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This bibliometric study aims to map the conceptual structure of intellectual capital (IC) research between
1975 and 2020 using co-word analysis and social network analysis drawing upon the Web of Science data-
base. The results show that 12,310 documents have been published from 1975 to 2020. From a total of 6,516
keywords used in documents, the five most frequent keywords have been identified as: “performance”,
“innovation”, “knowledge”, “impact”, and “management”. The United States is the top-producing country
with 3,303 documents. In addition, the findings indicate that the Journal of Intellectual Capital is the most pro-
lific journal with 208 articles, and the Academy of Management Journal is the most frequently cited journal
with 11,914 citations. The National Bureau of Economic Research (NBER) is the world's most prolific research
institute with 84 documents. The most frequently used keywords in different geographical regions show
that except for South America, where the most frequently used keyword is "innovation", "performance" is
the most common keyword in Asia, Europe, North America, Oceania, and Africa. This study provides a com-

prehensive picture of the current state of IC research, thereby paving the way for future studies by shedding

light on the gaps in the literature and presenting suggestions for future research.
© 2022 The Author(s). Published by Elsevier Espaiia, S.L.U. on behalf of Journal of Innovation & Knowledge.

This is an open access article under the CC BY-NC-ND license
(http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/)

Introduction

Intellectual capital (IC) has become a vibrant topic in management
research in general and accounting and strategic management in par-
ticular (Martin-de-Castro et al., 2019; Serenko & Bontis, 2022). The
rationale behind labeling it as “capital” can be traced back to its eco-
nomic roots since it was described in 1969 by the economist Gal-
braith simultaneously as a process of value creation and a bundle of
assets. Nonetheless, the term "capital” has been the subject of intense
debate within the academic field as a highly controversial concept
(Dean & Kretschmer, 2007; Martin-de-Castro et al.,, 2011). Stew-
art (1991) described IC as the "brainpower"” of an organization. After-
ward, Stewart & Losee (1994) underscored the importance of IC in
the 21st century and beyond by defining IC as follows:

“the sum of everything everybody in a company knows that gives
it a competitive edge [...] Intellectual Capital is intellectual material,
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knowledge, experience, intellectual property, information [...] that
can be put to use to create wealth.” (Stewart, 1997, p.x)

Intellectual capital is indisputably an interdisciplinary topic given
the fact that it is not purely concerned with accounting for intan-
gibles on a balance sheet (Bontis, 1998, Dumay & Guthrie, 2019).
Instead, it carries broader implications for accounting that embrace
management, law, corporate governance, business sustainability,
human resources and the political economy (Garanina et al., 2021). IC
research, which is constantly changing, has evolved over five differ-
ent stages, and yet not always consecutively applied (Dumay et al.,
2020). The first stage raised awareness, whereas the second stage
shaped theories and frameworks (Petty & Guthrie, 2000). The third
stage was concerned with examinations of IC in practice from a per-
formative and critical standpoint (Guthrie et al., 2012). The fourth
stage was related to an ecosystem perspective, as initially highlighted
by Dumay & Garanina (2013). In the fifth stage of IC research, the
boundaries were removed, and the questions asked ranged from:
"What is IC worth to investors, customers, society, and the environ-
ment?" to "Is managing IC a worthwhile endeavor?” (Dumay et al.,
2020). The aforementioned phases are the cornerstone of the IC
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research pathway. They are essential for understanding how IC has
emerged from a curious idea into a far-reaching and changing con-
temporary field of research and practice (Dumay & Guthrie, 2019).

This study aims to map the conceptual structure of IC research
between 1975 and 2020 using co-word analysis and social network
analysis. Its purpose is to identify the main topics that make up the IC
research structure; the dominant, saturated, fading, and emerging
topics in the IC setting. Further, it highlights the most frequently cited
articles published by permanent authors in high-quality journals at
top universities in different countries, and presents the future direc-
tion of IC research. In order to achieve the objectives of the research,
this study uses data from 12,310 documents published on the Web of
Science (WOS) database.

This study contributes to the IC literature in several ways. First,
bibliometric research has focused primarily on publishing patterns
based on authorship (Andrikopoulos & Kostaris, 2017; Chan et al.,
2009; Faraji et al., 2020; Kili¢ et al., 2019) journals (Bamel et al.,
2022; Bellucci et al., 2021; Carmona et al., 1999; Chung et al., 1992;
Gaviria-Marin et al., 2018), universities (Heck & Bremser, 1986),
countries (Brown & Gardner, 1985) and different geographical
regions (Shiffrin & Borner, 2004). Although these studies provide
valuable insights, they fail to map the conceptual structure of the dis-
cipline (Ding et al., 2001). Therefore, the present study seeks to fill
this gap in the literature and enhance the understanding of the con-
ceptual structure of IC research through co-word analysis and social
network analysis. Second, this study informs quantitative evaluations
of IC research by adopting a qualitative approach to evaluate the liter-
ature in this field. Third, previous studies on IC have mainly focused
on the Scopus database (Mohammad et al, 2021; Quintero-
Quintero et al., 2021). The present research focuses on WOS as a
more comprehensive database, and the results could reveal previ-
ously unknown evidence. Fourth, this study outlines the conceptual
structure of IC research based on different geographical regions,
which can be useful in identifying regional trends. Fifth, this study
will provide a comprehensive picture of the current state of IC
research. In addition, it will pave the way for future studies by identi-
fying research gaps. Therefore, the results of this study can help IC
researchers better understand emerging trends in this field and con-
duct their future research approaches accordingly. Moreover, the
results may get other researchers interested in studying IC.

Although considerable academic literature has been conducted
around the theme of IC in the last few decades, research on IC is still
scattered and inconclusive. It is necessary to shed light on the IC
dominant factors and the paradigmatic evolution of this important
research topic over time. This, therefore, motivates the current study
to examine the conceptual structure of IC research as an interdisci-
plinary field that has absorbed various theories and knowledge from
other disciplines. This study is an effort to extend this area by gener-
ating fresh insights into the current state of IC paradigms and future
research horizons. To this end, this paper aims to answer the follow-
ing questions:

RQ1: What are the main topics that make up the IC research struc-
ture?

RQ2: What are the dominant, saturated, fading, and emerging issues
in the field of IC?

RQ3: Have there been any changes in IC topics between 1975 and
2020?

RQ4: Are there any differences in the patterns and trends of IC
research across geographical regions?

RQ5: What are the most frequently cited articles, top authors, top
countries, top journals, and top universities in IC research?

RQ6: What are the future directions of IC research?

The remainder of this paper is structured as follows. Section 2
describes the research methodology. Section 3 presents the findings
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using social network analysis and visualization maps. Finally, the
paper ends with a discussion of the study’s implications.

Research methods

This study aimed to systematically review IC academic research
from the period 1975 to 2020. Following prior research (Bamel et al.,
2022; Bellucci et al.,, 2021; Gaviria-Marin et al., 2018; Uyar et al,,
2020), co-word analysis and social network analysis (in VOSviewer
software) were used to map the conceptual structure of IC research.
These methods are described in detail below.

Co-word analysis

The co-word analysis technique was first proposed by
Callon et al. (1986). Since then, academic researchers have used co-
word analysis to map the bibliometric structure of different fields,
including creativity (Zhang, et al., 2015), environmental responsibil-
ity (Dai & Zhang, 2020; Yang et al., 2021), auditing (Uyar et al., 2020),
and IC (Bamel et al., 2022; Quintero-Quintero et al., 2021).

Co-word analysis has been considered an effective method for
content analysis and text mining (Feng et al, 2017; Zupic &
Cater, 2015). One of its key advantages was that it revealed the con-
ceptual structure of a discipline without the need to consult the full
text (Romo-Ferndndez et al., 2013). Co-word analysis was based on
the assumption that the co-occurrence of two or more keywords in a
document indicated the correlation between them, and the higher
the co-occurrence frequency, the stronger their relationship (An &
Wu, 2011; Callon et al., 1986; Hu & Zhang, 2015; Ravikumar et al.,
2015; Whittaker, 1989). Another assumption was that keywords
were carefully selected by the authors and accurately represented
the document's content (Feng et al., 2017). Co-word analysis can be
used to quantify the links between research themes in a scientific dis-
cipline (Ding et al., 2001; Khasseh et al., 2017; Ravikumar et al., 2015;
Sedighi, 2016), identify domains, subdomains, and hot topics (Dai &
Zhang, 2020; et al., 2012; Zhang et al.,, 2015), and predict future
trends (Uyar et al., 2020).

