum and practice. Similarly, Business and Management
contribute 42 instances, indicating the importance of management principles in library
operations, including strategic planning and leadership.

Social sciences, particularly Sociology (31 instances) and Psychology (18
instances), also play a crucial role, highlighting the need to understand social behavior
and cognitive processes in information use. These contributions suggest that LIS
research is not solely technical but also deeply concerned with the human aspects of
information interaction.

The inclusion of Arts and Humanities (18 instances) in the data underscores LIS's
engagement with cultural studies, history, and philosophy, pointing to the field's role
in preserving cultural heritage and addressing ethical concerns. While disciplines like
Political Science (13 instances), Economics (6 instances), and Health Sciences (4
instances) contribute less frequently, their presence indicates the breadth of LIS
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research, which spans policy analysis, economic evaluation, and health information
management.

Disciplines such as Law, Anthropology, and Physics show minimal representation,
reflecting their specialized but still relevant contributions to specific areas of LIS.
Overall, the data illustrates that LIS research is deeply interdisciplinary, requiring a
blend of technical, educational, and social science expertise to address the complex
challenges of the modern information landscape.

Barriers and challenges in interdisciplinary research in LIS

The systematic review revealed six themes representing the challenges encountered
in conducting interdisciplinary research within LIS. These were derived from the
thematic coding of abstracts and author keywords in 147 studies, with a close
inspection of 14 articles that explicitly discussed limitations, conceptual tensions, or
structural constraints in interdisciplinary contexts.

1. Conceptual and epistemological misalignment.

A major challenge involves the integration of diverse theoretical frameworks and
epistemologies across disciplines. Wang, Feng, et al. (2023) emphasized difficulties
in conceptual alignment when visualizing knowledge networks that span LIS and other
domains, particularly due to varied definitions of core constructs such as “knowledge”
and “structure”. Das et al. (2023) noted that introducing digital humanities into LIS
curricula confronted resistance due to a lack of shared conceptual language and
differing learning paradigms. Wojcik (2022) identified epistemic tensions between
LIS’s user-centered philosophy and the systems-driven approach of brain-computer
interfaces. Wang, Gui, et al. (2023) observed that disciplines differ in how they define
and evaluate “novelty” in research, complicating mutual understanding in
interdisciplinary peer review. Yueh et al. (2022) further demonstrated that even within
LIS, professional groups diverge in their understanding of ethical frameworks, pointing
to a lack of internal conceptual cohesion.

2. Institutional and structural barriers.

Several studies highlighted organizational constraints that hinder interdisciplinary
engagement. Velez-Estevez et al. (2022) found that although international
collaborations in LIS yield higher citation impact, structural support for such
collaborations remains insufficient at the institutional level. Naseema and Sevukan
(2022) observed that research data management efforts were often undermined by
administrative and policy-related bottlenecks. Kaffashan Kakhki et al. (2022) revealed
that despite librarians’ willingness to engage with IT-driven innovation, institutional
mechanisms to support upskilling and integration were lacking.

3. Skills and knowledge gaps.
A recurrent barrier was the lack of cross-disciplinary training and technical proficiency.
Rahaman et al. (2023) pointed out that implementing cloud computing within LIS

frameworks was hampered by limited technical know-how and digital infrastructure.
Das et al. (2023) highlighted skill deficits in digital humanities, particularly around
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metadata, visualization, and programming. Wojcik (2023) reported that robotics
adoption in libraries was impeded by staff unfamiliarity with engineering systems and
integration models. Wang, Feng, et al. (2023) emphasized that knowledge mapping
and interdisciplinary modeling required data literacy and computational skills absent
in many LIS programs. Similarly, Kaffashan Kakhki et al. (2022) linked knowledge
absorptive capacity with librarians’ limited ability to engage in IT-supported innovation.

4. Communication and terminology differences.

Terminological inconsistency and lack of shared language also impeded
interdisciplinary collaboration. Saha and Ghosh (2023) noted that keyword modeling
in LIS was constrained by varied terminologies that made cross-field analysis difficult.
Yang et al. (2023) found that citation practices and terminology vary substantially
across fields, leading to reduced recognition of LIS contributions in interdisciplinary
domains. Wang, Feng, et al. (2023) highlighted ambiguities in how terms like “label
networks” were interpreted across fields. Das et al. (2023) noted a mismatch in
understanding when teaching digital humanities to LIS learners due to linguistic and
conceptual gaps. Wojcik (2022) emphasized that developing shared vocabularies was
essential when introducing advanced computing technologies into LIS workflows.

5. Challenges in publishing and peer review.

Authors frequently expressed frustration with the peer review and publishing process.
Rahaman et al. (2023) explicitly cited difficulties in publishing scientometric analysis
of LIS-cloud computing intersections due to limited editorial expertise. Wojcik (2023)
similarly reported challenges in publishing robotics-related LIS research due to
perceived misalignment with the thematic priorities of core LIS journals. Saha and
Ghosh (2023) implied that articles using computational methods such as topic
modeling, faced scope mismatches and complexity during peer evaluation, as
reflected in the thematic inconsistencies and term ambiguity they encountered.
Meanwhile, Wang, Gui, et al. (2023) discussed how divergent understandings of
“‘novelty” across disciplines can affect reviewers’ evaluations and publication
outcomes

6. Time and resource constraints.

Time-intensive coordination, infrastructure limitations, and delayed timelines emerged
as limiting factors. Reed and Johnson (2023) explicitly highlighted that projects
grounded in cultural capital theory required prolonged negotiations with institutional
stakeholders, delaying implementation timelines. Xu et al. (2023) emphasized the
technical and infrastructural strain posed by big data research in LIS, citing challenges
in data cleaning and system limitations that impeded project execution. Rahaman et
al. (2023) similarly pointed to deployment delays in cloud computing initiatives, which
were exacerbated by staffing shortages and insufficient digital infrastructure.

These findings are consistent with broader literature (Pischke et al., 2017; Daniel et
al., 2022; Leahey, 2018) and affirm that while interdisciplinary LIS research holds
significant promise, it is frequently constrained by conceptual misalignments,
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institutional rigidities, and operational challenges. Addressing the identified barriers
will require institutional policy reforms, cross-disciplinary training initiatives, and more
inclusive publishing models that appropriately recognize and reward interdisciplinary
scholarships.

Discussion

This review sets out to understand how interdisciplinarity is taking shape in LIS and
what makes it difficult to sustain. Looking across the findings, these main points
emerge: interdisciplinarity is becoming embedded in LIS but in uneven ways; the
barriers that surface is systemic rather than individual; and combining bibliometric
analysis with thematic coding helps recover some of the missing context often
associated with quantitative reviews.

