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ABSTRACT
AKBULUT, Haydar, A Bibliometric Analysis of Social Network Studies in Tourism
Research, Master’s Thesis, Ankara, 2019

This thesis aims to visualize and therefore analyze, the social network structure in
the tourism research area by using bibliometric methods to have an idea regarding the
connections between documents. The articles published within the five academic journals,
in the tourism field between 1990-2019 are studied. In this study, one of the most recent
bibliometric visualization techniques named CiteSpace is used. This study aims to
understand mainly the research trends, centralization of journals in the tourism field in the
social network aspect, as well as authors and their impacts in the Social Network in
Tourism Research (SNTR) field to provide new insights into research focuses. Findings
show that SNTR research experienced noticeable growth in the last decade. The coauthorship and country collaboration analyses indicate that studies from the USA, Spain,
Australia, and the United Kingdom dominate the field regarding the patterns and trends.
The clusters in the co-citation network tend to gather in center therefore there are many
overlaps among the clusters.

Keywords: bibliometrics; visualization; co-citation analysis; co-author analysis; Social
Network and Tourism; CiteSpace
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ÖZ
AKBULUT, Haydar, Turizm Alanındaki Sosyal Ağ Çalışmalarında CiteSpace
Kullanılarak Gerçekleştirilen Bir Bibliometrik Analiz Çalışması, Yüksek Lisans Tezi,
Ankara, 2019
Bu tez, turizm araştırma alanında bibliometrik yöntemler kullanılarak sosyal ağ
yapısının görselleştirilmesini ve buradan yola çıkarak dökümanlar arası ilişkiler hakkında
bilgi edilmesi amacıyla görselleştirme sonuçlarının analizini hedeflemektedir. Bu amaçla
turizm alanındaki beş akademik derginin 1990-2019 arasında yayınladığı çalışmalar
incelenmiştir. Tezde, en yeni bibliometric görselleştirme tekniklerinden biri olan
CiteSpace yazılımı kullanılmıştır. Çalışma, araştırma alanındaki başlıklara yeni bakış
açıları kazandırmak amacıyla, turizm araştırması içerisindeki sosyal ağlar (TASA) alt
alanına ilişkin akımların, bu alandaki dergilerin sosyal ağ bakış açısına göre
merkeziliklerinin ve aynı zamanda alandaki yazarlar ve onların alan üzerindeki etkilerinin
ortaya konmasını amaçlamaktadır. Bulgular TASA araştırmalarının son on yılda kayda
değer bir büyüme gösterdiğine işaret etmektedir. Yazarlar ve ülkeler arasındaki iş
birliklerini gösteren analizler sonucunda; Amerika, İspanya, Avustralya, ve Birleşik
Krallık araştırma paternleri ve akımları noktasında alanı büyük ölçüde etkilediğini ortaya
koymuştur.Yapılan atıf analizinde, referanslar arası ağları gösteren kümelerin merkezde
toplanma eğiliminde olduğu ve bu kümelerin birbirlerini büyük ölçüde kapsayacak
biçimde şekillendikleri görülmüştür.

Anahtar Sözcükler: bibliometrik; görselleştirme; referans analizi; yazarlar arası iş birliği
analizi; Sosyal Ağ ve Turizm; CiteSpace
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INTRODUCTION

As a discipline grows and evolves over time, research methods and techniques of
that research field become mature, therefore, the results of studies become unique for that
specific field and they can’t be found outside of that research area (Stollerman et al. 2009).
Scientific fields require a certain number of qualified scholars who are well educated in
that scientific field, in order to reach academic maturity (Ergüner 2019). Therefore, to
reach such maturity, the number of scholars who are working on that field needs to be
increased. Such increase can be achieved by creating qualified master and doctorate
programs and therefore having more graduates related to the particular field of study
(Ergüner, 2019). The improvements and changes in any research field or discipline can be
interpreted by examining the contents of studies.
The questions, that scholars try to answer changes over the years, as the trends in
fields change in time. Therefore, in each study field, there will also be an "invisible
network” which is created by the connections of studies with each other (Culnan, 1986:
156). Just like all structural networks these invisible networks among the studies have
their own actors. The subjects which are studied frequently, the theories which are
preferred for answering the problems in the particular field, the researches which are cited
frequently or researchers whom their studies inspire other researchers are all the actors in
these networks (Culnan, 1986: 157). Thus, it can be argued that reviewing a literature can
be highly effective to understand the variety of researches in a specific field (Tranfield et
al., 2003). Such reviews are important factors to create networks inside the study field
(Crossan & Apaydin, 2010).
Scientific research system also creates an intellectual history of the research field
(Kırkbeşoğlu, Sözen, & Kurt, 2015). With every new research which is added to the
network, researchers try to fill the gaps which can’t be filled by previous researchers.
Therefore, studies that interpret the citation or reference data of studies in a research field
helps to understand the structure including its trends and the diversity in the focused field
(Rodriguez & Navarro, 2004; Üsdiken & Pasadeos, 1992).