Social network analysis

Social network analysis (SNA) was used for exploring the latent
content of scientific texts. It was introduced in the 1960s by the
renowned sociologist Harrison White. Social networks were defined
as a network of relationships or interactions, where the nodes were
people or actors, and the edges represented the relationships or
interactions between them (Abbasi et al., 2011). The main element in
a social network was the actor or keyword (Koseoglu et al., 2019).
The relationship between these actors (or keywords) constituted ties
or links (Yang et al., 2012), the sum of which formed the graphical
networks in SNA or the conceptual map and the knowledge network
that reflected the current state of a specific subject area (Uyar et al.,
2020).

SNA has been increasingly employed by researchers in various
fields such as information science (Otte & Rousseau, 2002), economic
geography (Ter Wal & Boschma, 2009), communities of practice, and
natural resource management (Cross et al., 2006; Prell et al., 2009),
water pollution management (Cantner & Graf, 2006; Ruzol et al.,
2017), creativity (Zhang et al., 2015), environmental responsibility
(Dai & Zhang, 2020; Yang et al., 2021), medicine (Xie et al., 2020),
auditing (Uyar et al., 2020), knowledge transfer (Marchiori &
Franco, 2020) and IC (Bamel et al., 2022), among others.

VOSviewer

VOSviewer has been used as a software tool for constructing and
visualizing bibliometric networks, including networks of journals,
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Table 1
Sample selection process.
Sample
1975-2020  1975-2000  2001-2020
Total 22,613 2222 20,391
Excluded 10,303 994 9309
Final 12,310 1228 11,082

researchers, or articles based on citation, bibliographic coupling, co-
citation, or co-authorship relationships. VOSviewer also has text min-
ing functionality that can be used to construct and visualize co-occur-
rence networks of keywords extracted from a body of scientific
literature.

Data

This study used the Clarivate Analytics WOS database to retrieve
data and VOSviewer software to construct social networks. WOS has
been widely used as a reliable source for the systematic review of
texts (Benavides-Velasco et al, 2013; Khan & Wood, 2015;
Koseoglu et al., 2019; Kumar & Jan, 2013; Uyar et al., 2020; Yan et al.,
2015; Zupic & Cater, 2015). The period between 1975 and 2020 was
covered since prior to 1975, scientific journals seldom required key-
words, and the content was mostly unavailable online.

After an in-depth review of the texts, 19 keywords' were selected
as the most extensive representatives of IC research which were used
with the WOS database on November 22, 2021. This application
resulted in 22,613 documents, of which 10,303 belonged to unrelated
disciplines (e.g., philosophy, nursing, history) and were removed. The
final statistical population, covered the disciplines of economics,
management, business, finance, social science, interdisciplinary,
information science, library science, operations research, manage-
ment science, and public administration, and consisted of 12,310
documents. Of these, 8,413 were articles®, 824 were books®, and
3,073 were proceedings papers. For a more detailed analysis, the pop-
ulation was divided into two periods, i.e., 1975 to 2000 and 2001 to
2020, the latter of which represented over 90% of the documents.
Sample statistics are reported in Table 1. Fig. 1 also demonstrates the
data collection framework.

Findings

The overall trend of published documents between 1975 and
2020 was entirely upward, and, in the last two decades, IC has
received increased attention from researchers. As shown in Fig. 2, out
of a total of 12,310 documents, the highest number of publications
belongs to 2019 with 895 documents.

Keyword frequency and trends

Co-occurrence refers to the presence, frequency, and proximity of
similar keywords across articles and can reveal hot research topics. It
includes thematically identical keywords, but not exactly the same. A
total of 6,516 keywords were used in the documents between 1975
and 2020. Following prior research (Dai & Zhang, 2020; Zhang et al.,
2015), a threshold was set for keyword frequency. The research
period was divided into three parts: a threshold of 50 for the entire
period (1975—2020); a threshold of 5 for the period 1975—2000; and

! Intellectual Capital, Human Capital, Structural Capital, Organizational Capital, Rela-
tional Capital, Social Capital, Intellectual Assets, Intangible Capital, Intangibles, Intangi-
ble Assets, Knowledge Assets, Intangible Resources, Knowledge Resource, Intellectual
Property, Knowledge Capital, IP Assets, Intellectual Asset Management, Intangible
Property, and Knowledge-Based Assets

2 Article; Early Access Article

3 Book; Book Review; Book Chapter; Reprint
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a threshold of 50 for the period 2001-2020. Consequently, 159 key-
words in the total time period, 55 in the period 1975—2000, and 156
in the period 2001-2020 met the specified thresholds. Table 2 shows
the top 50 frequent keywords in these time periods.

Fig. 3 illustrates the co-occurrence network. The most frequent
keywords were divided into 6 clusters with six different colors. Key-
words that were similar in content were grouped in a cluster. For
example, the keywords "Performance” and "Networks" were in the
blue cluster and the keywords "Knowledge" and "Strategy" were in
the green cluster. The size of the circles indicated keyword frequency,
and the thickness of the lines indicated the strength of co-occurrence
within and between clusters. As the figure shows, all the clusters
were interconnected, and there were strong relationships between
the 6 clusters. This indicated the high interdependence of different
areas of IC research.

Overall, there were 159 keywords, 6 clusters, and 7,671 links in
this network, with a total link strength of 44,502. Cluster 1 (red) with
56 keywords was the largest cluster and was represented by
"Growth", Cluster 2 (green) had 34 keywords and was represented
by "Knowledge", cluster 3 (blue) had 27 keywords and was repre-
sented by "Performance”, cluster 4 (yellow) had 20 keywords and
was represented by "Innovation", cluster 5 (purple) had 17 keywords
and was represented by "Impact”, and cluster 6 (turquoise) had five
keywords and was represented by "Success".

Mapping keywords in terms of density can also be informative. In
a density map, the closer a keyword is to the red areas, the higher is
the keyword frequency. As shown in Fig. 4, keywords such as "Inno-
vation", "Knowledge", "Networks", "Governance", "Business”, "Com-
pany”, "Performance”, "Trust", "Market", "Model", "Management",
"Effect”, "Information”, "Success", "Growth", and "Education"
received a great deal of attention from researchers in recent years
and were practically saturated. In contrast, keywords such as "Medi-
ating Role", "Efficiency”, "Gender", and "Firm Market Value" received
relatively little attention. This finding could inform researchers about
the most effective areas to focus on.

Figs. 5 and 6 show the keyword density map for the period 1975
—2000 (with a co-occurrence threshold of 5) and 2001-2020 (with a
co-occurrence threshold of 50), respectively. According to these fig-
ures, keywords such as "Growth", "Economic Growth", "Model" and
"Earnings" that featured prominently between 1975 and 2000 (key-
words in the red and orange sections) faded between 2001 and 2020.
Moreover, keywords such as "Performance” and "Management" that
were not prominent between 1975 and 2000 became very common
in the period 2001 to 2020 and were in the red areas of the map. In
addition, new areas such as "Mediating Role", "Entrepreneurial Ori-
entation”, "Competitive Advantage", and "Knowledge Management"
became more prominent between 2001 and 2020.

The word clouds for the four dimensions of IC (human capital,
structural capital, relational capital, and social capital) are illustrated
in Fig. 7 using VOYANT software. Word clouds are a weighted list for
visualizing text or language data and have become increasingly popu-
lar in recent years (Jin, 2017). It must be noted that a larger font size
indicates higher keyword frequency.

Most frequently cited articles

The top ten most frequently cited articles are listed in Table 3. The
results show that the article titled "The Benefits of Facebook Friends:
Social Capital and College Students’ Use of Online Social Network Sites"
was the most frequently cited article in the field of IC with 3,519 cita-
tions. This information can help researchers and readers identify the
most relevant research studies.

Co-citations between documents were also analyzed. A co-cita-
tion network can visualize the evolution of a scientific field. Co-cita-
tion refers to the frequency with which two documents are cited
together in a third document (Small, 1973). The results indicated
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TI =("Intellectual Capital") OR TI =("Human
Capital") OR TI =("Structural Capital") OR TI
=("Organizational Capital") OR TI =("Relational
Capital") OR TI =("Social Capital") OR TI
=("Intellectual Assets") OR TI =("Intangible
Capital") OR TI =("Intangibles") OR TI
=("Intangible Assets") OR TI =("Knowledge
Assets") OR TI =("Intangible Resources") OR TI
=("Knowledge Resource") OR TI =("Intellectual
Property") OR TI =("Knowledge Capital") OR TI
=("IP Assets") OR TI =("Intellectual Asset
Management") OR TI =("Intangible Property")
OR TI =("Knowledge-Based Assets")

WOS Database
Years: 1975- 2020
Total Documents:

22,613

1st Inclusion Criteria:
LANGUAGE: “English”
Total Documents:
21,748

2st Inclusion Criteria:

SUBJECT AREAS: (“Economics”, “Management”, “Business”,
“Business & Finance”, “Social Science Interdisciplinary”,

“Information Science & Library Science”, “Operations Research

Management Science”, and “Public Administration”)
Total Documents: 17,063

3st Inclusion Criteria

DOCUMENT TYPES: (“Article”, “Early Access Article”,
“Proceedings Paper”, “Book”, “Book Chapters”, “Book Review”)
Total Documents: 12,310

Final Sample:
12,310

Fig. 1. Data Collection Framework.