First, interdisciplinarity is moving toward the mainstream of LIS, but its development is
uneven. The steady increase in interdisciplinary publications from 2013 to 2023, with
clear surges toward the end of the period, shows that cross-disciplinary work is no
longer peripheral to LIS but part of its core research agenda. At the same time, the
concentration of output in a small number of key journals, alongside a long tail of
occasional venues, suggests that not all areas of LIS enjoy the same level of visibility
or support for interdisciplinary work. The dominance of computer science and
education as contributing disciplines highlights how strongly LIS is anchored in
technological innovation and pedagogical practice, while smaller but visible
contributions from business, management, social sciences, and the humanities
indicate that LIS is also engaging with organization, social and cultural questions.
Together, these patterns suggest that LIS is well positioned as a “meeting point” for
multiple knowledge domains, yet opportunities for interdisciplinarity remain clustered
around certain topics and partnerships rather than being evenly spread across the
fields.

Second, the barriers to interdisciplinary LIS research are embedded in structures and
systems, not just in individual capacity. The six themes identified in the review show
that the main obstacles to interdisciplinary work arise from misaligned concepts,
institutions, skills, communication practices, publishing systems, and resource
conditions. Conceptual and epistemological misalignment illustrates how difficult it is
to reconcile different theoretical languages and standards of evidence, even when
researchers share an interest in the same problem. Institutional and structural barriers,
together with skills and knowledge gaps, point to organizations and training systems
that are still largely designed around single disciplines. Communication and
terminology differences, along with challenges in publishing and peer review, reveal
that even when projects progress, they can struggle to find journals and reviewers who
recognize their contributions. Finally, time and resource constraints highlight the
additional coordination and infrastructural demands that interdisciplinarity projects
carry. Taken together, these findings suggest that strengthening interdisciplinary LIS
research will require changes in policies, curricula, and evaluation practices, rather
than relying solely on the motivation or creativity of individual researchers.

Third, pairing bibliometric analysis with thematic coding extends what a systematic

review can say about context, while also revealing its limits. Bibliometric reviews are
often criticized for focusing on counts and co-occurrence at the expense of lived
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experience and context. The present study partly addresses this concern by combining
quantitative mapping with inductive thematic coding of all 147 articles and closer
reading of a purposive subset of studies that explicitly discussed limitations and
constraints. This mixed analytic strategy allowed the review to move beyond
describing where and how often interdisciplinarity appears and to unpack how authors
themselves talk about conceptual tensions, institutional rigidities, skills gaps, and
publishing difficulties. At the same time, the design retains important limitations: it
relies on a single database and focuses on English-language journal articles. These
choices mean that the patterns reported here are suggestive rather than exhaustive.
Even so, the combination of bibliometric indicators and thematic analysis shows that
systematic reviews using bibliometric data need not be “only numbers”: when treated
as a starting point for interpretive work, they can illuminate both the structure and the
lived challenges of interdisciplinary research in LIS.

Conclusion

The review shows that interdisciplinary research in LIS has grown steadily between
2013 and 2023, signaling that collaboration across fields is becoming a core part of
how the discipline approaches complex information problems. Interdisciplinary work
now spans ties with computer sciences, education, business, the social sciences and
other domains, reflecting LIS’s role as a meeting point for multiple perspectives.

At the same time, the study makes clear that this growth is constrained by persistent
barriers. Conceptual and epistemological misalignments, institutional and structural
limitations, skills and knowledge gaps, communication and publishing challenges, and
time and resource pressures all shape whether interdisciplinary initiatives can be
launched and sustained. These are not simply individual shortcomings but features of
the systems in which LIS researchers and practitioners work.

Addressing these barriers is essential if LIS is to realize the full potential of
interdisciplinarity. Institutional reforms that recognize cross-disciplinary outputs in
evaluation, greater investment in cross-disciplinary training, and more inclusive
scholarly communication models can help create conditions where such work is
expected rather than exceptional. Future research can build on this review by
conducting exploratory or scoping studies to map emerging themes in greater depth,
examining successful interdisciplinary case studies, tracing collaboration networks,
and applying mixed method approaches such as network analysis and text mining.
Developing ways to capture the societal and policy impacts of interdisciplinary LIS
research is a further priority and would provide a stronger basis for demonstrating the
value of this work beyond the academy.

References
Atsiz, O., Ogretmenoglu, M., & Akova, O. (2022). A bibliometric analysis of length of
stay studies in tourism. European Journal of Tourism Research, 31, 3101.

https://doi.org/10.54055/ejtr.v31i.2305

Baas, J., Schotten, M., Plume, A., Cété, G., & Karimi, R. (2020). Scopus as a curated,
high-quality bibliometric data source for academic research in quantitative

17



science studies. Quantitative  Science  Studies, 1(1), 377-386.
https://doi.org/10.1162/qss_a_00019

Bartlett, J. C., & Dalkir, K. (2020). Librarianship and beyond: The twenty-year evolution
of an interdisciplinary curriculum. Education for Information, 36(2), 139-155.
https://doi.org/doi.org/10.3233/EFI-190313

Christensen, J., Ekelund, N., Melin, M., & Widén, P. (2021). The beautiful risk of
collaborative and interdisciplinary research: A challenging collaborative and
critical approach toward sustainable learning processes in the academic
profession. Sustainability, 13(9), 4723. https://doi.org/10.3390/su13094723

Daniel, K. L., McConnell, M., Schuchardt, A., & Peffer, M. E. (2022). Challenges facing
interdisciplinary researchers: Findings from a professional development
workshop. PloS One, 17(4), 1-16.
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0267234

Das, S., Tripathi, M., & Das, A. K. (2023). Components of digital humanities in Indian
LIS curricula: A conceptual analysis. DESIDOC Journal of Library and
Information Technology, 43(4), 208-218.
https://doi.org/10.14429/djlit.43.04.19218

Feng, S. & Kirkley, A. (2020). Mixing patterns in interdisciplinary co-authorship
networks at multiple scales. Scientific Reports, 10(1).
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-020-64351-3

Gray, R. (2020). Why do all systematic reviews have fifteen studies? Nurse Author
and Editor, 30, 27-29. https://doi.org/10.1111/nae2.8

Huang, M. H., & Chang, Y. W. (2012). A comparative study of interdisciplinary changes
between information science and library science. Scientometrics, 91(3), 789-
803. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11192-012-0619-7

Institute of Medicine. (2005). Facilitating interdisciplinary research. Washington, DC:
The National Academies Press. https://doi.org/10.17226/11153

Kaffashan Kakhki, M., Zarqi, M., Harati, H., Asemandoreh, Y., & Namdar Joyame, E.
(2022). Innovation in using IT: Understanding the impact of knowledge
absorptive capacity on academic librarians. Library Hi Tech, 40(6), 1843-1868.
10.1108/LHT-03-2020-0065

Klein, J. T. (2010). Creating interdisciplinary campus cultures: A model for
sustainability and growth. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

Klein, J.T. & Newell, W. (1997). Advancing interdisciplinary studies. In J. G. Gaff & J.
Ratcliff (Eds.) Handbook of the undergraduate curriculum (pp. 393-415). San
Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Leahey, E. (2018). The perks and perils of interdisciplinary research. European
Review 26(S2), S55-S67. https://doi.org/10.1017/S1062798718000261

18



Leahey, E., & Barringer, S. (2020). Universities’ commitment to interdisciplinary
research: To what end? Research Policy, 49(2),
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2019.103910