2

This study focuses on the tourism research from a social network theory aspect.
Tourism research field is considerably young, and because of its nature and immaturity,
the field still evolves with the contributions of various disciplines and research theories
(Belhassen & Caton, 2009). However, as the traditional disciplines that influence the
tourism research are considerably stable and well-studied, the research field is maturing
with a big momentum and shows a noticeable growth over the last twenty years (Xiao &
Smith, 2006; McKercher & Tung, 2015). The growth that tourism research showed in last
two decades and consequently, the knowledge that is established by the studies in the field,
resulted a disintegration in the knowledge base and occurrences of some new research
topics (McKercher & Tung, 2015). Even though these improvements in the field are good
for the field’s growth, it also became harder for researchers to keep up with the changes.
This situation created another problem which is the increasing number of researches that
study relevant subjects (Yuan, Gretzel, & Tseng, 2015). Therefore, having a systematic
review in a scientific field that describes the scientific progress became important factor
for preventing such problems. To solve this issue many review techniques are developed
and have been used with the aim of examining the development process of a scientific
field. In general, review techniques can be classified as either being evaluative or
relational (Borgman & Furner, 2002)
Evaluative technique, focuses on the productivity and impact of the research. It
examines the contributions of actors in the field's network such as publications, authors,
institutions, or countries (McKercher, 2012; Park, Phillips, Canter, & Abbott, 2011; Zhao
& Ritchie, 2007). In evaluative reviews, qualitative and quantitative methods are used
together to make valid judgments on the ranking and contribution of actors in the network
(Benckendorff, 2009a). On the other hand, relational technique, tries to understand
connections, and therefore relationships in the structure of the field, the occurrence of new
sub-fields, new research subjects, new methods or new patterns for co-citation and coauthorship analyses (Benckendorff & Zehrer, 2013). When these two categories of review
techniques compared, it can be seen that relational techniques are used much less than
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evaluative techniques to understand the tourism field. The majority of these applications
are focused on applying a co-authorship analysis or presenting a network of collaboration
(Baggio et al., 2008; Becken, 2013; Racherla & Hu, 2009; Ye, Li, & Law, 2013) When
the number of such studies are taken into consideration one can see that even fewer
researches have applied co-citation analysis to examine the intellectual structure in the
tourism research field (Benckendorff & Zehrer, 2013).
This study aims to present country and author collaborations, co-occurrence of
keywords, and co-citation networks by analyzing and visualizing the structure of the
tourism research from the social network aspect by using bibliographic visualization
methods. In this study total of five academic journals in the Tourism field, which two of
them from the USA and three of them from Europe, examined. The journals that used in
this study are chosen by their impact factor in their field and they are the top five journals
in the tourism field based on their impact factors according to scimago web site. The
timeline for the articles which will be included for the study is chosen between 1990 and
2019. To create the aimed intellectual structure information such as the most cited articles,
most cited journals, most used keywords, and changes of these actors in a timeline from
1990 to 2019 obtained.
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CHAPTER I: LITERATURE REVIEV

According to Denyer and Tranfield (2006) during the development of a scientific
field, conducting periodic review studies of existing researches is important to understand
the contributions to knowledge in that area. Tranfield et al (2003) also argue that literature
review studies can play a key role to create further knowledge domain in a field by creating
an understanding regarding the diversity in the knowledge of that specific field.
Additionally, literature reviews also may help new researchers such as master degree
students, or scholars from other fields to have an insight about important studies or authors
or even journals in particular field (Benckendorff & Zehrer, 2013).
In past studies, tourism literature reviews focused on two areas of literature, named
as the theoretical development of the field and the bibliometric analysis of the studies and
researchers (Benckendorff & Zehrer, 2013). However, this thesis focuses on the
application of bibliometric analysis techniques on SNTR which is a sub-field of tourism
research. Therefore, the theoretical development of the field is not concerned during the
thesis.
1.1 The Formation of Tourism Research Knowledge and Its Relationship with
Social Network
As it mentioned above tourism research is a field that is in the stage of maturity
(Xiao & Smith, 2006b). Especially in the 80s and the 90s, the growth in the tourism
research field was so impactful and it caused a noticeable acceleration in the number of
journals, dissertations and as well as scholars who want to study this area. (Cheng, Li,
Petrick, & O’Leary, 2009). In the early 90s the increasing numbers of studies and the
attraction the field gets across the scholars from different disciplines caused some
researchers to argue that the field of tourism research is reaching its maturity stage rather
than a field that is highly under the effect of other disciplines (Jafari, 1990; Sheldon,
1991). But this argument didn’t get much support other than a few studies (Coles, Hall, &
Duval, 2009; Echtner & Jamal, 1997; Ryan, 1997). The problem behind this confusion
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regarding accepting Tourism Research as a mature field or a maturing field is heavily
related to its nature.
Recent studies on the subject of tourism research still examines the dominant
paradigms and status of research (Echtner & Jamal, 1997; Leiper, 2000; Tribe, 1997),
improvements in subfields in theory aspect such as studies in sociological and
anthropological subfields (Dann, 1999, 2001, 2005), and the tourism knowledge with an
epistemological approach (Ayikoru, 2009; Belhassen & Caton, 2009; Coles et al, 2006;
Ren et al, 2010; Tribe, 2004; 2006; 2010). The perception of tourism research being
fragmented causes it to be considered as an inter-disciplinary research field rather than a
discipline with its own intellectual structure (Tribe, 1997; 2010). It is also important to
note that some authors pointed the fact that the tourism research field doesn’t have a
unified theoretical understanding (Ap, Musinguzi, & Fu, 2011; Echtner & Jamal, 1997).
Tribe (2010) considers tourism research as a form of community which is based on a wide
range of approaches and disciplines that contributes to the field. On the other hand, some
of the recent studies argued that tourism research field can be considered in a stage that is
fertilized post-disciplinarily and it can be defined as a field that is fractionally consistent
with its own (Coles et al., 2006; Darbellay & Stock, 2011; Ren et al., 2010).
The fact that tourism research having an inter-disciplinary nature makes it an
attractive topic for epistemological and ontological study (Pritchard, 2006). As a result of
this inter-disciplinary nature, there is not a theory in the tourism field that covers all
aspects of it. Because tourism is a field of human endeavor, therefore, it is a target field
that includes many knowledge domains and study subjects which all have many different
theoretical methods and many of them can be considered as suitably qualified for tourism
research (Dann & Cohen, 1991). In the tourism epistemology, Tribe’s (1997, 2004)
concept of The Creation of Tourism Knowledge (see Figure 1) is one of the useful
frameworks that define the relationship of tourism with other fields. The framework
explains the dynamics among the disciplines that involve to tourism knowledge and the
trans-disciplinary structure in tourism knowledge. According to Tribe (1997, 2004),
tourism studies have two different components which are business and non-business
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personalities. A later study defines these components as the business of tourism and the
social science of tourism (Tribe, 2010). Ren et al. (2010) oppose this description as they
find it too simplistic and restrictive. Despite this approach, Tribe argues that band K
includes the progress of multi-disciplinary and inter-disciplinary research and knowledge
creation. This structure shows the inter-relations of disciplines with each other and the
field.