268,369 co-citations across the documents. Fig. 8 shows the co-cita-
tion network of documents with at least 80 co-citations. It must be
noted that 246 documents met this threshold. Overall, 246 docu-
ments, 4 clusters, and 19,455 links are shown in Fig. 8. In addition,
the total link strength is 223,107. Cluster 1 (red) was the largest clus-
ter with 73 documents. It was based on the article by Nahapiet &
Ghoshal (1998), with 1,445 citations, 228 links, and a total link
strength of 15,012. The second largest cluster in green had 65 docu-
ments. It was based on the article by Barney (1991) with 700 cita-
tions, 228 links, and a total link strength of 7,375. The third largest
cluster was blue with 63 items. It was based on the article by Edvins-
son (1997) with 897 citations, 217 links, and a total link strength of
8123. The fourth and last cluster was yellow with 45 items. It was
based on the article by Lucas (1988) with 586 citations, 168 links, and
a total link strength of 2,398.

Top authors

Table 4 lists the top ten authors in terms of the number of docu-
ments published. According to these statistics, "Jeffrey Chen" is the
top author in the field of IC with 32 documents. This list can help
readers identify the most prominent researchers in this field.

The co-authorship network is also illustrated in Fig. 9. Co-author-
ship networks have been used in various studies to understand the

structure of a research field (Andrikopoulos & Kostaris, 2017;
Chan et al., 2009; Faraji et al., 2020; Kili¢c et al., 2019). There were a
total of 20,226 authors in the field of IC, but only those who had writ-
ten at least eight documents and received ten citations were illus-
trated in Fig. 9. 65 authors met this threshold. Overall, there were 65
authors, 45 clusters, and 31 links. In addition, the total link strength
was 120. Authors in a network have research collaborators. For
example, "Nick Bontis" has collaborated with "Muhammad Khalique"
and "Francesca Sgro" on a number of research projects. Of course,
"Nick Bontis" has also collaborated with "John Dumay", but these col-
laborations have not been extensive enough to form a co-authorship
network.

Top countries

Table 5 shows the ten most prolific countries. Most articles on IC
have been published in the United States (about 27% of articles).
China (about 12% of articles) and the United Kingdom (about 8% of
articles) were in second and third place, respectively. It must be
noted that in terms of publications, there was a big gap between the
United States and the next ranked countries.

The co-authorship network of countries was also illustrated in
Fig. 10. A total of 139 countries were involved in writing and publish-
ing works, as suggested by the organizational affiliation of the
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Fig. 2. Publication trend.
Table 2
Top 50 keywords in 3 periods.
Keywords (1975-2000)  Frequency  Keywords (2001 - 2020) Frequency  Keywords (All Periods) Frequency
Growth 37 Performance 1191 Performance 1207
Economic Growth 28 Innovation 808 Innovation 830
Earnings 26 Knowledge 686 Knowledge 691
Model 24 Impact 683 Impact 687
Innovation 22 Management 649 Management 656
Technology 22 Networks 643 Networks 646
Policy 22 Growth 581 Growth 618
Performance 16 Trust 478 Trust 481
Models 15 Model 450 Model 474
Endogenous Growth 14 Education 428 Education 440
Trade 14 Research and Development 377 Investment 382
Lung-run Growth 13 Investment 374 Research and Development 379
Market 13 Determinants 355 Determinants 366
Productivity 12 Firm 341 Firm 353
Firm 12 Technology 317 Technology 339
Education 12 Firms 306 Firms 313
Determinants 11 Competitive Advantage 290 Economic Growth 310
Economic Development 11 Productivity 285 Productivity 297
Taxation 10 Economic Growth 282 Competitive Advantage 294
Information 10 Firm Performance 265 Information 273
Returns 9 Information 263 Firm Performance 266
United States 9 Capabilities 235 Capabilities 236
Turnover 9 Strategy 232 Strategy 236
Mobility 8 Creation 226 Creation 228
International Trade 8 Absorptive Capacity 211 Perspective 215
Investment 8 Perspective 211 Absorptive Capacity 211
Increasing Returns 8 Returns 185 Returns 194
Patents 8 Inequality 182 Inequality 189
Firms 7 Health 182 Quality 186
Income 7 Quality 180 Models 183
Power 7 Resource 174 Health 183
Inequality 7 Models 168 Earnings 181
Industry 7 Human Resource Management 167 Policy 180
Management 7 Market 166 Resource 179
Wages 7 Industry 164 Market 179
Income Distribution 7 Organizations 162 Industry 171
Protection 7 Policy 158 Organizations 167

(continued)
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Table 2 (Continued)
Keywords (1975 -2000)  Frequency  Keywords (2001 - 2020) Frequency  Keywords (All Periods) Frequency
Rights 7 Behavior 155 Human Resource Management 167
Limitation 6 Earnings 155 Behavior 158
R&D 6 Governance 154 Governance 154
Quality 6 Embeddedness 149 Embeddedness 152
Equilibrium 6 Resource-based View 145 Protection 151
Choice 6 Entrepreneurship 145 Trade 149
Contracts 6 Protection 144 Entrepreneurship 148
Technology Transfer 5 Antecedents 142 Resource-based View 147
Organizations 5 Trade 135 Antecedents 142
Countries 5 Framework 128 Framework 131
Demand 5 Business 126 Income 131
Knowledge 5 Income 124 Business 128
Labor 5 Economics 119 Economics 122

authors, with only 68 countries meeting the threshold of at least 12
documents and 100 citations.

Overall, there were 68 countries, 6 clusters, and 736 links in the
network, with a total link strength of 3,574. The size of the circles
indicated the number of documents published by each country
through international collaboration. The larger the circle, the more
active the country was in international research. The lines between
the two countries indicated the frequency of collaboration, and the
thicker the line, the more extensive the collaboration and the closer
the relationship. For example, the United States had extensive collab-
oration with many countries, including China, Canada, South Korea,
Australia, Taiwan, Singapore, and the United Kingdom.

Top journals
Table 6 lists the top ten publications by the number of articles

(Panel A) and the number of citations (Panel B). This list can help
researchers identify the most prominent journals involved with IC

collati@rationstrepgth
L

research to publish their findings. A total of 3,188 journals were
active in this field. The “Journal of Intellectual Capital” was the top
journal in terms of the number of articles with 208 documents, and
the “Academy of Management Journal” was the most frequently cited
journal with 11,914 citations. In Panel A, three of the top ten journals
were conference journals.

In addition, Fig. 11 illustrates the co-citation network of journals,
which can help identify the most important journals in the field of IC.
The results indicate 102,326 co-citations among journals. This net-
work included journals with at least 290 citations. It must be noted
that 199 journals met this threshold. Fig. 11 had 4 clusters, 199 jour-
nals, and 18,975 links with a total link strength of 4,301,902. Cluster
1 (red) with 87 journals was the largest cluster. It was based on the
“American Economic Review” with 8,232 citations, 198 links, and a
total link strength of 231,316. The second-largest cluster was cluster
number 2 (green), with 50 journals. This cluster was based on the
“Strategic Management Journal” with 9,491 citations, 198 links, and a
total link strength of 487,632. The third-largest cluster was cluster

patentrights

technology-transfer

— rights protection
wealpties embed@edness cooperation
strategidalliances _aquaptage = Z patents trade
exploetion organization . jnnovation spillovers
absorptivescapac organizations A
L o S SELy e O e, 0
kn Sk M o : econgmics
product dé¥elopment - # % ne*ks g®a 2oV
< institgtions
@ =0 wsnce markets St conor%grow?h
capapilities ‘ business Costs aris @A
& w ‘ ¥ @ . market Y Al ‘ cougules endogeniis growth
- antecedents er nce h
i : rigge
4 istation @
strategic management str*gy' a ownershlp.v S @ mig@tion
. < consequences pohayior v UnitedBtates® R
mediating role @ = @ mdels ° oS ,edwlon
2 experience x - i
L an@neﬂt o AN & © quality. mobility Sheagisiity ®
~ A community R mongalit
competltn@dvytage B ,%a = fatily & " X der@and
human-resourggmanagement ol ge@er /o u i
[ P information ® carfiings © wages
wark ekl empldyment
kRowledge Wanagement sector pPIgme -
turnpver @
efficiency
financial performance
disclgsure

firms matket value

]
15

&, VOSviewer

Fig. 3. Co-occurrence network of keywords (1975-2020).
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Table 3
Ten most frequently cited documents.