McNicol, S. (2003). LIS: The interdisciplinary research landscape. Journal of
Librarianship and Information Science, 35(1).
https://doi.org/10.1177/096100060303500103

Nahotko, M. (2020). Application of interdisciplinary theory of genres in LIS.
Zagadnienia Informacji Naukowej - Studia Informacyjne, 58(1A(115A)).
https://doi.org/10.36702/zin.723

Naseema S., & Sevukan R. (2022). Global research trends in research data
management (RDM): Scientometric view. International Journal of Information
Science and Management, 20(4), 117-135. 10.22034/ijism.2022.698421

National Academy of Sciences, National Academy of Engineering, and Institute of
Medicine. (2005). Facilitating interdisciplinary research. Washington, DC: The
National Academies Press. https://doi.org/10.17226/11153

Page, M. J., McKenzie, J. E., Bossuyt, P., Boutron, |., Hoffman, T. C., Mulrow, C. D.,
Shamseer, L., Tetzlaff, J. M., Akl, E. A., Brennanm S. E., Chou, R., Glanville,
J., Grimshaw, J. M., Hrobjartsson, A., Lalu, M. M., Li, T., Loder, E. W., Mayo-
Wilson, E., McDonald., S., ... Moher, D. (2021). The PRISMA 2020 statement:
An updated guidelines for reporting systematic reviews. Systematic Reviews,
10(1), 89. https://doi.org/10.1186/s13643-021-01626-4

Piggott, B., Mdller, S., Chivers, P., Papaluca, C., & Hoyne, G. (2018). Is sports science
answering the call for interdisciplinary research?: A systematic review.
European Journal of Sport Science, 19(3), 267-286.
https://doi.org/10.1080/17461391.2018.1508506

Pischke, E. C., Knowlton, J. L., Phifer, C. C., Gutierrez Lopez, J., Propato, T. S,,
Eastmond, A., de Souza, T. M., Kuhlberg, M., Picasso Risso, V., Veron, S. R,,
Garcia, C., Chiappe, M., & Halvorsen, K. E. (2017). Barriers and solutions to
conducting large international, interdisciplinary research projects.
Environmental Management (New York), 60(6), 1011-1021.

Prebor, G. (2010). Analysis of the interdisciplinary nature of library and information
science. Journal of Librarianship and Information Science, 42(4), 256-267.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0961000610380820

Rahaman, S., Umakant, B. V., & Rahaman, M. R. (2023). Cloud computing in context
with Library and Information Science (LIS): A scientometric analysis and
knowledge mapping. International Journal of Information Science and
Management, 21(4), 67-82. 10.22034/ijism.2023.1977807.0

Reed, E., & Johnson, B. (2023). Overview of cultural capital theory's current impact
and potential utility in academic libraries. Journal of Academic Librarianship,
49(6), 102782. 10.1016/j.acalib.2023.102782

19



Repko, A. F. (2008). Interdisciplinary Research Process and Theory. Thousand
Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.

Repko, A. F., & Szostak, R. (2017). Interdisciplinary research: Process and theory.
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.

Saha, M., & Ghosh, S. (2023). Topic modelling in Library and Information Science from
the primary data: Swing in thrust areas. International Journal of Information
Science and Management, 21(3), 19-34. 10.22034/ijism.2023.1977569.0

Siedlok F., & Hibbert P. (2014). The organization of interdisciplinary research:
Modes, drivers and barriers. International Journal of Management Reviews,
16(2), 194-210. https://doi.org/10.1111/ijmr.12016

Smye, S. W., & Frangi, A. F. (2021). Interdisciplinary research: shaping the healthcare
of the future. Future Healthcare Journal, 8(2), €e218-e223.

Tian, P. & Wang, L. (2023). Exploring the topic structure and evolutionary trends of
health informatics research in library and information science. The Electronic
Library, 41(2/3), 308-325. https://doi.org/10.1108/EL-01-2023-0010

Vajaradul, Y., Aroonsrimorakot, S., Laiphrakpam, M., & Paisantanakij, W. (2021). Key
steps and characteristics for successful interdisciplinary research: an analytical
review. The Journal of Behavioral Science, 16(2), 73-85. https://s006.tci-
thaijo.org/index.php/IJBS/article/view/245723

Velez-Estevez, A., Garcia-Sanchez, P., Moral-Munoz, J. A., & Cobo, M. .J. (2022).
Why do papers from international collaborations get more citations? A
bibliometric analysis of Library and Information Science papers.
Scientometrics, 127(12), 7517-7555. 10.1007/s11192-022-04486-4

Wang, X. [Xu], Feng, X., & Guo, Y. (2023). Analysis of the structure and time-series
evolution of knowledge label networks from a complex perspective. Aslib
Journal of Information Management, 75(6), 1056-1078.
https://doi.org/10.1108/AJIM-04-2022-0229

Wang, X. [Xiaoguang], Gui, H., & Liu, J. (2023). How authors evaluate the novelty of
their articles: A comparative analysis of highlights in research articles. Journal
of Information Science. https://doi.org/10.1177/01655515231166924

Wang, Z., Chen, J., Chen, J., & Chen, H. (2023). Identifying interdisciplinary topics
and their evolution based on BERTopic. Scientometrics.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11192-023-04776-5

Wijewickrema, M. (2023). A bibliometric study on library and information science and

information systems literature during 2010-2019. Library Hi Tech, 41(2), 595-
621. https://doi.org/10.1108/LHT-06-2021-0198

20



Wojcik, M. (2023). Areas and contexts of the use of robotics in libraries: An overview
of the applied solutions and discussion of prospects. Library Hi Tech, 42(5),
1443-1456. 10.1108/LHT-10-2022-0487

Woijcik, M. (2022). Brain computer interface in the context of information retrieval
systems in a library. Library Hi Tech, 40(6), 1766-1781. https://10.1108/LHT-
09-2020-0239

Xu, Z., Ge, Z., Wang, X., & Kou, G. (2023). A look at the focus on big data for
information technology and decision making during 1994 to 2020. International
Journal of Information Technology and Decision Making, 22(1), 7-35.
10.1142/S0219622022500298

Yadav, A. (2021). Key skills and competencies of LIS professionals in the digital library
environment: A content analysis of job advertisements. Library Management,
43(%%2), 50-65. https://doi.org/10.1108/LM-03-2021-0030

Yang, Q., Shen, X., Song, Y., & Chen, S. (2023). A study of the impact of
interdisciplinary citation on the aging of library and information science. Library
Hi Tech, 42(5), 1634-1647. https://doi.org/10.1108/LHT-07-2022-0335

Yueh, H.-P., Huang, C.-Y., & Lin, W. (2022). Examining the differences between
information professional groups in perceiving information ethics: An analytic
hierarchy process study. Frontiers in Psychology, 13, 954827.
https://10.3389/fpsyg.2022.954827

Zeng, J., Cao, S., Chen, Y., Pan, P., & Cai, Y. (2023). Measuring the interdisciplinary
characteristics of Chinese research in library and information science based on

knowledge elements. Aslib Journal of Information Management, 75(3), 589-
617. https://doi.org/10.1108/AJIM-03-2022-0130