Figure 1. The Creation of Tourism Knowledge (Taken from Tribe, 2004, p.50)

While there were these studies that focused on categorizing the tourism research,
some studies also criticized this approach such as Coles et al. (2006). According to them,
disciplines can be seen as artifacts from past academic divisions of studies which still have
strong influences on current intellectual structure, therefore, a post-disciplinary
appearance can be beneficial for tourism research as its focuses more on problems in the
field and has better flexibility when it comes to producing knowledge. Even though they
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consider this is beneficial for tourism, they also argue that the post-disciplinary approach
can be seen a problematic by current frameworks of academic authorities and dominant
understandings in the tourism academy. Tribe (2010) supports this view by using a
qualitative actor-network approach to explore the districts and communities in tourism
studies.
Tribe (2010) follows Becher and Trowler (2001) while exploring these districts
and communities (they are defined as territories and tribes in Bencher and Trowler’s
study) and recognizes the value of social aspects, academical politics contained within the
creation of knowledge and then establishes a framework to study epistemology of tourism.
This study not only defines the intellectual structure of the discipline but it is also a
valuable study as it explores the role and influence of institutions and divisions, academic
freedom, tribes, elders, cultural approaches and the network structure in the field.
Some other authors also acknowledged that in the process of Figure 1. The
Creation of Tourism Knowledge (taken from Tribe, 2004, p.50) social and political
aspects have role in connecting theories and creating a common point for accepted
knowledge in the tourism field (Belhassen & Caton, 2009; Hall, 2004; Pritchard &
Morgan, 2007; Ren et al., 2010; Tribe, 2004). Impactful publications (inscriptions),
researchers (elders) and divisions (tribes) that plays the role of mandatory passage points
to progress are the focuses of this study. There are some other sociological studies in
modern science and coactions of researches discuss the idea of "invisible actors" inside
the network of the research field (Lukkonen et al., 1993; Macharzina et al., 2004). Price
(1969) argues that in each research field that has active and competitive research
environment, there is also a group of people existed who are pretty much in touch with all
other individuals in the network that contributes to the research field. Tribe (2010) points
out that this invisible group’s members are the representatives that many have called as
“old guards”. These “old guards” have marginal considerably dominant influence over the
production of knowledge but this phenomenon is most of the time based on personal
histories, interviews and secondary information sources (cf. Dwyer, 2011; Nash, 2007;
Smith, 2010). Therefore, there are not many objective analyses that study these invisible
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actors, networks, and clans in the tourism field. This study tries to observe the most
impactful journals in the Tourism field that consists of Social Network studies and explore
the main actors in this field in terms of impactful authors and trends in study subjects.
1.2 Theoretical History of Tourism Research
As it mentioned above, tourism research is a young field. Due to the nature of
Tourism itself (i.e. not being considered as a field on its own), the tourism researchers
become accustomed to seeing their studies considered as unimportant especially in terms
of research standards (Hall 2013). Gibson (2008) argues that the tourism research can be
seen as an important point of intersection of different fields, even though it is considered
as marginal by many researchers and some researchers not even take it seriously.
However, with the recent growth in the field, there are many refereed academic journals
in tourism field that are regularly published and provide contributions to the field (Butler,
2015). Although the origin of tourism research goes way back, there is a quick growth in
tourism research since the early 1990s (Aramberri, 2010).
Most of the early Studies in tourism research can be traced around 1860s even
though these are descriptive studies rather than theoretical studies (Butler, 2015). Gilbert
(1939) cites an article from The Times newspaper (1890) which detailly explains the
events during resort development. When it comes to 1950s the first studies that examines
the theoretical structure of tourism research emerged in the field such as Ullman (1954).
After 1970s tourism research experienced a noticeable growth on theoretical
development side (Butler, 2015). However, ironically while the trend on academic
research goes to empirical and quantitative studies during these years, the theoretical
studies in the field cited mostly the theories based on ideas and experiences rather than
empiric and applicable data (Hall 2013).
1.3 Social Network Studies in Tourism Research
Because of its strategic nature, relationships in social networks are important to
create and share the knowledge in a field (Cross, Liedtka, & Weiss, 2005). Therefore, it
can be argued that the power of relationships, communications and interactions of key
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actors of the network who have different backgrounds, experiences and ideas are crucial
for maintaining and improving a knowledge domain (Hu & Racherla, 2008). Both Melin
(2000) and Wagner and Leydesdoff (2005) also argue that the establishment of shared
knowledge between researchers and therefore the collaborations and their contributions in
a research field have noticeable impact on the growth of that domain.
However, most of the past studies in tourism field that concerns understanding
social network focuses limited sides of the network. For example, Racherla & Hu (2010)
that focus on collaborations of authors therefore a conducting a co-authorship analysis,
Benckendorff (2009) focuses on analyzing the social network of tourism research based
on co-citation analysis and it is also limited on research scope which only examines
Australian and New Zelland based tourism research. Larsen, Urry, & Axhausen (2007)
examine the social network structure and related tourism’s effects on social life but as its
mostly focused on social life, it doesn’t deeply investigate the tourism research’s network,
Ying and Xiao’s (2011) focus on social network but its scope is limited with dissertations
in the area.
Therefore, this thesis aims to examine tourism research from a social network
perspective and it tries to present intellectual structure created by authors and their studies
in this field.
1.4 Bibliometrics
Over the years, researchers used many methods to study their research themes and
define the knowledge fields (Hallin & Marnburg, 2008; Buhalis & Law, 2008; Hjalager,
2010) or to get statistical information about the actors in the research field’s network like
authors and journals (Palmer et al., 2005; Koc & Boz, 2014; Evren & Kozak, 2014). One
of the most frequent technique types is Narrative techniques but they are criticized by
many researchers due to the fact that they are from a singular perspective when it comes
to describing the data (Fink, 1998; Hart, 1998). Tranfield (2003) also argues that these
techniques lack thoroughness. Therefore, studies that used narrative techniques faced
these limitations and to overcome that, the majority of other studies preferred more
systematic techniques. When systematic reviews considered, it can be argued that they
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are interested in synthesis (Mays, Pope, & Popay, 2005) and accepted as much more