Journal of Innovation & Knowledge 7 (2022) 100202

Title Author(s)/ Publication Year Journal Total Average
Citations Citations per Year

The Benefits of Facebook “Friends:” Social Capital and College  Ellison et al., (2007) Journal of computer—mediated 3519 270.692
Students’ Use of Online Social Network Sites communication

Social capital and value creation: The role of intrafirm Tsai & Ghoshal (1998) Academy of management Journal 2975 135.227
networks

Does Social Capital Have an Economic Payoff? A Cross-Coun-  Knack & Keefer (1997) The Quarterly Journal of Economics 2877 125.086
try Investigation

Why Should I Share? Examining Social Capital and Knowledge Wasko & Faraj (2005) MIS Quarterly 2307 153.8
Contribution in Electronic Networks of Practice

The role of social and human capital among nascent Davidsson & Honig (2003) Journal of Business Venturing 2007 154.384
entrepreneurs

The Network Structure Of Social Capital Burt (2000) Research in Organizational Behavior 1701 85.05

The Influence of Intellectual Capital on the Types of Innova- Subramaniam & Youndt (2005) Academy of Management Journal 1662 110.8
tive Capabilities

The Contingent Value of Social Capital Burt (1997) Administrative Science Quarterly 1660 72173

Understanding knowledge sharing in virtual communities: An  Chiu et al. (2006) Decision support systems 1578 112.714
integration of social capital and social cognitive theories

Learning and protection of proprietary assets in strategic alli-  Kale et al. (2000) Strategic management journal 1511 75.55

ances: building relational capital

number 3 (blue), with 43 journals. It was based on the “Journal of
Intellectual Capital” with 11,542 citations, 197 links, and a total link
strength of 294,930. The fourth and last cluster was cluster number 4
(yellow), with 19 journals. It was based on the “Research Policy” jour-
nal with 4,691 citations, 198 links, and a total link strength of
184,437.

Top universities
Table 7 lists the top ten universities by the number of articles. This

list can help interested readers identify universities active in IC
research for potential research collaborations. The results showed

chiu cm, 2006#@ecis support s

that a total of 5,920 universities and research institutes were
involved in publishing research papers in the field of IC, and the
“National Bureau of Economic Research (NBER)” was the world's
leading research institute with 84 research papers. It must be noted
that 7 of the top 10 universities were located in the United States.
This suggests the substantial investment in IC research and the com-
mitment of US universities to this important research area.

The co-authorship network between universities is illustrated in
Fig. 12. A total of 5,920 universities and research institutes were
involved in conducting and publishing IC research, as suggested by
the organizational affiliation of the authors, with 97 universities
meeting a threshold of at least 25 documents and 100 citations.
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Fig. 8. Co-citation network (1975—2020).
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Table 4
Top authors.
Author University/ Workplace Number of Share of Total
Documents Documents (Percent)
Jeffrey Chen Accenture Chicago (USA) 32 0.26
Leif Edvinsson University of Lund (Sweden) 31 0.252
Carol Yeh-YunLin  National Chengchi University (Taiwan) 31 0.252
Keith E. Maskus University of Colorado Boulder (USA) 30 0.244
Tord Beding TC-Growth AB Gothenburg (Sweden) 27 0.219
John Dumay Macquarie University (Australia) 26 0.211
Markku Markkula  Aalto University (Finland) 23 0.187
Lindon Robison Michigan State University (USA) 23 0.187
Nick Bontis McMaster University (Canada) 22 0.179
Florinda Matos University of Lisbon (Portugal) 22 0.179

Overall, there were 97 universities, 8 clusters, and 580 links, with a
total link strength of 845. The size of the circles indicated the number
of documents published through inter-university collaborations
within and between countries. The larger the circle, the more active
the university was in inter-university collaborations. The lines
between the two universities indicated the frequency of collabora-
tion, and the thicker the line, the more extensive the collaboration
and the closer the relationship. For example, Harvard University had
extensive collaborations with the University of Columbia, University
of Pennsylvania, UC Berkeley, University of Melbourne, University of
Manchester, and University of Massachusetts among others.

naghavi, alireza

bratianu, constantin

erickson, g. scott
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teixeira, aurora a. c.
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uziene, lina

claver-cortgs, enrique

Co-word analysis by geographical regions

In order to examine regional (continental) differences in IC
research, the co-occurrence of keywords in Asia, Europe, North
America, South America, Oceania, and Africa are highlighted in
Table 8. The results showed that except for South America, where
the most frequently used keyword was “Innovation”, “Perfor-
mance” was the most frequently used keyword in all the other
continents. Moreover, to clarify the co-occurrence networks, the
co-occurrence of the keywords was visualized for each geographi-
cal region (Figs. 13—18).
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Fig. 9. Co-authorship network (1975-2020).
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Table 5

Top countries.
Country Documents  Share Of Total

Documents (Percent)

USA 3303 26.832
China 1500 12.185
England 1022 8.302
Italy 649 5.272
Spain 566 4.598
Australia 492 3.997
Germany 471 3.826
Canada 444 3.607
Taiwan 336 2.729
France 290 2.356

The interpretation of these regional co-occurrence networks was
similar to Fig. 3. Each network was made up of several clusters, and
keywords that were similar in content were grouped together. The
size of the circles indicated keyword frequency, and the thickness of
the lines indicated the strength of co-occurrence within and between
clusters. For example, Fig. 13 consisted of 99 keywords, 5 clusters,
and 2,791 links with a total link strength of 10,841. The red cluster
with 30 keywords was the largest cluster represented by “Innova-
tion”, the green cluster with 24 keywords was the second largest
cluster represented by “Management”, the blue cluster with 17 key-
words was the third-largest cluster represented by “Performance”,
and the yellow and purple clusters with 14 keywords each were the
fourth and fifth clusters represented by “Impact” and “Trust”, respec-
tively. Moreover, the high interconnectedness of different clusters
indicated strong relationships between different keywords. The
interpretation of other regional co-occurrence networks (Figs. 14
—18) was the same.

Discussion and conclusion

This study aims to provide a comprehensive overview of pub-
lished papers in the field of IC between 1975 and 2020 using co-word
analysis and social network analysis. The results show that the num-
ber of articles in this field has increased significantly in recent years.
This study presents the state of research in IC, thereby enhancing the
existing understanding of the conceptual structure of IC research and
highlighting research gaps and possible avenues for future research.

singapore

uganda

Journal of Innovation & Knowledge 7 (2022) 100202

The first research question deals with the main topics that make
up the IC research domain. We performed the co-word analysis for
three time periods (1975-2000, 2001-2020, and 1975—2020). The
results show that between 1975 and 2000, “Growth”, “Economic
Growth”, “Earnings”, “Model”, and “Innovation” are the most fre-
quently used keywords; between 2001 and 2020, “Performance”,
“Innovation”, “Knowledge”, “Impact”, and “Management” are the
most frequently used keywords; and between 1975 and 2020, “Per-
formance”, “Innovation”, “Knowledge”, “Impact”, and “Management”
were the most frequently used keywords. This finding suggests a shift
in researchers' focus and interest over the past three decades. In addi-
tion, more than 90% of IC articles have been conducted in the last
20 years, and as a result, the associated keywords also featured prom-
inently in our analysis of the entire time period.

The second question addresses the dominant, saturated, fading,
and emerging topics in the field of IC. We used keyword density
maps for the three periods to answer this question. The dominant
topics in the period 1975-2000 are “Growth”, “Economic Growth”,
“Model”, and “Earnings”, which are frequently used during this
period (keywords in the red and orange sections of Fig. 5). However,
these recurring keywords received much less attention from
researchers between 2001 and 2020. On the other hand, keywords
such as “Performance” and “Management”, which did not feature
prominently in the period 1975—2000, became much more common
in the period 2001-2020 and are located in the red part of the map
(Fig. 6). This finding could inform researchers about the areas that are
most effective for academia and industry with the potential to pro-
vide policy, practice, and research implications.

The third research question is concerned with changes in IC
research topics between 1975 and 2020. The results show that there
have been significant changes in the dominant research topics
between those three time periods. In the last 20 years (2001-2020),
researchers have focused on new topics, none of which existed
between 1975 and 2000. New topics like “Mediating Role”,
“Entrepreneurial Orientation”, “Competitive Advantage”, and
“Knowledge Management” have attracted the attention of research-
ers in the period 2001-2020 (compare Figs. 6 to 5).

The fourth question is about the differences in patterns and trends
of IC research in different geographical regions. The results show that
except for South America, where the most frequently used keyword
is “Innovation”, “Performance” is the most frequently used keyword
in all the other continents. This finding helps researchers discover
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Fig. 10. Co-authorship network of countries (1975—-2020).
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Table 6
Top journals.