Zhou, H., Guns, R., & Engels, T. C. (2022). Are social sciences becoming more
interdisciplinary? Evidence from publications 1960-2014. Journal of the
Association for Information Science and Technology, 73(9), 1201-1221.
https://doi.org/10.1002/asi.24627

Appendix A. Included Studies

Abukhader S. (2019). A taxonomy of the expected roles of librarians towards
knowledge management: An eight-layer perspective for practice. Library
Management, 4(1-2), 34-44. https://doi.org/10.1108/LM-08-2017-0081

Alajmi B.M., & Alshammari |. (2020). Strands of diversity in library and information
science graduate curricula. Malaysian Journal of Library and Information
Science, 25(1), 103-120. https://doi.org/10.22452/mijlis.vol25n01.6

Alcala, J.C., Austin M., Granroth M., & Hewitt B. (2016). Online inclusive pedagogy: A

call-and-response dialogue on digital storytelling. Education for Information,
32(1), 71-85. https://doi.org/10.3233/EFI-150963

21



Ali M.Y., Naeem S.B., & Bhatti R. (2020). Artificial intelligence tools and perspectives
of university librarians: An overview. Business Information Review, 37(3), 116-
124. https://doi.org/10.1177/0266382120952016

Alvite-Daez M., & Barrionuevo L. (2021). Confluence between library and information
science and digital humanities in Spain. Methodologies, standards and
collections. Journal of Documentation, 77(1), 41-68. https://doi.org/10.1108/JD-
02-2020-0030

Amanullah A. (2023). An Investigation in the interdisciplinary nature of digital
humanities: A bibliometric analysis. DESIDOC Journal of Library and
Information Technology, 43(4), 234-240.
https://doi.org/10.14429/d]lit.43.04.19229

Asato, N. (2014). Intellectual Freedom Education in Japan and the United States: A
Comparative Study. The International Information & Library Review, 46(1-2),
1-10. https://doi.org/10.1080/10572317.2014.924776

Asemi A., & Asemi A. (2018). Artificial intelligence (Al) application in library systems
in Iran: A taxonomy study. Library Philosophy and Practice.
https://digitalcommons.unl.edu/libphilprac/1840/

Asubiaro T.V., & Badmus O.M. (2020). Collaboration clusters, interdisciplinarity, scope
and subject classification of library and information science research from
Africa: An analysis of Web of Science publications from 1996 to 2015. Journal
of  Librarianship  and  Information  Science, 52(4), 1169-1185.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0961000620907958

Asundi A.Y., Reddy B.S., & Krishnamurthy M. (2023). Digital Humanities: Concepts,
Tools and Applications. DESIDOC Journal of Library & Information
Technology,43(04), 276—281. https://doi.org/10.14429/djlit.43.04.19207

Bana D., Eze M.E., & Esievo L.O. (2019). A comparative study of the use of electronic
resources by LIS and computer science students in two Nigerian universities.
Library Hi Tech News, 36(9), 6-10. https://doi.org/10.1108/LHTN-08-2019-0055

Barhoumi C. (2016). Studying the impact of blended learning that uses the online
PBwiki guided by activity theory on LIS students’ knowledge management.
Reference Services Review, 44(3), 341-361. https://doi.org/10.1108/RSR-09-
2015-0040

Belabbes M.A., Ruthven I., Moshfeghi Y., & Rasmussen Pennington D. (2023).
Information overload: A concept analysis. Journal of Documentation, 79(1),
144-159. https://doi.org/10.1108/JD-06-2021-0118

Binici K. (2021). What are the information technology skills needed in information
institutions? The case of “codedlib” job listings. Journal of Academic
Librarianship, 47(3), 102360. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.acalib.2021.102360

22



Blackburn F. (2015). ‘Cultural Competence is for Everyone’: Cultural competence in
the United States library and information sector. Is it relevant to Australian
libraries? Australian Academic and Research Libraries, 46(3), 176-193.
https://doi.org/10.1080/00048623.2015.1063800

Bossaller J., Burns C.S., & VanScoy A. (2017). Re-conceiving time in reference and
information services work: A qualitative secondary analysis. Journal of
Documentation, 73(1), 2-17. https://doi.org/10.1108/JD-03-2016-0028

Calaresu M., & Shiri A. (2015). Understanding Semantic web: A conceptual model.
Library Review, 64(1-2), 82-100. https://doi.org/10.1108/LR-09-2014-0097

Chalak A.M., Ziaei S., & Nafei R. (2014). A survey of knowledge sharing among the
faculty members of Iranian Library and Information Science (LIS) Departments.
Library Philosophy and Practice, 2014(1).
https://digitalcommons.unl.edu/libphilprac/1063/

Chang Y.W. (2016). Influence of the principle of least effort across disciplines.
Scientometrics, 106(3), 1117-1133. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11192-016-1838-
0

Cho H., Hubbles C., & Moulaison-Sandy H. (2022). Individuals responsible for video
games: An exploration of cataloging practice, user need and authorship theory.
Journal of Documentation, 78(6), 1420-1436. https://doi.org/10.1108/JD-10-
2021-0198

Civallero E. (2021). Library services and indigenous peoples in Latin America:
Reviewing concepts, gathering experiences. IFLA Journal, 47(3), 321-330.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0340035220987573

Cobourn A.B., Brown J.C., Warga E., & Louis L. (2022). Toward metaliteracy and
transliteracy in the history classroom: A case study among underserved
students. American Archivist, 85(2), 587-608. https://doi.org/10.17723/2327-
9702-85.2.587

Cullen D., & Bell A. (2018). The social text and networked knowledge: New modes of
scholarly book publishing in indigenous studies. Journal of Scholarly
Publishing, 49(2), 193-212. https://doi.org/10.3138/jsp.49.2.193

da Costa Calheiros, T., Amaral, M., Gon, M. C. C., & Junior, A. L. C. (2016). Behavior
analysis and health: Survey and analysis of articles in open access databases.
Temas em Psicologia, 24(3), 947-961.
https://pepsic.bvsalud.org/pdfitp/v24n3/en_v24n3a10.pdf

Dalkir K., Bedford D.A., & Miller K. (2015). Knowledge management in LIS education:
Bridging research and practice. Proceedings of the Association for Information
Science and Technology, 52(1), 1-4.
https://doi.org/10.1002/pra2.2015.145052010015

23



Das S., Tripathi M., & Das A.K. (2023). Components of digital humanities in Indian LIS
curricula: A conceptual analysis. DESIDOC Journal of Library and Information
Technology, 43(4), 208-218. https://doi.org/10.14429/djlit.43.04.19218

Dewey S.H. (2020). Foucault’s toolbox: use of Foucault’s writings in LIS journal
literature, 1990-2016. Journal of Documentation, 76(3), 689-707.
https://doi.org/10.1108/JD-08-2019-0162

Farrell R. (2017). The chief learning officer: A model role for integrating HR and
strategic planning functions in libraries. Library Management, 38(6-7), 380-392.
https://doi.org/10.1108/LM-03-2017-0035