reliable research review methods as a result of their evident and strict nature (Mulrow,
1994).
Systematic reviews try to find valuable data that can be used for other contexts and
therefore provides meaningful prediction opportunities for future events in the field.
(Denyer & Tranfield, 2006). Systematic reviews are based on scientific, re-creatable and
understandable processes that minimize bias towards any expected result and therefore
they produce unanimity among researchers (Cooper, 1998; Tranfield, Denyer & Smart,
2003). Of course, the first variations of systematic review methods also had some
limitations and therefore they have been criticized. Meta-analysis, one of these methods
that uses statistical techniques to analyze combined data of more than two studies (Cook
et al., 1997), developed in natural sciences, is criticized for being untransferable to the
social sciences as a result of dissimilarities between research methods and social sciences'
approaches regarding the statistical data (Hammersley, 2001). As an addition, as the study
number which will be used to create a systematic review data increases, the process
becomes more complicated and difficult to handle (Crossan & Apaydin, 2010).
Especially research fields like tourism that have strong connections to other
disciplines by its nature effected by above-mentioned issues. To overcome these issues
new systematic analysis techniques have been developed. The meta-review method is one
of these new methods that has been developed to overcome issues from methods like metaanalysis. Weed (2009) also used this method in tourism literature to study developments
in sports tourism research and therefore define gaps in the field. Meta-review can be
described as “reviewing the previous reviews” (Ruddy & House, 2005). Another review
technique named meta-review is a qualitative method that keeps various aspects of the
narrative approach. To create this techniques Mair, Ritchie, and Walters (2016) started
with a basic narrative technique and evolved it to a more detailed technique by using a
narrative combining method and then they used this approach to combine evidence from
qualitative and quantitative methods. This technique basically establishes a systematic
review, that combines the findings from more than one studies, which is based on the
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preference of word usages and texts to describe or define the results of this combination
(Popay et al., 2006, p. 5). Even though this approach produces an analysis that combines
both quantitative and qualitative studies, it is also criticized for its potential to hide
deficiencies of the studies that included in the analysis (Lucas et al., 2007), and this can
create a perception of being less objective.
Both qualitative and quantitative approaches have limitations when it comes to
creating a reliable review method. It can be either during synthesizing the materials stage
or producing the data after the analysis which both are vital to get clear outcomes,
therefore, being in a sufficient level of reliability to help future researches. As a result,
recently bibliometric techniques are started to get more attention as it allows to overcome
the issues in objectivity or potential bias to a better degree.
Bibliometrics term’s first introduction was done by Pritchard (1969) with the
definition of “the application of mathematical and statistical methods to books and other
means of communication” (p. 349). In a bibliometric application, tentative data that is
gathered from publications are used to understand the trends of studies in that particular
research area (De Bellis, 2009). Therefore, researchers can study the intellectual structure
in their respective research field by using bibliometrics (Vogel & Güttel, 2013).
Bibliometrics focuses on studying the relations among the “cited” and “citing” literature
(Benckendorff & Zehrer, 2013).
There are a variety of applications that bibliometrics can be based on, which are
word frequency analysis, citation analysis, authorship analysis, co-citation analysis, coauthor analysis, co-word analysis or a combination of some of them. It can also be used
to analyze the number of publications of each author, research group, university or
country. But with a generalizing approach, these bibliometrics applications can be
categorized by either being evaluative or relational (Benckendorff, 2009; Borgman &
Furner, 2002).
Evaluative techniques are used to compare two or more researchers or research
groups based on their scientific contributions to the field or their performances. The
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metrics in an evaluative technique can be categorized into three groups (Hall, 2011). It
starts with the productivity measures group that includes the paper number which has been
cited, the number of papers based on their publish years and the number of papers that are
created by each author. The next group is the group of impact metrics. Metrics like; the
total number of citations, number of citations for each academic year, number of citations
for each author or number of citations for each journal, are all included in this group. The
last group includes hybrid metrics. Hybrid metrics are metrics which tries to define
contributions of studies and their impacts by combining them withing the same graphic,
in example, each paper’s average citation rate (Benckendorff & Zehrer, 2013).
Evaluative methods are used by many studies for ranking journals or authors in
the tourism field. Among these studies, there were studies that focused on authorship
analysis (Sheldon, 1991), citation analyses (Xiao & Smith, 2005), rankings of individual
authors, instructions and as well as journals (Jogaratnam et al., 2005), collaboration in
research field (Sheldon, 1991; Zehrer & Pechlaner, 2010), analysis of journals in their
trends and perceptions (Pechlaner et al., 2004; Sheldon, 1990), applications in research
field regarding knowledge domain (Xiao & Smith, 2007), analyzing the academic
leadership (McKercher, 2008; Page, 2005), changes in the trends in time (Xiao & Smith,
2006a).
On the other hand, relational techniques try to define relationships in the field,
such as their structures, the occurrence of recent research subjects and techniques, or
networks of co-citation. Even though data like keywords, titles, authors and journals can
be used to examine relationships, most common relational analyze techniques are based
on the analysis of co-citation or co-authorship networks (Benckendorff & Zehrer, 2013).
Compared to evaluative methods, relational analysis has been used for much fewer studies
to understand tourism research and most of them were based on co-authorship analysis
(Benckendorff, 2010; Ye, Li, & Law, 2013; Racherla & Hu, 2010). One of the rare cocitation analysis studies provided by Benckendorff (2009) in tourism research but due to
it is been narrowed to Australian tourism this study's findings cannot be considered as
valid data for international scope. In citation analysis, researchers cite papers which they
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considered as important for the development of their research or research field in general.
Therefore, they can argue that heavily cited papers according to citation analysis are most
likely to have a greater impact on the research subject compared to less frequently cited
papers (Leydesdorff, 1998). Co-citation analysis extends the citation analyses as it helps
the intellectual knowledge of the field by adding insight.
A co-citation analysis is based on information of documents that are most of the
time gathered together in the reference lists and they are most likely to have a common
point with each other (Benckendorff & Zehrer, 2013). If there is a frequency in the cocitation studies inside a research field that cites two or more authors or papers, there is a