Journal of Innovation & Knowledge 7 (2022) 100202

Panel A: TOP 10 Journals by the Number of Documents

Journal Scope Country Publisher H-Index (2021) Impact Factor Documents Share of Total
(2021) Documents
(Percent)
Journal of Intellectual Capital Business, Management  United Kingdom Emerald 89 7.198 208 1.690
and Accounting
Proceedings of the European Business, Management  United Kingdom Web of Science - - 193 1.568
Conference on Intellectual and Accounting Group
Capital
Social Indicators Research Arts and Humanities Netherlands Springer 107 2,614 100 0.812
Advances in Social Science Edu-  Social Science, Educa- Netherlands Atlantis Press - - 83 0.674
cation and Humanities tion and Humanities
Research
Proceedings of the European Decision Sciences United Kingdom Web of Science 10 - 80 0.650
Conference on Knowledge Group
Management, ECKM
American Economic Review Economics, Economet- ~ United States American Economic 297 9.170 79 0.642
rics and Finance Association
World Development Economics, Economet-  United Kingdom Elsevier 175 5.278 75 0.609
rics and Finance
Proceedings of the International  Business, Management  United Kingdom Web of Science 4 - 73 0.593
Conference on Intellectual and Accounting Group
Capital, Knowledge Manage-
ment and Organisational
Learning, ICICKM
Procedia Social and Behavioral Psychology United Kingdom Elsevier 53 - 71 0.577
Sciences
Applied Economics Economics, Economet-  United Kingdom Taylor and Francis 85 1.835 66 0.536
rics and Finance
Panel B: TOP 10 Journals by the Number of Citations
Journal Scope Country Publisher H-Index (2021) Impact Factor Citations Documents
(2021)
Academy of Management Business, Management  United States Academy of 318 10.194 11914 27
Journal and Accounting Management
Strategic Management Journal Business, Management  United Kingdom John Wiley and Sons 286 8.641 9223 47
and Accounting Ltd
American Economic Review Economics, Economet- ~ United States American Economic 297 9.170 8558 79
rics and Finance Association
Journal of Computer-Mediated =~ Computer Science United States Wiley-Blackwell 119 5.410 6654 13
Communication
Quarterly Journal of Economics  Economics, Economet-  United Kingdom Oxford University 259 15.563 6038 21
rics and Finance Press
Journal of Business Venturing Business, Management  United States Elsevier 182 12.065 5898 24
and Accounting
Research Policy Business, Management  Netherlands Elsevier 238 8.110 4898 60
and Accounting
Journal of Labor Economics Business, Management  United States University of 109 4.119 4640 46
and Accounting Chicago
World Development Economics, Economet-  United Kingdom Elsevier 175 5.278 4602 75
rics and Finance
Organization Science Business, Management  United States INFORMS Institute 238 5.000 4276 29

and Accounting

for Operations
Research and the
Management

Sciences

relevant research topics as well as neglected topics in their geo-
graphic region and adjust their research accordingly.
The fifth research question deals with the most frequently cited

articles, top authors, top countries, top journals, and top universities
in the field of IC. The results show that the article titled “The Benefits
of Facebook Friends: Social Capital and College Students’ Use of Online
Social Network Sites” published in 2007 is the most frequently cited
article with 3,519 citations and an average of 271 citations per year,
and “Jeffrey Chen” is the top author with 32 documents. The United
States is the top country with 3,303 documents out of 12,310 docu-
ments. The results also indicated that the “Journal of Intellectual Capi-
tal” is the top journal in terms of the number of articles with 208
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documents, and the “Academy of Management Journal” is the most fre-
quently cited journal with 11,914 citations. The “National Bureau of
Economic Research (NBER)” is the most prolific research institution
with 84 documents. These findings inform researchers about the
most prominent articles, researchers, countries, journals, and univer-
sities in the field of IC.

The sixth question addresses the future direction of IC research.
According to Fig. 6, authors have recently focused on new areas such
as “Mediating Role”, “Entrepreneurial Orientation”, “Competitive
Advantage”, and “Knowledge Management”, and topics such as
“Growth”, “Economic Growth”, “Model” and “Earnings” are practi-
cally saturated and are no longer areas of focus for researchers. These
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Table 7
Top universities.
University/ Organization Country Documents Share of Total
Documents
(Percent)

National Bureau of Economic USA 84 0.682

Research (NBER)
The University of Chicago USA 74 0.601
Harvard University USA 73 0.593
World Bank International 73 0.593
University of California, USA 70 0.569

Berkeley
University of Pennsylvania USA 70 0.569
University of [llinois at USA 69 0.561
Wuhan University of China 69 0.561

Technology
Michigan State University USA 64 0.52
University of Oxford United Kingdom 64 0.52

findings suggest that the role of strategy in IC research has become
more prominent in recent years, and it is expected that the future
direction of IC research will be toward interdisciplinary fields and
efforts to solve problems on a larger scale (Capatina et al., 2017). For
example, more research has been done on entrepreneurial orienta-
tion in recent years (Monteiro et al., 2019). Furthermore, more inves-
tigations of the mediating mechanisms in IC research are becoming
more prevalent (Asiaei et al., 2020). This corroborates the notion that
knowledge assets seldom are able to influence performance directly
and immediately (Asiaei & Jusoh, 2017). Instead, they often affect
these organizational outcomes through chains of cause-and-effect
relationships involving two or three intermediate stages (Kaplan &
Norton, 2001). Last but not least, in order to develop IC research in its
next stage, it is crucial to follow the proponents of the recent trend in
the field (Garanina et al., 2021; Dumay & Guthrie, 2019) that advo-
cates going beyond just being interdisciplinary approaches. Accord-
ing to Jacobs & Cuganesan (2014, p. 1254), multidisciplinary teams
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must be formed that come from “government agencies, corporatized
government entities, not-for-profit organization [s| and private sector
businesses”, not to mention IC and socially-minded researchers.
Hence, IC scholars need to consider transforming from being interdis-
ciplinary to multidisciplinary since “interdisciplinary research involves
researchers are crossing boundaries between disciplines as part of their
analysis, whereas multidisciplinary research involves researchers going
out in the world and interacting with people and organizations as part
of the solution” (Dumay & Guthrie, 2019, p. 2299).

This paper provides several policies, practices, and research impli-
cations for the further development of the IC field. First and foremost,
this study contributes to the IC literature by offering fresh insights
into the conceptual structure of IC research through an overarching
co-word and social network analyses based on WOS as a comprehen-
sive database. Furthermore, while this study provides a comprehen-
sive picture of the current state of IC research, the results can pave
the way for future studies by shedding light on the gaps in the field
and providing direction for future research. Organizations of all types
and sizes can use these findings to make changes to their communi-
cations, reporting, and control systems, using the results presented in
this study. Policymakers and standard-setters can use the IC topics
identified to assist with future regulations and law-setting delibera-
tions.

Finally, it must be noted that the present study is not without lim-
itations. The most important limitation is related to the constraints of
the WOS database. Although WOS is a comprehensive database, it
does not cover all IC research and only includes documents in SCIE,
SSCI, AHCI, ESCI, CPCI, BKCI, and CCR indexes. Therefore, readers
should be careful in generalizing the results. Additionally, in biblio-
metric studies, WOS only analyzes the words in the title, abstract,
and keywords of articles and does not analyze full texts. Therefore,
future research can investigate IC research in more depth. For exam-
ple, researchers can examine the industries in which these studies
have been conducted or how they differ in terms of methodology
(quantitatively, qualitatively, or mixed), data collection, and the key
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Fig. 12. Co-authorship network between universities (1975—-2020).
Table 8
Top 20 keywords by regions.
Asia Frequency  Europe Frequency  North America  Frequency  South America Frequency  Oceania Frequency  Africa Frequency
Performance 368 Performance 482 Performance 50 Innovation 26 Performance 66 Performance 29
Innovation 250 Innovation 343 Innovation 47 Performance 21 Innovation 50 Impact 24
Impact 236 Knowledge 309 Impact 40 Impact 20 Management 44 Management 23
Management 206 Growth 281 Knowledge 34 Growth 15 Impact 43 Determinants 18
Networks 204 Networks 261 Management 30 Networks 15 Networks 41 Innovation 16
Knowledge 190 Impact 252 Networks 30 Management 15 Knowledge 36 Growth 15
Trust 168 Management 252 Growth 30 Knowledge 13 Growth 32 Education 15
Growth 156 Trust 194 Education 30 Education 12 Model 27 Knowledge 14
Model 140 Research & 183 Model 28 Determinants 9 Information 25 Investment 14
Development
Investment 120 Model 179 Firms 22 Model 9 Trust 24 Economic-Growth 14
Firm Performance 119 Education 176 Investment 21 Productivity 8 Determinants 23 Technology 13
Determinants 115 Determinants 145 Trust 19 Research & 8 Creation 23 Firm Performance 10
Development
Education 113 Investment 143 Earnings 19 Creation 8 Research & 22 Information 10
Development
Research & 105 Firm 134 Perspective 18 Economic- 7 Firms 21 Models 9
Development Development
Firms 104 Technology 132 Productivity 17 Inequality 7 Firm 21 Competitive Advantage 8
Technology 98 Firms 127 Information 16 Protection 7 Technology 21 Industry 8
Firm 92 Economic-Growth 126 Technology 15 Market 7 Education 21 Model 8
Economic-Growth 91 Competitive Advantage 120 Firm 14 Quality 6 Firm Performance 19 Firm 8
Competitive Advantage 83 Productivity 111 Determinants 14 Firm Performance 6 Economic-Growth 19 Trust 8
Productivity 92 Capabilities 106 Embeddedness 14 Industry 6 Perspective 18 Creation 8
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Fig. 15. Co-occurrence network in North America (1975-2020).
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variables used. Lastly, future studies may examine what theories are
involved in IC studies, thereby demonstrating the most dominant
theoretical perspectives in the IC setting.