Ferguson C.L. (2020). Open Peer Review. Serials Review, 46(4), 286-291.
https://doi.org/10.1080/00987913.2020.1850039

Fleming-May R., Mays R., Walker T., Forrester A., Tenopir C., Bilal D., & Allard S.
(2018). Experience assessment: designing an innovative curriculum for
assessment and UX professionals. Performance Measurement and Metrics,
19(1), 30-39. https://doi.org/10.1108/PMM-09-2017-0036

Fraser-Arnott M. (2016). The value of the MLS or MLIS degree: Transferable skills
identified by LIS graduates in non-library roles. The Bottom Line, 29(3), 129-
141. https://doi.org/10.1108/BL-03-2016-0015

Freeburg D. (2019). The Knowing Model: Facilitating Behaviour Change in
Organisations. Journal of Information and Knowledge Management, 18(4),
1950040. https://doi.org/10.1142/S0219649219500400

Garaba F. (2015). Dodos in the archives: rebranding the archival profession to meet
the challenges of the twenty-first century within ESARBICA. Archives and
Records, 36(2), 216-225. https://doi.org/10.1080/23257962.2015.1030609

Ghosh S.S., Das S., & Chatterjee S.K. (2020). Human-centric faceted approach for
ontology  construction. Knowledge  Organization, 47(1), 31-44.
https://doi.org/10.5771/0943-7444-2020-1-31

Giunchiglia F., Dutta B., & Maltese V. (2014). From knowledge organization to
knowledge representation. Knowledge Organization, 41(1), 44-56.
https://doi.org/10.5771/0943-7444-2014-1-44

Gnoli C. (2018). Mentefacts as a missing level in theory of information science. Journal
of Documentation, 74(6), 1226-1242. https://doi.org/10.1108/JD-04-2018-0054

Gonzalez-Alcaide G., & Poveda-Pastor |. (2018). Emerging roles in Library and
Information Science: consolidation in the scientific literature and appropriation
by professionals of the discipline. Scientometrics, 116(1), 319-337.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11192-018-2766-y

Gonzalez-Valiente C.L., Costas R., Noyons E., Steinerova J., & Su$ol J. (2021).
Terminological (di) similarities between information management and

24



knowledge management: A term co-occurrence analysis. Mobile Networks and
Applications, 26(1), 336-346. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11036-020-01643-y

Greyson, D.L. and Johnson, J.L. (2016), The role of information in health behavior: A
scoping study and discussion of major public health models. Journal of the
Association for Information Science & Technology, 67(12). 2831-2841.
https://doi.org/10.1002/asi.23392

Hall H., & Ryan B. (2020). Research, impact, value and library and information science
(RIVAL): Development, implementation and outcomes of a Scottish network for
LIS researchers and practitioners. Proceedings of the Association for
Information Science and Technology, 57(1). https://doi.org/10.1002/pra2.210

Hamad F., Farajat S., & Hamarsha A. (2018). Awareness and adoption of mobile
technologies in the delivery of services in academic libraries in Jordan: A library
staff perspective. Global Knowledge, Memory and Communication, 67(6-7),
438-457. https://doi.org/10.1108/GKMC-12-2017-0103

Harati H., Nooshinfard F., Isfandyari-Moghaddam A., Babalhavaeji F., & Hariri N.
(2019). Factors affecting the unplanned use behavior of academic libraries
users: Towards an axial coding pattern. Aslib Journal of Information
Management, 71(2), 138-154. https://doi.org/10.1108/AJIM-04-2018-0092

Hayes R.M., Karlics K., & Schloegl C. (2013). University libraries as a model for the
determination of the need for information specialists in knowledge industries?
An exploratory analysis of the information sector in Austria. Information
Processing and Management, 49(5), 1008-1018.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ipm.2013.04.001

Hicks A., McKinney P., Inskip C., Walton G., & LIoyd A. (2023). Leveraging information
literacy: Mapping the conceptual influence and appropriation of information
literacy in other disciplinary landscapes. Journal of Librarianship and
Information Science, 55(3), 548-566.
https://doi.org/10.1177/09610006221090677

Hider P. (2020). Towards a sociology of KOS and more basic KO research. Knowledge
Organization, 47(6), 501-510. https://doi.org/10.5771/0943-7444-2020-6-501

Hoffmann A.L., Roberts S.T., Wolf C.T., & Wood S. (2018). Beyond fairness,
accountability, and transparency in the ethics of algorithms: Contributions and
perspectives from LIS. Proceedings of the Association for Information Science
and Technology, 55(1), 694-696.
https://doi.org/10.1002/pra2.2018.14505501084

Hsu C.-L., & Chiang C.-H. (2015). A bibliometric study of SSME in information systems

research. Scientometrics, 102(3), 1835-1865. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11192-
014-1334-3

25



Hu D., Sun Z., & Li H. (2013). An overview of medical informatics education in China.
International ~ Journal  of  Medical Informatics, 82(5), 448-466.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijmedinf.2012.04.011

Hultgren F. (2013). The stranger’s tale: Information seeking as an outsider activity.
Journal of Documentation, 69(2), 275-294.
https://doi.org/10.1108/00220411311300075

Husain S., & Nazim M. (2015). Exploring the need of knowledge management
education within library and information science educational courses: An Indian
perspective. New Library World, 116(12-Nov), 711-727.
https://doi.org/10.1108/NLW-07-2015-0051

Ikolo V.E., & Ogbomo E.F. (2019). A survey of career intentions and entrepreneurial
competencies needs of library and information science (LIS) students in Delta
and Edo States, Nigeria. African Journal of Library Archives and Information
Science, 29(2), 157-166. https://www.proquest.com/scholarly-journals/survey-
career-intentions-entrepreneurial/docview/2875139529/se-2

Islam M.A., & Agarwal N.K. (2021). What is the impact of library and information
science on knowledge management research? VINE Journal of Information and
Knowledge Management Systems, 51(1), 1-26.
https://doi.org/10.1108/VJIKMS-11-2018-0098

Ivwurie O.M., & Ocholla D.N. (2016). The status and development of infopreneurship
in Nigeria and South Africa. Education for Information, 32(4), 323-342.
https://doi.org/10.3233/EFI-160980

Jain P., & Jorosi B.N. (2017). LIS education at University of Botswana: Evolution,
opportunities and challenges. DESIDOC Journal of Library and Information
Technology, 37(1), 42-50. https://www.proquest.com/scholarly-journals/lis-
education-at-university-botswana-evolution/docview/1891494579/se-2

Jamali H.R. (2013). Citation relations of theories of human information behaviour.
Webology, 10(1), 1-16. https://www.proquest.com/scholarly-journals/citation-
relations-theories-human-information/docview/1399551113/se-2

Jamali H.R., & Nabavi M. (2021). Scholarship of Teaching and Learning: Evolution of
research on library and information science education. Journal of Education for
Library and Information Science, 62(3), 287-302.
https://doi.org/10.3138/jelis.2020-0025

Jarvelin K., Chang Y.-W., & Vakkari P. (2023). Characteristics of LIS research articles
affecting their citation impact. Journal of Librarianship and Information Science,
56(4), 1087-1101. https://doi.org/10.1177/09610006231196344