big possibility on these authors are papers that have common ideas with each other.
Pasadeos et al. (1998) argue that a researcher can understand the basic structure of cocitation frequency and co-citation networks in a specific field by combining a list of all
possible related works that are cited among all citations. Therefore, to describe an
intellectual structure in a discipline, co-citation analysis is proven to be an effective
empirical technique in disciplines such as family business (Casillas & Acedo, 2007),
measurement of performance (Neely, Gregory, & Platts, 2005), information systems of
managements (Culnan, 1986), management of services (Pilkington & Chai, 2008),
advertising in internet (Kim & McMillan, 2008), marketing research (Jobber &
Simpson,1988; Lin, 1995), operations management (Pilkington & Fitzgerald, 2006), and
in tourism research (Benckendorff, 2009). Limiting the analysis of citations to the top
five journals in the field based on their impacts is a common approach in these studies.
Xiao and Smitth (2008) argue that there is a need for more researches to understand
citations and intellectual structure in tourism research.
It is common that bibliometric analysis used with the combination of science
mapping techniques to create a visualization of the intellectual network in a specific area
(Cobo et al., 2011). As it also stated above, there are various ways to study a bibliometric
analysis based on the information type that is preferred (Van Raan, 2005). Some of the
frequently used bibliometric analysis methods are citation-based analysis, the cooccurrence of keyword analysis, and the analysis of co-authorship techniques (Van Eck
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and Waltman, 2014). Citation analysis also divided into three sub-categories which are
citation (reference) analysis, co-citation and bibliographic coupling analyses (Van Eck
and Waltman, 2014). In these three sub-categories of citation-based analysis, the most
commonly preferred one by researchers is co-citation analysis (Ding et al., 2001). Small
(1973) defines co-citation as citing more than one documents together in one study.
As a sophisticated bibliographic analysis (Köseoglu et al., 2015), the analysis of
co-citation can be used to explore the groups of actors in the field that is enabled to create
ideas about the trends, knowledge domain and network structure of a particular research
field by researchers. (Pasadeos et al., 1998; Culnan, 1986; Small, 1978) Even though the
co-citation analysis technique is defined as the superior analysis method to explain
intellectual networks in a research field compared to other above-mentioned analysis
techniques (Chang et al., 2015; Bichteler & Eaton, 1980), it can’t be used to effectively
produce a framework of the topics that are studied in that spesific research field. Co-word
analysis technique can be used to overcome this issue (Callon et al., 1991). Just like cocitation analysis which analysis the co-occurrences frequencies of cited authors or
journals, keyword co-occurrence analysis checks the frequency of keywords that occurred
in different papers together (Whittaker, 1989). This analysis technique examines the
strengths of the keyword co-occurrences therefore it shows the interactions among them
(Su and Lee,2010). As the keywords being the tools that have been used to verbally
express a study, this analyzing technique is frequently used to understand the patterns in
that particular research field (Callon et al., 1991; Ding et al., 2001).
Although co-word analysis is an efficient method to overcome the issues from cocitation analysis by providing a presentation of contents is that specific field, due to the
fact that the terms it uses changes in time, it also has weaknesses in the stability aspect
(Leydesdorff, 1997; Åström, 2002). Therefore, as different bibliometric analysis
techniques have different weaknesses and strengths, using multiple bibliometric analysis
techniques by combining them to understand patterns within a specific research field has
become a growing approach (Chang et al., 2015). Braam et al. (1991a, b) argue that
studies that use both co-citation and keyword co-occurrence analyses together indicate
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that these two methods play a complementary role for each other. Employing both of these
analysis methods in a literature review study shows that the overlap of co-citation and coword analysis was relatively small and the combination of them resulted in better findings
(Åström, 2002).
Bibliometric analysis, in fact, applied in many reviews on a large scale of subjects
in business research area. A few examples for this matter can be given as marketing
research (Samiee and Chabowski, 2012), advertising business (Kim and McMillan, 2008),
management of sales (Johnson, 2006), natural resource accounting (Zhong et al., 2016),
strategic management (Vogel and Güttel,2013), management of supply chains (Asgari et
al., 2016). The first study that used keyword analysis to review the usage of statistical
techniques in the tourism research was done by Palmer et al. (2005). But when it comes
to co-citation analysis, its usage in the field was so rare until recently. One of the
noticeable ones was the information theory of tourism research field and its relationship
with other disciplines in a 15-year time period by Benckendorff and Zehrer (2013). In
another similar study, García-Lillo et al. (2016) utilized such analysis with the purpose of
discovering the network map for the researches in the hospitality management field within
all the studies from International Journal of Hospitality Management between the years of
2008 and 2014. Yuan et al. (2016) employed such analysis to examine the general network
clusters and trends from the six most impactful journals in tourism field to discover the
intellectual networks of these disciplines.
In recent years, more scholars applied these bibliometric methods to discover
particular subjects in these fields (tourism and hospitality). Yankholmes (2014) made a
co-citation analyze for the current situations of art studies from African scholars in the
field in a time frame of twenty years. Chuang et al. (2014) employed an analysis of main
pattern to define progress paths and trends for study subjects in the medical aspect of
tourism field. Figueroa-Domecq et al. (2015) classified current trends and techniqes in
tourism research from the gender-aware point of view in a 28-year time frame. Gomezelj
(2016) made a similar analysis to define the current situation of tourism field by using a
bibliometric analysis of the research field from an innovation point of view. Cheng (2016)
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revealed the basics of theory and important factors that underlie in the shared economy
from 2010 to 2015 by using bibliometric analysis.
It can be argued that when the relationship between tourism research and social
sciences (Tribe, 2004) considered, a literature review study that tries to define key actors
in tourism field who are researching in a social network aspect can be beneficial to the
evolution and future insights of social network research in tourism field as well as social
sciences from a tourism perspective.
1.5 Visualization of Bibliometric Data
With the developments in both technology and research and analysis techniques
based on these improvements, bibliometric data banks such as Scopus and search engines
that focus on academic studies like Google Scholar allowed researchers to cover a bigger
part of tourism journals and therefore made it easier to access wider citation data. As the
number of research studies and their complexity level increases the need for visualization
tools emerged to have a better representing of the intellectual network of the area,
contributions of individuals and research gaps.