Data availability

The data used in the present research are available on the Web of
Science database.

Declaration of Competing Interest

On behalf of all authors, the corresponding author states that
there is no conflict of interest.

References

Abbasi, A., Hossain, L., Uddin, S., & Rasmussen, K. J. R. (2011). Evolutionary dynamics of
scientific collaboration networks: Multi-levels and cross-time analysis. Scientomet-
rics, 89(2), 687-710. doi:10.1007/s11192-011-0463-1.

An, X. Y., & Wy, Q. Q. (2011). Co-word analysis of the trends in stem cells field based on
subject heading weighting. Scientometrics, 88(1), 133-144. doi:10.1007/s11192-
011-0374-1.

Andrikopoulos, A., & Kostaris, K. (2017). Collaboration networks in accounting
research. Journal of International Accounting, Auditing and Taxation, 28, 1-9.
doi:10.1016/j.intaccaudtax.2016.12.001.

Asiaei, K., & Jusoh, R. (2017). Using a robust performance measurement system to illu-
minate intellectual capital. International Journal of Accounting Information Systems,
26,1-19. doi:10.1016/j.accinf.2017.06.003.

Asiaei, K., Barani, O., Bontis, N., & Arabahmadi, M. (2020). Unpacking the black box:
How intrapreneurship intervenes in the intellectual capital-performance relation-
ship? Journal of Intellectual Capital, 21(6), 809-834. doi:10.1108/JIC-06-2019-0147.

Bamel, U., Pereira, V., Del Giudice, M., & Temouri, Y. (2022). The extent and impact of
intellectual capital research: A two decade analysis. Journal of Intellectual Capital,
23(2),375-400. doi:10.1108/J1C-05-2020-0142.

Barney, J. (1991). Firm resources and sustained competitive advantage. Journal of Man-
agement, 17(1),99-120 10.1177%2F014920639101700108.

Bellucci, M., Marzi, G., Orlando, B., & Ciampi, F. (2021). Journal of intellectual capital: A
review of emerging themes and future trends. Journal of Intellectual Capital, 22(4),
744-767. doi:10.1108/JIC-10-2019-0239.

Benavides-Velasco, C. A., Quintana-Garcia, C., & Guzmdn-Parra, V. F. (2013). Trends in
family business research. Small Business Economics, 40(1), 41-57. doi:10.1007/
s11187-011-9362-3.

Bontis, N. (1998). Intellectual capital: An exploratory study that develops measures and
models. Management Decision, 36(2), 63-76. doi:10.1108/00251749810204142.

Brown, L. D., & Gardner, ]. C. (1985). Applying citation analysis to evaluate the research
contributions of accounting faculty and doctoral programs. Accounting Review, 60
(2),262-277.

Burt, R. S. (1997). The contingent value of social capital. Administrative Science Quar-
terly, 42(2), 339-365. doi:10.2307/2393923.

Burt, R. S. (2000). The network structure of social capital. Research in Organizational
Behavior, 22, 345-423. doi:10.1016/S0191-3085(00)22009-1.

Callon, M., Rip, A., & Law, ]. (1986). Mapping the dynamics of science and technology:
Sociology of science in the real world. Springer.

Cantner, U., & Graf, H. (2006). The network of innovators in Jena: An application of
social network analysis. Research Policy, 35(4), 463-480. doi:10.1016/j.
respol.2006.01.002.

Capatina, A., Bleoju, G., Matos, F., & Vairinhos, V. (2017). Leveraging intellectual capital
through Lewin's Force Field Analysis: The case of software development compa-
nies. Journal of Innovation & Knowledge, 2(3), 125-133. doi:10.1016/j.
jik.2016.07.001.

Carmona, S., Gutiérrez, I, & Camara, M. (1999). A profile of European accounting
research: Evidence from leading research journals. European Accounting Review, 8
(3), 463-480. doi: 10.1080/096381899335880.

Chan, K. C,, Chen, C. R,, & Cheng, L. T. W. (2009). Co-authorship patterns in accounting
research. International Review of Accounting, Banking and Finance, 1(2), 1-10.

Chiu, C. M., Hsu, M. H., & Wang, E. T. G. (2006). Understanding knowledge sharing in
virtual communities: An integration of social capital and social cognitive theories.
Decision Support Systems, 42(3), 1872-1888. doi: 10.1016/j.dss.2006.04.001.

Chung, K. H,, PAK, H. S., & COX, R. A. K. (1992). Patterns of research output in the
accounting literature: A study of the bibliometric distributions. Abacus, 28(2), 168-
185.d0i:10.1111/j.1467-6281.1992.tb00278.x.

Cross, R, Laseter, T., Parker, A., & Velasquez, G. (2006). Using social network analysis to
improve communities of practice. California Management Review, 49(1), 32-60.
doi:10.2307/41166370.

Dai, S., & Zhang, W. (2020). Knowledge map of environmental crisis management
based on keywords network and co-word analysis, 2005—2018. Journal of Cleaner
Production, 262, 121168. doi:10.1016/j.jclepro.2020.121168.

Davidsson, P., & Honig, B. (2003). The role of social and human capital among nascent
entrepreneurs. Journal of Business Venturing, 18(3), 301-331. doi:10.1016/S0883-
9026(02)00097-6.

18

Journal of Innovation & Knowledge 7 (2022) 100202

Dean, A., & Kretschmer, M. (2007). Can ideas be capital? Factors of production in the
postindustrial economy: A review and critique. Academy of Management Review,
32(2),573-594. doi:10.5465/amr.2007.24351866.

Ding, Y., Chowdhury, G. G., & Foo, S. (2001). Bibliometric cartography of information
retrieval research by using co-word analysis. Information Processing & Manage-
ment, 37(6), 817-842. doi:10.1016/S0306-4573(00)00051-0.

Dumay, J., & Garanina, T. (2013). Intellectual capital research: A critical examination of
the third stage. Journal of Intellectual Capital, 14(1), 10-25. doi:10.1108/
14691931311288995.

Dumay, J., & Guthrie, J. (2019). Reflections on interdisciplinary critical intellectual capi-
tal accounting research: Multidisciplinary propositions for a new future. Account-
ing, Auditing & Accountability Journal, 32(8), 2282-2306. doi:10.1108/AAA]J-08-
2018-3636.

Dumay, J., Guthrie, ], & Rooney, J. (2020). Being critical about intellectual capital
accounting in 2020: An overview. Critical Perspectives on Accounting, 70, 102185.

Edvinsson, L. (1997). Developing intellectual capital at Skandia. Long Range Planning, 30
(3),366-373. doi:10.1016/S0024-6301(97)90248-X.

Ellison, N. B., Steinfield, C., & Lampe, C. (2007). The benefits of Facebook “friends:”
Social capital and college students’ use of online social network sites. Journal of
Computer-Mediated Communication, 12(4), 1143-1168. doi:10.1111/j.1083-
6101.2007.00367 X.

Faraji, 0., Mohammadrezaei, F., Khodakarami, M., & Soukhakian, I. (2020). Effective
research collaboration, status and barriers: An important factor for accepting
articles in top international accounting journals. Accounting and Auditing Review.
doi:10.22059/acctgrev.2020.289096.1008272 (In Persian), Forthcoming.

Feng, J., Zhang, Y. Q., & Zhang, H. (2017). Improving the co-word analysis method based
on semantic distance. Scientometrics, 111(3), 1521-1531. doi:10.1007/s11192-017-
2286-1.

Garanina, T., Hussinki, H., & Dumay, J. (2021). Accounting for intangibles and intellec-
tual capital: A literature review from 2000 to 2020. Accounting & Finance, 61(4),
5111-5140. doi: 10.1111/acfi.12751.

Gaviria-Marin, M., Merigo, J. M., & Popa, S. (2018). Twenty years of the journal of
knowledge management: A bibliometric analysis. Journal of Knowledge Manage-
ment, 22(8), 1655-1687. doi: 10.1108/JKM-10-2017-0497.