Jena S., & Jena P. (2021). Library and information science faculty profile on Indian

research Information Network System (IRINS): An analysis. Library Philosophy
and Practice, 1-15. https://digitalcommons.unl.edu/libphilprac/5890/

26



Kaffashan Kakhki M., Zargi M., Harati H., Asemandoreh Y., & Namdar Joyame E.
(2022). Innovation in using IT: Understanding the impact of knowledge
absorptive capacity on academic librarians. Library Hi Tech, 40(6), 1843-1868.
https://doi.org/10.1108/LHT-03-2020-0065

Kiszl P., & Fodor J. (2021). Remaining Futureproof: Lasting librarian roles in managing
digital collections. The Reference Librarian, 62(3-4), 165-192.
https://doi.org/10.1080/02763877.2021.1979164

Koltay T. (2016). Library and information science and the digital humanities: Perceived
and real strengths and weaknesses. Journal of Documentation, 72(4), 781-792.
https://doi.org/10.1108/JDOC-01-2016-0008

Kosciejew M. (2020). Public libraries and the UN 2030 Agenda for Sustainable
Development. IFLA Journal, 46(4), 328-346.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0340035219898708

Kushkowski J.D., Shrader C.B., Anderson M.H., & White R.E. (2020). Information
flows and topic modeling in corporate governance. Journal of Documentation,
76(6), 1313-1339. https://doi.org/10.1108/JD-10-2019-0207

Lahti L., llomaki N., & Tolonen M. (2015). A quantitative study of history in the English
Short-Title Catalogue (ESTC), 1470-1800. LIBER Quatrterly: The Journal of the
Association  of  European  Research  Libraries, 25(2), 87-116.
https://doi.org/10.18352/19.10112

Larsen H. (2018). Archives, libraries and museums in the Nordic model of the public
sphere. Journal of Documentation, 74(1), 187-194. https://doi.org/10.1108/JD-
12-2016-0148

Lewandowski D., & Kammerer Y. (2020). Factors influencing viewing behaviour on
search engine results pages: A review of eye-tracking research. Behaviour &
Information Technology, 4(14), 1485-1515.
https://doi.org/10.1080/0144929X.2020.1761450

Li S., & Yang F. (2022). Green library research: A bibliometric analysis. Public Library
Quarterly, 42(4), 424-443. https://doi.org/10.1080/01616846.2022.2116886

Liu J., Meng X., & Chen C. (2020). Knowledge structure analysis on educational
technology based on citation analysis. International Journal of Emerging
Technologies in Leaming, 15(5), 171-183.
https://doi.org/10.3991/IJET.V15105.13331

Losee R.M. (2017). An information theory calculator for understanding information and
library science applications. Information (Switzerland), 8(3), 98.
https://doi.org/10.3390/info8030098

Ma F., Li Y., & Chen B. (2014). Study of the collaboration in the field of the Chinese

humanities and social sciences. Scientometrics, 1(2), 439-458.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11192-014-1301-z

27



Mainka A., Castelnovo W., Miettinen V., Bech-Petersen S., Hartmann S., & Stock
W.G. (2016). Open innovation in smart cities: Civic participation and co-creation
of public services. Proceedings of the Association for Information Science and
Technology, 53(1), 1-5. https://doi.org/10.1002/pra2.2016.14505301006

Malheiros T.M., & Da Cunha M.B. (2018). Libraries as facilitators in access to
information by visually impaired users. Revista Digital de Biblioteconomia e
Ciencia Da Informacao, 16(1), 146-170.
https://doi.org/10.20396/rdbci.v16i1.8650318

Marouf L.N., & Agarwal N.K. (2016). Are faculty members ready? Individual factors
affecting knowledge management readiness in universities. Journal of
Information and Knowledge Management, 15(3), 1650024.
https://doi.org/10.1142/S0219649216500246

Martinez J., & Forrey M. (2019). Overcoming imposter syndrome: The adventures of
two new instruction librarians. Reference Services Review, 47(3), 331-342.
https://doi.org/10.1108/RSR-03-2019-0021

Mbonu-Adigwe B.U., Umate B.A., Onu W.O., Ezugwu J.l., Okebanama C.l., Okoye
M.N., Ugwuanyi C.S., & Okeke C.I.O. (2021). Assessment of awareness level
of e-learning classroom strategies of university lecturers: Implication for
evaluation of library and information science resources. Library Philosophy and
Practice. https://digitalcommons.unl.edu/libphilprac/6155/

Miksa S.D. (2021). Elfreda Chatman, theorist and teacher: Reflections on her lessons
on theory development in information science. Journal of Education for Library
and Information Science, 62(3), 237-257. https://doi.org/10.3138/jelis.62.3-
2020-0043

Mirghafoori S.H., Izadi M.R., & Daei A. (2018). RETRACTED: Analysis of the barriers
affecting the quality of electronic services of libraries by VIKOR, FMEA and
entropy combined approach in an intuitionistic-fuzzy environment. Journal of
Intelligent and Fuzzy Systems, 34(4), 2441-2451. https://doi.org/10.3233/JIFS-
171695

Mishra A. (2019). E-learning in LIS education in India: Status and efforts for
improvement. Library Philosophy and Practice.
https://digitalcommons.unl.edu/libphilprac/2996/

Moruf H.A. (2021). Relevance of information literacy skills in librapreneurship
education for graduates’ self-reliance: A review. Library Philosophy and
Practice. https://digitalcommons.unl.edu/libphilprac/4503/

Muruganandham G. (2019). Webometrics research methods adopted in library and
information science: An overview. Library Philosophy and Practice.

Naseema S., & Sevukan R. (2022). Global research trends in research data

management (Rdm): A scientometric view. International Journal of Information
Science and Management, 2(4), 117-135.

28



Nath R., Devi P., & Borgohain D. (2020). Adoption of e-learning in Library and
Information Science (LIS) education in North-East India: A proposal. Library
Philosophy and Practice. https://digitalcommons.unl.edu/libphilprac/4257/

Nazim M., & Mukherjee B. (2013). Knowledge management competencies required
among library and information science professionals: An Indian perspective.
Library Review, 62(6-7), 375-387. https://doi.org/10.1108/LR-02-2013-0025

Nemati-Anaraki L., Zarghani M., Ashoori-Mehranjani F., & Eshaghi-Kopaei S. (2019).
Relationship between the usage count and the number of citations in the
journals of Library and Information Sciences: The case of access type. Library
Philosophy and Practice. https://digitalcommons.unl.edu/libphilprac/2376/

Ngulube P., & Ukwoma S.C. (2019). Mapping supervision trends in doctoral research
in library and information science in Nigeria and South Africa: Implications for
collective learning. African Journal of Library Archives and Information Science,
29(1), 1-16. https://ajlais.com/index.php/ajlais/article/view/147

Niveditha B., Kumbar M., & Sampath Kumar B.T. (2022). Rotten web citations cited in
scholarly journals: Use of time travel for retrieval. Aslib Journal of Information
Management, 74(2), 225-243. https://doi.org/10.1108/AJIM-05-2021-0139

Nwagwu W.E. (2023). Nature and characteristics of global attention to research on
article processing charges. Journal of Academic Librarianship, 49(6).
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.acalib.2023.102808

Oyedokun T.T., Oyewumi F.A., Akanbi M.L., & Laaro D.M. (2018). Assessment of ICT
competencies of library staff in selected universities in Kwara State, Nigeria.
Library Philosophy and Practice.
https://digitalcommons.unl.edu/libphilprac/1797/

Panahi S., Chelehnia N., & Soleimanpour S. (2022). Knowledge Commercialization in
Iran University of Medical Sciences: Faculty Members’ Viewpoints.
International Journal of Information Science and Management, 2(1), 509-522.