Therefore, visualization methods,

procedures, and tools have been designed to explain, define and draw the frame of the
research field. These visualization techniques basically create maps, graphics, and
diagrams to reveal templates, trends and procedures in the field (Wheeldon & Ahlberg,
2011). Bibliometric visualizations generally show germane researchers (authors) and
studies (articles) in a network to define inter-connections of them, clusters in the network
and their structural aspects (Brandes, Kenis, Raab, Schneider & Wagner, 1999). On the
other hand, this approach is not common in tourism research but in fact, it can be
developed further to study the structure of tourism networks (Scott et al., 2008).
There are some software tools that have been developed in the purpose of creating
visualizations based on the bibliometric data of a field by using these above-mentioned
analysis methods (Cobo et al., 2011). VOSWiewer (van Eck & Waltman, 2010),
VantagePoint (Porter & Cunningham, 2004), BibExcel (Persson et al., 2009), CoPalRed
(Bailón et al., 2005, 2006), The Sci2 (Sci2 Team 2009), Network Workbench (Herr,
Huang, Penumarthy, & Börner, 2007) and CiteSpace (Chen, 2004, 2006) can be given as
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examples of software tools that visualizes bibliometric data. VOSviewer allows users to
view bibliometric networks of authors or journals by using the data from co-citation and
it also allows users to create networks of keyword co-occurrences (van Eck & Waltman,
2007, 2010). The Network Workbench tool is in fact, a network analysis designing and
visualization toolchain for researchers from physics, medical, biomedical and social
science fields (Börner et al., 2010; Herr et al., 2007). The Sci2 Tool is a visualization tool
that is created by using the Network Workbench tool as a base than changing and adding
new features to it. This tool provides transient, geospatial, territorial and network analysis
as well as the visualization of scientific data in micro (authors or journals), meso (regional)
and macro (global) levels (Sci2 Team, 2009). BibExcel tool data-mines two or more
bibliometric networks but it needs a third-party software to create a visualization output
from the date it collected (Cobo et al., 2011). Lastly, HitsCiteTM is a chronological map
generator for bibliographic data based on subject, author or journal (Garfield, 2009)
In this study, the CiteSpace analysis tool preferred to use for analyzing cited data.
CiteSpace is a software-based on Java that is created particularly analyze and visualize
co-citation networks (Chen, 2004). This software enables the user to create a visual map
by using time series fragments from the knowledge domain and merging them (Chen,
2006). In CiteSpace, various types of bibliometric network analysis can be established
such as co-authorship, co-occurrence, category subjects, and networks of co-citations
(Cobo et al., 2011). There are some studies that used CiteSpace to present how this
software can explore and visualize new trends and template occurrences in research areas.
Among these areas’ studies; terrorism (Chen, 2006), medicine (Chen et al., 2014a), orphan
drugs (Chen et al. 2014b) can be given as examples. However, CiteSpace has not been
used in tourism research except for some rare studies such as Jiang et al. (2017) even
though it has been used in a recent study that focuses on hospitality field that covers seven
years (Li et al., 2017). In this matter, this study tries to present the importance of
bibliometric visualization for a specific aspect of tourism research – Social Network.
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CHAPTER II: METHODOLOGY

2.1 Data Collection
In this study, CiteSpace 5.5.R2 software used to visualize the trends and the
template of SNTR. The review employs a wide range of database from SNTR articles
published between 1990 and 2019 including the articles that published in 2019. This study
covers a longer time period than above-mentioned study of Li et al.’s (2017) which
included articles from 2007 to 2014. The sample data that is analyzed in this study taken
from the Scopus web site from the top 5 journals in the tourism literature with the highest
impact factors. The reason behind the preference of Scopus against Web of Science
(WoS), even though WoS can be used to cover around 100 years of indexed literature and
CiteSpace analysis tool is based on WoS data download format (Chen, 2015), Scopus has
a better coverage in tourism journals field compared to WoS database (McKercher, 2008).
Although WoS cannot historically present the tourism research field and social sciences
efficiently, the expanding database of Scopus has provided to be a useful variant for
citation analysis (Benckendorff & Zehrer, 2013). Scopus gives detailed information of
articles such as the title, references cited in the article, country and institution information,
keywords and the abstracts of the articles. Therefore, it's possible to use these data to
create a time-based or location-based analysis of word co-occurrence in the articles, coauthorship and co-citation.
During the data collection process “social network” and “tourism” keywords used
to reach target studies. The final sample downloaded from Scopus consists a total of 525
articles and 29627 references. All of these documents were articles and only the ones from
the top 5 journals in the tourism field according to the Scimago Journal and Country Rank
database (table 1.) are chosen. Limiting the research in terms of viewed Journals was
important to get a clear presentation regarding the trends and patterns in the field. The
documents other than articles are excluded from the analysis. After the initial data
gathering, the Scopus file (comes as a .ris file) converted to WoS file format in the
CiteSpace interface. This process aimed to get more clear results from CiteSpace. Even
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though CiteSpace version 5.5.R2 has the ability of using the Scopus file directly it is more
consistent on WoS format. After the file converting process with the %99 efficiency, a
total of 525 valid records (articles) and 29390 valid references remained. Chen (2004)
defines the conversion rate of 95% and above as excellent. Therefore, it can be argued that
this paper’s conversion rate indicates the efficiency of converted sample data.

Table 1. Top 5 tourism journals publishing SNTR studies (1990–2019).
Journal Name

SJR*

H Index**

Region

Journal of Travel Research

3.176

114

USA

Tourism Management

2.924

159

UK

Annals of Tourism Research

2.180

144

UK

International Journal of Hospitality Management

1.999

93

UK

Journal of Hospitality and Tourism Research

1.896

55

USA

*SJR: SCImago Journal Rank, indicates the impact of Journal.
**H Index: Number of articles in the particular Journal that cited at least h times

The final data includes 453 authors and 111 different countries. The number of
SNTR studies from 1990 to 2019 presented in figure 2. The first published article in this
time period was in 1990 but the field didn’t get enough growth until 2010.
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Figure 2 The number of published articles per year in sample data

Although there is a drawback in the numbers on published articles in 2011, The
SNTR field experienced a big growth each year after that point. It is also important to
note that the increase in the studies mirrors the trends of social media usage around the
world. As Chen (2006) stated, the external occurrences can play as an influencer factor in
the progress of a scientific literature. Therefore, it can be argued that the improvements in
social media area affects the tourism and therefore tourism's subfields such as social
network, but as this statement is not a subject of study in this thesis, this relationship is
not examined further.
2.2 Data Analysis
Cobo et al. (2011) argued that after comparing nine analysis tools for
bibliometrics, none of these tools are capable of providing a fully universal suite for
bibliometric analysis. However, As also stated by Cobo et al. (2011), because of the fact
that CiteSpace tool developed by Chen (2004) allows generating multiple bibliometric
analysis and conducting more than one method of analysis, stands out from other tools,
therefore, it can be argued that is the most universal suite among the analysis tools.
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In this thesis, the following analyses were used
1- Co-occurrence analysis of keywords
2- Country Collaboration Network Analysis
3- Co-authorship analysis
4- Co-Citation analysis

With these analyses, the following research questions are tried to be answered:
•

What are the most frequent keywords used in the SNTR field?