Guthrie, J., Ricceri, F., & Dumay, J. (2012). Reflections and projections: A decade of intel-
lectual capital accounting research. The British Accounting Review, 44(2), 68-82.
doi:10.1016/j.bar.2012.03.004.

Heck, J. L., & Bremser, W. G. (1986). Six decades of the accounting review: A summary
of author and institutional contributors. Accounting Review, 61(4), 735-744.

Huy, J., & Zhang, Y. (2015). Research patterns and trends of recommendation system in
China using co-word analysis. Information Processing & Management, 51(4), 329-
339. doi:10.1016/j.ipm.2015.02.002.

Jacobs, K., & Cuganesan, S. (2014). Interdisciplinary accounting research in the public
sector: Dissolving boundaries to tackle wicked problems. Accounting, Auditing &
Accountability Journal, 27(8), 1250-1256. doi: 10.1108/AAAJ-06-2014-1732.

Jin, Y. (2017). Development of word cloud generator software based on python. Proce-
dia Engineering, 174, 788-792. doi:10.1016/j.proeng.2017.01.223.

Kale, P., Singh, H., & Perlmutter, H. (2000). Learning and protection of proprietary
assets in strategic alliances: Building relational capital. Strategic Management Jour-
nal, 21(3), 217-237.

Kaplan, R. S., & Norton, D. P. (2001). Transforming the balanced scorecard from perfor-
mance measurement to strategic management: Part 1. Accounting horizons: (pp.
87-104)15.

Khan, G. F., & Wood, J. (2015). Information technology management domain: Emerging
themes and keyword analysis. Scientometrics, 105(2), 959-972. doi:10.1007/
s11192-015-1712-5.

Khasseh, A. A, Soheili, F., Moghaddam, H. S., & Chelak, A. M. (2017). Intellectual struc-
ture of knowledge in iMetrics: A co-word analysis. Information Processing & Man-
agement, 53(3), 705-720. doi: 10.1016/j.ipm.2017.02.001.

Kilig, M., Uyar, A., & Koseoglu, M. A. (2019). Co-authorship network analysis in the
accounting discipline. Australian Accounting Review, 29(1), 235-251. doi:10.1111/
auar.12271.

Knack, S., & Keefer, P. (1997). Does social capital have an economic payoff? A cross-
country investigation. The Quarterly Journal of Economics, 112(4), 1251-1288.
doi:10.1162/003355300555475.

Koseoglu, M. A., Okumus, F., Putra, E. D., Yildiz, M., & Dogan, L. C. (2019). Conceptual
structure of lodging-context studies: 1990-2016. Journal of Hospitality & Tourism
Research, 43(4), 573-594.

Kumar, S., & Jan, J. M. (2013). Mapping research collaborations in the business and
management field in Malaysia, 1980—2010. Scientometrics, 97(3), 491-517.
doi:10.1007/s11192-013-0994-8.

Lucas, R. E. (1988). On the mechanics of economic development. Journal of Monetary
Economics, 22(1), 3-42. doi:10.1016/0304-3932(88)90168-7.

Marchiori, D., & Franco, M. (2020). Knowledge transfer in the context of inter-organiza-
tional networks: Foundations and intellectual structures. Journal of Innovation &
Knowledge, 5(2), 130-139. doi:10.1016/j.jik.2019.02.001.

Martin-de-Castro, G., Diez-Vial, 1., & Delgado-Verde, M. (2019). Intellectual capital and
the firm: Evolution and research trends. Journal of Intellectual Capital, 20(4), 555-
580. doi:10.1108/JIC-12-2018-0221.

Martin-de-Castro, G., Delgado-Verde, M., Lopez-Saez, P., & Navas-Lopez, J. E. (2011).
Towards ‘an intellectual capital-based view of the firm’: Origins and nature. Journal
of Business Ethics, 98(4), 649-662. doi:10.1007/s10551-010-0644-5.

Mohammad, H. S., Lajuni, N., & Yeng, S. K. (2021). Current trend and development on
intellectual capital and performance: A bibliometric analysis. International Journal
of Academic Research in Business and Social Sciences, 11(7), 355-367. doi:10.6007/
1JARBSS/v11-i7/10449.


http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11192-011-0463-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11192-011-0374-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11192-011-0374-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.intaccaudtax.2016.12.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.accinf.2017.06.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/JIC-06-2019-0147
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/JIC-05-2020-0142
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00042-7/sbref0007
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00042-7/sbref0007
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00042-7/sbref0007
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/JIC-10-2019-0239
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11187-011-9362-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11187-011-9362-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/00251749810204142
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00042-7/sbref0011
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00042-7/sbref0011
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00042-7/sbref0011
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/2393923
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0191-3085(00)22009-1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00042-7/sbref0014
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00042-7/sbref0014
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2006.01.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2006.01.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jik.2016.07.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jik.2016.07.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/096381899335880
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00042-7/sbref0018
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00042-7/sbref0018
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.dss.2006.04.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6281.1992.tb00278.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/41166370
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2020.121168
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0883-9026(02)00097-6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0883-9026(02)00097-6
http://dx.doi.org/10.5465/amr.2007.24351866
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0306-4573(00)00051-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/14691931311288995
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/14691931311288995
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/AAAJ-08-2018-3636
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/AAAJ-08-2018-3636
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00042-7/sbref0028
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00042-7/sbref0028
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0024-6301(97)90248-X
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1083-6101.2007.00367.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1083-6101.2007.00367.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.22059/acctgrev.2020.289096.1008272
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11192-017-2286-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11192-017-2286-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/acfi.12751
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/JKM-10-2017-0497
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.bar.2012.03.004
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00042-7/sbref0036
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00042-7/sbref0036
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ipm.2015.02.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/AAAJ-06-2014-1732
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.proeng.2017.01.223
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00042-7/sbref0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00042-7/sbref0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00042-7/sbref0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00042-7/sbref0041
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00042-7/sbref0041
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00042-7/sbref0041
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11192-015-1712-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11192-015-1712-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ipm.2017.02.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/auar.12271
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/auar.12271
http://dx.doi.org/10.1162/003355300555475
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00042-7/sbref0046
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00042-7/sbref0046
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00042-7/sbref0046
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00042-7/sbref0046
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11192-013-0994-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0304-3932(88)90168-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jik.2019.02.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/JIC-12-2018-0221
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10551-010-0644-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.6007/IJARBSS/v11-i7/10449
http://dx.doi.org/10.6007/IJARBSS/v11-i7/10449

0. Faraji, K. Asiaei, Z. Rezaee et al.

Monteiro, A. P., Soares, A. M., & Rua, O. L. (2019). Linking intangible resources and
entrepreneurial orientation to export performance: The mediating effect of
dynamic capabilities. Journal of Innovation & Knowledge, 4(3), 179-187.
doi:10.1016/j.jik.2019.04.001.

Munoz-Leiva, F, Viedma-del-Jesis, M. 1, Sdnchez-Ferndndez, ], &
Lopez-Herrera, A. G. (2012). An application of co-word analysis and bibliometric
maps for detecting the most highlighting themes in the consumer behaviour
research from a longitudinal perspective. Quality & Quantity, 46(4), 1077-1095.
doi:10.1007/s11135-011-9565-3.

Nahapiet, J., & Ghoshal, S. (1998). Social capital, intellectual capital, and the organiza-
tional advantage. Academy of Management Review, 23(2), 242-266. doi:10.5465/
amr.1998.533225.

Otte, E., & Rousseau, R. (2002). Social network analysis: A powerful strategy, also for
the information sciences. Journal of Information Science, 28(6), 441-453.
doi:10.1177/016555150202800601.

Petty, R, & Guthrie, J. (2000). Intellectual capital literature review: measurement,
reporting and management. Journal of Intellectual Capital, 1(2), 155-176.
doi:10.1108/14691930010348731.

Prell, C., Hubacek, K., & Reed, M. (2009). Stakeholder Analysis and social network analy-
sis in natural resource management. Society & Natural Resources, 22(6), 501-518.
doi:10.1080/08941920802199202.

Quintero-Quintero, W., Blanco-Ariza, A. B., & Garzon-Castrillon, M. A. (2021). Intellec-
tual capital: A review and bibliometric analysis. Publications, 9(4), 46. doi:10.3390/
publications9040046.

Ravikumar, S., Agrahari, A., & Singh, S. N. (2015). Mapping the intellectual structure of
scientometrics: A co-word analysis of the journal Scientometrics (2005—2010). Sci-
entometrics, 102(1), 929-955. doi:10.1007/s11192-014-1402-8.

Romo-Fernandez, L. M., Guerrero-Bote, V. P., & Moya-Anegon, F. (2013). Co-word based
thematic analysis of renewable energy (1990—2010). Scientometrics, 97(3), 743-
765. doi:10.1007/s11192-013-1009-5.