Park J.M. (2022). Statistics Training in Library Science: Comparing Approaches in
Library and Information Science to Sociology Graduate Programs. Journal of
Education for Library and Information Science, 63(2), 216-230.
https://doi.org/10.3138/jelis-2020-0080

Petersohn S. (2016). Professional competencies and jurisdictional claims in evaluative
bibliometrics: The educational mandate of academic librarians. Education for
Information, 32(2), 165-193. https://doi.org/10.3233/EFI-150972

Rahaman S., Umakant B.V., & Rahaman M.R. (2023). Cloud computing in context
with Library and Information Science (LIS): A scientometric analysis and

knowledge mapping. International Journal of Information Science and
Management, 21(4), 67-82.

29



Raju J. (2021). Shaping LIS Education for blended professionals in a pluralist
information environment: Global reflections. Journal of Education for Library
and Information Science, 62(4), 366-382. https://doi.org/10.3138/jelis-62-4-
2020-0024

Rani J.S. (2019). A Study on marketing strategy for library resources and services with
special reference to Sree Vidyanikethan Engineering College, Tirupati, Andhra
Pradesh. Indian Journal of Information Sources and Services, 9(S1), 51-56.
https://doi.org/10.51983/ijiss.2019.9.51.564

Reed E., & Johnson B. (2023). Overview of cultural capital theory’s current impact and
potential utility in academic libraries. Journal of Academic Librarianship, 49(6),
102782. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.acalib.2023.102782

Robinson L., & Bawden D. (2017). “The story of data”: A socio-technical approach to
education for the data librarian role in the CityLIS library school at City,
University  of London. Library  Management, 38(6-7), 312-322.
https://doi.org/10.1108/LM-01-2017-0009

Roeschley A. (2019). Using text mining and data visualization to trace the disciplinary
boundaries of collective memory studies. Proceedings of the Association for
Information Science and Technology, 56(1), 747-749.
https://doi.org/10.1002/pra2.159

Roknuzzaman M., & Umemoto K. (2013a). Exploring LIS academics’ responses to
knowledge management. Library Review, 62(4-5), 293-311.
https://doi.org/10.1108/LR-07-2012-0072

Roknuzzaman M., & Umemoto K. (2013b). Incorporating KM education into LIS
curriculum: Perspectives from LIS academics. VINE, 43(1), 111-124.
https://doi.org/10.1108/03055721311302179

Roy B.K., & Mukhopadhyay P. (2023). Theoretical backbone of library and information
science: A quest. LIBER Quatrterly, 33(1), 1-57.
https://doi.org/10.53377/19.13269

Roy L., & Simons R.N. (2017). Tradition and transition: The journey of an iSchoolDeep
in the heart of Texas. DESIDOC Journal of Library and Information Technology,
37(1), 3-8. https://doi.org/10.14429/d]lit.37.1.10686

Rubin V.L. (2019). Disinformation and misinformation triangle: A conceptual model for
“fake news” epidemic, causal factors and interventions. Journal of
Documentation, 75(5), 1013-1034. https://doi.org/10.1108/JD-12-2018-0209

Saha M., & Ghosh S. (2023). Topic modelling in library and information science from
the primary data: Swing in thrust areas. International Journal of Information
Science and Management, 21(3), 19-34.

30



Schwieder D. (2016). Low-effort information searching: The heuristic information-
seeking toolkit. Behavioral and Social Sciences Librarian, 35(4), 171-187.
https://doi.org/10.1080/01639269.2017.1289019

Seberger J.S. (2022). Into the archive of ubiquitous computing: The data perfect tense
and the historicization of the present. Journal of Documentation, 78(1), 18-37.
https://doi.org/10.1108/JD-11-2020-0195

Shongwe M.M. (2014). The information technology influence on LIS job descriptions
in South Africa. Information Technology for Development, 21(2), 196-204.
https://doi.org/10.1080/02681102.2013.874315

Shuva N.Z. (2021). “The journey will be relaxed. You will watch television. Just like a
VIP”: Misinformation, secrecy, and the information behaviour of repatriated
migrants in Bangladesh. Open Information Science, 5(1), 233-249.
https://doi.org/10.1515/0pis-2020-0123

SiL., & Guo C. (2023). The impact of library and information science knowledge from
the perspective of external citations. Electronic Library, 41(1), 111-136.
https://doi.org/10.1108/EL-06-2022-0130

Skarpelis A.K.M. (2020). Life on file: Archival epistemology and theory. Qualitative
Sociology, 43(3), 385-405. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11133-020-09460-1

Srivastava S. (2021). Impact of ICT on LIS jobs in university libraries: A study based
on job announcements. Annals of Library and Information Studies, 68(3), 268-
274.

Stauffer S.M. (2020). Educating for whiteness: Applying critical race theory’s
revisionist history in library and information science research: A methodology
paper. Journal of Education for Library and Information Science, 61(4), 452-
462. https://doi.org/10.3138/jelis.61.4.2019-0042

Stopar K., & Bartol T. (2019). Digital competences, computer skills and information
literacy in secondary education: Mapping and visualization of trends and
concepts. Scientometrics, 118(2), 479-498. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11192-
018-2990-5

Su F., Zhang Y., & Immel Z. (2021). Digital humanities research: interdisciplinary
collaborations, themes and implications to library and information science.
Journal of Documentation, 77(1), 143-161. https://doi.org/10.1108/JD-05-2020-
0072

SuP.,Chen M., & Wang Y. (2023). Agent-based model: A method worthy of promotion
in library and information science. Journal of Information Science, 49(6), 1517-
1527. https://doi.org/10.1177/01655515211061867

Subaveerapandiyan, A., & Sindhu D. (2021). Knowledge management skills for 21st

century library professionals in India: A study. Library Philosophy and Practice.
https://digitalcommons.unl.edu/libphilprac/5992/

31



Sula C.A. (2013). Digital humanities and libraries: A conceptual model. Journal of
Library Administration, 53(1), 10-26.
https://doi.org/10.1080/01930826.2013.756680

Suorsa A.R. (2015). Knowledge creation and play — a phenomenological approach.
Journal of Documentation, 71(3), 503-525. https://doi.org/10.1108/JD-11-2013-
0152

Taskin, Z., & Al, U. (2019). Natural language processing applications in library and
information science. Online Information Review, 43(4), 676-690.