•

Which countries have the biggest impact on the SNTR field?

•

What is the co-authorship network among the authors in the field?

•

How is the intellectual structure of the SNTR field?

The co-occurrence analysis investigates keyword co-occurrences or terms in a
text-based data for the purpose of discovering the relationships among them (He, 1999).
With such analysis, keywords are categorized into groups and presented by in network
structure to create ideas about trending patterns in a research field. For this matter,
CiteSpace contains a cluster detection option to categorize the network into subgroups
based on their similarities in terms and labels these clusters accordingly. Another
important feature of this tool is the capability of discovering the most frequently used
keywords on a yearly base. This information is beneficial to observe the changes in the
research themes over time. The Burst Detection option can identify important research
topics/trends in the study’s time frame.
Co-Authorship analysis defines the patterns behind the association among the
researchers who are working in the same field. When an author, institution or research
group is not the only author of a paper inside the sample data, they became connected.
Based on this data, CiteSpace creates a network visualization to present the intellectual
structure of that particular field. And just like in Co-Occurrence analysis, users can use
the option of creating clusters for identifying the authors who publish together.
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The co-citation analysis gives information about the intellectual structure and hot
trends in a field as it allows categorizing the citations based on each individual study’s
citation frequency in the source articles from the sample (Chen, Ibekwe-SanJuan, & Hou,
2010). Chen (2014) argues that dividing the networks based on the time series to define
important transitions over the time period is more efficient than doing that study in a single
time slice. For this purpose, CiteSpace checks the records due to detect the most impactful
connections from each year using threshold settings. To establish these analyses, the
following information of articles used:

1- Title of the article
2- Keywords of the article
3- Article’s year of publication
4- The country of study
5- References in the article
6- Names of authors

Visualized network maps can be presented in three different types depending on
their aims: cluster, timeline, and time zone (Chen, 2006; Cobo et al., 2011). Additionally,
CiteSpace has an option for “burst detection” (Kleinberg, 2003) which allows users to find
out terms that received high rates of citations in a particular time frame (Cobo et al., 2011).
During the visualization, CiteSpace uses some metrics during the calculations of data.
These metrics are defined in Table.2
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Table 2. Metrics used by CiteSpace
Metric

Definition

Centrality

The rate of a node being part of links that connect to a number of other
nodes in the network (Chen, 2006).

Network Mod. The rate to which a network can be divided to more than one
component, or modules. (Chen et al., 2010).
Silhouette

The quality of a clustering. (between -1 and 1)

Citation Burst

The particular time-frame that shows a noticeable frequency change of
a term takes place (Kleinberg, 2003).

Sigma

The combined strength of a node in terms of centrality value and the
rate of citation burst (Chen et al., 2009).

Strength

Severity of the changes in the frequency that occurs unexpectedly.

As it mentioned above, the sample data were collected from Scopus. To start the
visualization process, the first thing that needs to be done is setting the threshold values.
There are seven different threshold criteria in CiteSpace and the most preferred ones are
“Top N per slice”, “g-index”, and “Threshold Interpolation”. While the “Top N per slice”
approach chooses the “N” highest frequently used records from all time slices to create a
visualization, “Threshold Interpolation” criteria detects the articles by defining a
minimum value for their citations rates, co-citations rates, and co-citation coefficient
values by using a bottom-up approach. Therefore, only the articles that meet the criteria
of these thresholds presented in the map.
The analysis criteria that is preferred for the analyses of co-occurrence, coauthorship and the co-citation for this thesis is “Top N per slice”. 50 used as the N criteria
for the co-occurrence analysis and co-authorship analysis, therefore, the top 50 records
evaluated for each time slice. The reason behind defining N as 50 was the fact that past
research in the tourism field also used 50. For co-citation analysis, on the other hand, N
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criteria selected as 30 with the purpose of creating a clearer network with a better cover
in the field.
2.3 Findings
The findings and related discussions are established by following the research
questions that are mentioned in previous section of the thesis. The findings start with the
presentation of keyword co-occurrence analysis results to identify the keywords with
highest impacts in the SNTR research field and their changes by years. The second part
uses co-authorship analysis to discover the social structure in the field. The third part of
the findings presents the results of the co-citation analysis and network map created as a
result of this analysis. The last part shows the distribution of countries that host these
studies around the world.
2.3.1 Research themes
Table 3. presents the evaluation of keywords in years. It is important to note that
the table starts at 2000. The reason behind that is the fact that the publications in previous
years (1990-1999) in the SNTR field were so rare. And the co-occurrences in the keywords
also were non-existed. Therefore, the table shows the keys and their frequencies from
2000 to 2019. The keywords listed in Table 3. It is limited to the top 25 co-occurred
keywords in this time frame. The social Network keyword occurred the most starting from
2000.
After that growth of research topics continued with three keywords gained
importance in 2007 which are tourism, tourist destination, and mobility. In 2008 Network
keyword appeared in SNTR field studies and it continued with the China and tourism
development keywords in 2009. The high frequencies of China and Tourism Development
keywords are important here as it shows not only tourism itself is studied, but also the
development side of tourism started to be studied. Also, the publications from China in
these years regarding the social network and tourism had a big impact on China keyword
to be a highly occurred keyword.
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In 2010 social network analysis was the most frequently occurred keyword
followed by tourism management, Spain and the tourism market. While it was expected
for tourism management and tourism market keywords being trends as a result of
increasing attention towards the management aspect of tourism and improvements in
tourist source markets, Spain keyword’s being one of the trends was interesting. But after
the co-citation and country-based analysis that has to be done later in this thesis, the impact
of Spain in the SNTR field clearly observed therefore this keyword’s occurrence made
more sense. Another noticeable keyword occurrence happened in 2012 with social media
and then social network (online) keywords.
Table 3. Top 25 most frequently occurred keywords
Keywords
2000
social network
2007
tourism
tourist destination
mobility

Frequency
250

152
72
13

2008
network

14

2009
tourism development
china

34
28

2010
social network analysis
tourism management
Spain
tourism market
2011
network analysis

72
34
16
16

37

Keywords
2012
social media
internet
social networking (online)

Frequency
65
41
36

2013
human
social capital
marketing
tourist behavior
sustainability
article

23
22
19
19
18
17

2014
tourist attraction
decision making

20
14

2015
travel behavior

19

2016
perception

18
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These results show that the SNTR field was being studied in many aspects from
different disciplinary origins as the field matured. But still, the influences from other
disciplines can be seen over the years even for a subfield of tourism as also stated in the
literature review section.
Burst detection feature can explore bursts of keywords and show changes in trends
over the years (Chen, et al., 2014b). Figure 3. Presents the top 10 keywords that have the
strongest bursts from 1990 to 2019.