Ruzol, C., Banzon-Cabanilla, D., Ancog, R., & Peralta, E. (2017). Understanding water
pollution management: Evidence and insights from incorporating cultural theory
in social network analysis. Global Environmental Change, 45, 183-193. doi:10.1016/
j.gloenvcha.2017.06.009.

Sedighi, M. (2016). Application of word co-occurrence analysis method in mapping of
the scientific fields (case study: The field of Informetrics). Library Review, 65(1/2),
52-64. doi:10.1108/LR-07-2015-0075.

Serenko, A., & Bontis, N. (2022). Global ranking of knowledge management and intel-
lectual capital academic journals: A 2021 update. Journal of Knowledge Manage-
ment, 26(1), 126-145. doi:10.1108/JKM-11-2020-0814.

Shiffrin, R. M., & Borner, K. (2004). Mapping knowledge domains. National Acad Scien-
ces. doi:10.1073/pnas.0307852100.

Small, H. (1973). Co-citation in the scientific literature: A new measure of the relation-
ship between two documents. Journal of the American Society for Information Sci-
ence, 24(4), 265-269.

Stewart, T. A. (1991). Brainpower: Intellectual capital is becoming corporate America's
most valuable asset and can be its sharpest competitive weapon; the challenge is
to find what you have and use it. Fortune, 123(11), 44-60.

Stewart, T. A. (1997). Brain power. Fortune, 135(5), 104-110.

Stewart, T. A., & Losee, S. (1994). Your company most valuable asset: Intellectual capi-
tal. Fortune, 130(7), 68-73.

Subramaniam, M., & Youndt, M. A. (2005). The influence of intellectual capital on the
types of innovative capabilities. Academy of Management Journal, 48(3), 450-463.
doi:10.5465/am;j.2005.17407911.

Ter Wal, A. L. ], & Boschma, R. A. (2009). Applying social network analysis in economic
geography: Framing some key analytic issues. The Annals of Regional Science, 43(3),
739-756. doi:10.1007/s00168-008-0258-3.

Tsai, W., & Ghoshal, S. (1998). Social capital and value creation: The role of intrafirm
networks. Academy of Management Journal, 41(4), 464-476. doi:10.5465/257085.

Uyar, A, Kilig, M., & Koseoglu, M. A. (2020). Exploring the conceptual structure of the
auditing discipline through co-word analysis: An international perspective. Inter-
national Journal of Auditing, 24(1), 53-72. doi:10.1111/ijau.12178.

Wasko, M. M., & Faraj, S. (2005). Why should I share? Examining social capital and
knowledge contribution in electronic networks of practice. MIS Quarterly, 29(1),
35-57.doi:10.2307/25148667.

Whittaker, J. (1989). Creativity and conformity in science: Titles, keywords and co-
word analysis. Social Studies of Science, 19(3), 473-496.

Xie, L., Chen, Z., Wang, H., Zheng, C., & Jiang, ]. (2020). Bibliometric and visualized anal-
ysis of scientific publications on atlantoaxial spine surgery based on Web of Sci-
ence and VOSviewer. World Neurosurgery, 137, 435-442. doi:10.1016/j.
wneu.2020.01.171.

Yan, B. N,, Lee, T. S., & Lee, T. P. (2015). Mapping the intellectual structure of the Inter-
net of Things (IoT) field (2000—2014): A co-word analysis. Scientometrics, 105(2),
1285-1300. doi: 10.1007/s11192-015-1740-1.

Yang, R.,, Wong, C. W. Y., & Miao, X. (2021). Analysis of the trend in the knowledge of
environmental responsibility research. Journal of Cleaner Production, 278, 123402.
doi:10.1016/j.jclepro.2020.123402.

Yang, Y., Wu, M., & Cui, L. (2012). Integration of three visualization methods based on
co-word analysis. Scientometrics, 90(2), 659-673. doi:10.1007/s11192-011-0541-
4.

19

Journal of Innovation & Knowledge 7 (2022) 100202

Zhang, W., Zhang, Q., Yu, B., & Zhao, L. (2015). Knowledge map of creativity research
based on keywords network and co-word analysis, 1992—2011. Quality & Quantity,
49(3), 1023-1038. doi: 10.1007/s11135-014-0032-9.

Zupic, I, & Cater, T. (2015). Bibliometric methods in management and organization.
Organizational Research Methods, 18(3), 429-472. doi:10.1177/

1094428114562629.

Omid Faraji is an Assistant Professor in Accounting. Some
of his papers have been published in international peer-
reviewed journals such as Emerging Markets Review and
Sustainability Accounting, Management and Policy Journal.
His research area includes sustainability, management
accounting and audit quality. Omid Faraji can be contacted
at: omid_faraji@ut.ac.ir

Kaveh Asiaei is a Senior Lecturer in Accounting at the
School of Business at Monash University (Malaysia Cam-
pus). His research interests are intellectual capital, perfor-
mance measurement systems, and sustainability
accounting. Kaveh has published articles in various outlets
in the field such as the Journal of Knowledge Management,
Management Decision, Journal of Intellectual Capital, Business
Strategy and the Environment, International Journal of
Accounting Information Systems, Corporate Governance: An
International Review, Journal of Management Control, and
Meditari Accountancy Research among others. Kaveh Asiaei
is the corresponding author and can be contacted at: Kaveh.
Asiaei@monash.edu

Zabihollah Rezaee is the Thompson-Hill Chair of Excel-
lence, PhD coordinator and Professor of Accountancy at the
University of Memphis and has served a two-year term on
the Standing Advisory Group (SAG) of the Public Company
Accounting Oversight Board (PCAOB). Professor Rezaee has
published over 220 articles and made more than 230 pre-
sentations, written 11 book chapters. He has also published
twelve books titled, among others, Financial Institutions,
Valuations, Mergers, and Acquisitions: The Fair Value
Approach; Financial Statement Fraud: Prevention and
Detection; U.S. Master Auditing Guide 3rd edition; Audit
Committee Oversight Effectiveness Post-Sarbanes-Oxley
Act; Corporate Governance Post-Sarbanes-Oxley: Regula-
tions, Requirements, and Integrated Processes. Zabihollah Rezaee can be contacted at:
zrezaee@memphis.edu

Nick Bontis is a Chair, Strategic Management at the
DeGroote School of Business at McMaster University. He
received his PhD from the Ivey Business School at Western
University. He is the first McMaster professor to win Out-
standing Teacher of the Year and Faculty Researcher of the
Year simultaneously. He is a 3M National Teaching Fellow,
an exclusive honor only bestowed upon the top university
professors in Canada. He is recognized in the world as a
leading Professional Speaker and a Consultant. Nick Bontis
can be contacted at: nbontis@mcmaster.ca

Ehsan Dolatzarei is a PhD candidate in Accounting at the
University of Tehran. His main research in progress embra-
ces some interesting topics in the areas of sustainability
accounting, intellectual capital, and auditing. Ehsan Dolat-
zarei can be contacted at: Ehsan.dzarei@ut.ac.ir


http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jik.2019.04.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11135-011-9565-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.5465/amr.1998.533225
http://dx.doi.org/10.5465/amr.1998.533225
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/016555150202800601
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/14691930010348731
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/08941920802199202
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/publications9040046
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/publications9040046
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11192-014-1402-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11192-013-1009-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2017.06.009
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2017.06.009
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/LR-07-2015-0075
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/JKM-11-2020-0814
http://dx.doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0307852100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00042-7/sbref0066
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00042-7/sbref0066
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00042-7/sbref0066
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00042-7/sbref0067
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00042-7/sbref0067
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00042-7/sbref0067
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00042-7/sbref0068
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00042-7/sbref0069
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00042-7/sbref0069
http://dx.doi.org/10.5465/amj.2005.17407911
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00168-008-0258-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.5465/257085
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/ijau.12178
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/25148667
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00042-7/sbref0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00042-7/sbref0075
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.wneu.2020.01.171
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.wneu.2020.01.171
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11192-015-1740-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2020.123402
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11192-011-0541-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11192-011-0541-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11135-014-0032-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1094428114562629
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1094428114562629
mailto:omid_faraji@ut.ac.ir
mailto:Kaveh.Asiaei@monash.edu
mailto:Kaveh.Asiaei@monash.edu
mailto:zrezaee@memphis.edu
mailto:nbontis@mcmaster.ca
mailto:Ehsan.dzarei@ut.ac.ir

	Mapping the conceptual structure of intellectual capital research: A co-word analysis
	Introduction
	Research methods
	Co-word analysis
	Social network analysis
	VOSviewer
	Data

	Findings
	Keyword frequency and trends
	Most frequently cited articles
	Top authors
	Top countries
	Top journals
	Top universities
	Co-word analysis by geographical regions

	Discussion and conclusion
	Data availability
	Declaration of Competing Interest
	References