https://doi.org/10.1108/0OIR-07-2018-0217

Thor A., Bornmann L., Haunschild R., & Leydesdorff L. (2021). Which are the
influential publications in the web of science subject categories over a long
period of time? CRExplorer software used for big-data analyses in
bibliometrics*.  Journal of Information Science, 47(3), 419-428.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0165551520913817

Tomer C. (2017). Cloud computing and virtual machines in LIS education: Options and
resources. Digital Library Perspectives, 33(1), 14-39.
https://doi.org/10.1108/DLP-02-2016-0008

Tricco A.C., Soobiah C., Antony J., Cogo E., Macdonald H., Lillie E., Tran J., D’'Souza
J., Hui W., Perrier L., Welch V., Horsley T., Straus S.E., & Kastner M. (2016).
A scoping review identifies multiple emerging knowledge synthesis methods,
but few studies operationalize the method. Journal of Clinical Epidemiology, 73,
19-28. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclinepi.2015.08.030

Tsai T.-l. (2019). Using Visual Methods to Explore How Students in Information-
Related Fields Express the Concept of Information. Journal of Educational
Media and Library Sciences, 56(3), 271-295.
https://doi.org/10.6120/JoEMLS.201911_56(3).0026.RS.AE

Ukwoma S.C., & Ngulube P. (2020). Supervision practices in library and information
science postgraduate research in Nigeria and South Africa. African Journal of
Library  Archives  and  Information Science, 3(2), 127-142.
https://ajlais.com/index.php/ajlais/article/view/123

Ukwoma S.C., & Ngulube P. (2021). To borrow or not to borrow is the question?
Theory borrowing in library information science postgraduate research in
Nigeria and South Africa. International Information and Library Review, 53(1),
48-62. https://doi.org/10.1080/10572317.2020.1790261

Vaden M. (2022). CRT, information, and disability: An intersectional commentary.
Education for Information, 38(4), 339-346. https://doi.org/10.3233/EFI-220055

Vamanu |., & Zak E. (2022). Information source and content: Articulating two key

concepts for information evaluation. Information and Learning Science, 123(1-
2), 65-79. https://doi.org/10.1108/ILS-09-2021-0084

32



Velez-Estevez A., Garcia-Sanchez P., Moral-Munoz J.A., & Cobo M.J. (2022). Why
do papers from international collaborations get more citations? A bibliometric
analysis of Library and Information Science papers. Scientometrics, 127(12),
7517-7555. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11192-022-04486-4

Vieira K.R., & Karpinski C. (2019). The historical and epistemological relations
between librarianship and information science in the Brazilian scientific
production. Transinformacao, 31. https://doi.org/10.1590/2318-
0889201931e180043

Virkus S., & Garoufallou E. (2019). Data science from a library and information science
perspective. Data Technologies and Applications, 53(4), 422-441.
https://doi.org/10.1108/DTA-05-2019-0076

Walters W.H., & Wilder E.l. (2016). Disciplinary, national, and departmental
contributions to the literature of library and information science, 2007-2012.
Journal of the Association for Information Science and Technology, 67(6),
1487-1506. https://doi.org/10.1002/asi.23448

Wang X, Feng X., & Guo Y. (2023). Analysis of the structure and time-series evolution
of knowledge label networks from a complex perspective. Aslib Journal of
Information Management, 75(6), 1056-1078. https://doi.org/10.1108/AJIM-04-
2022-0229

Wang X., Gui H., & Liu J. (2023). How authors evaluate the novelty of their articles: A
comparative analysis of highlights in research articles. Journal of Information
Science, 51(5), 1250-1269. https://doi.org/10.1177/01655515231166924

Wang Z., & Wang X. (2020). From information, to data, to knowledge - digital
scholarship centers: An emerging transdisciplinary digital knowledge and
research methods integrator in academic and research libraries. IFLA Journal,
46(1), 5-14. https://doi.org/10.1177/0340035219885145

Weerasinghe S., & Hindagolla M. (2017). Technology acceptance model in the
domains of LIS and education: A review of selected literature. Library
Philosophy and Practice. https://digitalcommons.unl.edu/libphilprac/1582/

Weiss A.P., Alwan A., Garcia E.P., & Kirakosian A.T. (2021). Toward a comprehensive
model of fake news: A new approach to examine the creation and sharing of
false information. Societies, 11(3), 82. https://doi.org/10.3390/soc11030082

Widen G. (2017). Individual, social, and cultural approaches to knowledge sharing.
Journal of Information Science Theory and Practice, 5(3), 6-14.
https://doi.org/10.1633/JISTaP.2017.5.3.1

Wojcik M. (2020). Augmented intelligence technology. The ethical and practical

problems of its implementation in libraries. Library Hi Tech, 39(2), 435-447.
https://doi.org/10.1108/LHT-02-2020-0043

33



Wojcik M. (2022). Brain—computer interface in the context of information retrieval
systems in a library. Library Hi  Tech, 4(6), 1766-1781.
https://doi.org/10.1108/LHT-09-2020-0239

Wojcik M. (2023). Areas and contexts of the use of robotics in libraries: An overview
of the applied solutions and a discussion of prospects. Library Hi Tech, 42(5),
1443-1456. https://doi.org/10.1108/LHT-10-2022-0487

XuZ., Ge Z., Wang X., & Kou G. (2023). A look at the focus on big data for information
technology and decision making during 1994 to 2020. International Journal of
Information Technology @ and  Decision  Making, 22(1), 7-35.
https://doi.org/10.1142/S0219622022500298

Yang Q., Shen X., Song Y., & Chen S. (2023). A study of the impact of interdisciplinary
citation on the aging of library and information science. Library Hi Tech, 42(5),
1634-1647. https://doi.org/10.1108/LHT-07-2022-0335

Yesmin S. (2023). Redesigning tertiary educational evaluation with Al: A task-based
analysis of LIS students’ assessment on written tests and utilizing ChatGPT at
NSTU. Science and  Technology  Libraries, 43(4), 355-367.
https://doi.org/10.1080/0194262X.2023.2269230

Yuan J., & Guo L. (2021). Investigation and analysis of digital poverty among
adolescents in China. Journal of Documentation, 77(6), 1265-1285.
https://doi.org/10.1108/JD-01-2021-0021

Yueh H.-P., Huang C.-Y., & Lin W. (2022). Examining the differences between
information professional groups in perceiving information ethics: An analytic
hierarchy process study. Frontiers in Psychology, 13.
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.954827

Zhang Y., Liu S., & Mathews E. (2015). Convergence of digital humanities and digital
libraries. Library Management, 36(4-5), 362-377. https://doi.org/10.1108/LM-
09-2014-0116

Zhu Y., Yan E., & Song M. (2016). Understanding the evolving academic landscape
of library and information science through faculty hiring data. Scientometrics,
108(3), 1461-1478. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11192-016-2033-z

Zong Q.-J., Shen H.-Z., Yuan Q.-J., Hu X.-W., Hou Z.-P., & Deng S.-G. (2013).
Doctoral dissertations of library and information science in China: A co-word
analysis. Scientometrics, 94(2), 781-799. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11192-012-
07991

34



	Abstract