Figure 3 The Citation Burst degrees of keywords

Keywords such as Eurasia, Spain, and Australia take place in the table due to the
fact that the tourism field being mostly related with geographical locations of places.
Therefore, it is expected to see these keywords from researches that examining events and
case studies in a specific place.
Another interesting evidence is, even though the Social Network keyword’s
occurrence happened in 2000 the beginning of its burst was in 2011. In this one-year time
frame, it showed the biggest burst strength. In 2012 Social Network’s burst strength was
below the top 20. This is the same year that social media and internet keywords occurred
in the field. Although neither of these keywords had a strong burst in the SNTR field,
internet keyword had a frequency burst between 2012-2014 but it wasn’t on top 10
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therefore it is not included in the list. However, the World Wide Web keyword gained a
remarkable burst strength between 2011-2016.
Citation Burst graphic also points out important events in the field as it shows the
trend of a keyword in a specific time frame. For example, tourism economics keyword
cited heavily between 2010 and 2014. The burst strength was so high although the time
frame is four years, the impact of the keyword remained one of the strongest ones. Its not
surprising that this keyword experienced a citation burst after 2007-2010 USA economic
crisis. As the USA is the most dominant country in the field, its expected to see a trend on
economic side of the tourism during these years.
Another example is Australia keyword. There is a strong citation burst for this
keyword between 2009 and 2014. As it mentioned in the literature review, there were so
few studies that focuses social network in tourism field until recently. Benckendorff’s
(2009a), study was one of these few studies and it focused on Australia and New Zellan.
Therefore, as other studies cited it frequently Australia keyword experienced a burst
2.3.2 Country and author collaboration analysis
Figure.4 shows the collaboration network among the author countries in the
network, the size of nodes represents the frequency of the country’s occurrence in the field
while the thickness of the purple rings around these nodes represents the centralization
rate. The colors of links represent link strength. This strength value changes from 0.1 to 1
and the color changes from light yellow to orange as the strength increases
The rank one country based on centrality score is the USA with 0.58 centrality
score, followed by Spain (0.33), Australia (0.28), United Kingdom (0.19), and China
(0.14). The centrality rate refers to how important role a country plays in this research
field (Wu, Wang, & Song, 2014). The list of top 16 countries according to centralization
values can be seen in Table 4. Countries listed in Table 4 limited to the first 16 countries
because countries that have centralization scores lower than 0.01 excluded.
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Figure 4 Country and Author Collaboration Network
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Table 4. Top 16 countries based on their centralization values
Country
USA
SPAIN
AUSTRALIA
UNITED KINGDOM
CHINA
ITALY
SOUTH KOREA
HONG KONG
SWITZERLAND
CANADA
NORWAY
IRELAND
GERMANY
BRAZIL
NETHERLANDS
TURKEY

First Occurrence
Centralization Frequency Year
0.58
82
2010
0.33
76
2010
0.28
37
2009
0.19
53
2000
0.14
65
2009
0.06
36
2012
0.06
27
2013
0.03
18
2011
0.03
9
2013
0.03
7
2012
0.03
5
2017
0.03
4
2009
0.02
8
2015
0.02
7
2016
0.01
8
2013
0.01
5
2018

While the highest occurred authors also shown in Figure 4., this does not present
the connections between authors inside a Country in detail. The only reason those author
connections included in Figure 4 Is to show their interconnections with each other (even
though they are in different countries). Therefore, each country’s author collaboration will
be inspected detailly in Figure 5. The country collaboration network discovers important
patterns in the field. There is a strong collaboration network between the USA, Spain, and
China. On the other hand, the country with the fourth-highest centralization rate the United
Kingdom collaborates mostly with Australia, Spain, and China. Also, South Korea has
more collaboration with Hong Kong (a self-governing area inside China) than it has with
China. Analyses showed that the author collaboration network of SNTR, is in fact, a
combined structure of multiple sub-networks. These sub-networks are created by authors
who either publish their studies in that country or have strong collaborations with other
authors in the same country. There were 5 networks that have relatively stronger
collaborations. The thickness in links again represents the strength of collaboration.
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Figure 5-A: China

Figure 5-B: Australia

Figure 5-C: United Kingdom

Figure 5-D: Spain

Figure 5-E: USA
Figure 5 Author inter-collaboration network in top 5 highly centralized countries
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Figure 6 Country Collaboration Network in Timeline View
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The growth in SNTR collaboration among the countries in the timeline also shown
in Figure 6. This figure presents how the United Kingdom, followed by China and
Australia has played a founding role in the collaboration among other countries in later
years. In the figure, it can be seen that the USA has the most active collaboration even
though it occurred in 2010, ten years later than the United Kingdom. It’s important to note
that even though Spain is rank 4 in centralization, it has the second most active
collaboration with other countries followed by China.
Figure 7. Shows the country collaboration in a colored view that represents the
time of collaboration. This view gives a clearer insight regarding which countries
established a collaboration in recent years and which ones have not collaborated in recent
years even though they had a connection in the past.

Figure 7 Country Collaboration Network in Time-Colored View
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The links in the network are colored based on their occurrence years. Warmer
colors represent recent collaborations therefore, red links represent the latest (most recent)
ones while the collaboration gets older as the color goes colder to the grey. Figure 8 shows
the color table for the years.

Figure 8 The color map of years: Each color represents a year and red refers to 2019.

The colors in the nodes also represent how many collaborations in a country
established with authors from other countries in different years. For example, the United
Kingdom has 13 different collaborations starting from 2007. Collaboration, especially
from previous years, heavily effected by geographic limitations. This is an expected
outcome due to the impact of geographic location being a significant factor in the majority
of bibliometric studies (Katz, 1994; Ponds et al., 2007). Another significant factor is
institutional proximity in this matter. Results show that most of the collaborations
occurred among researchers and their Ph.D. students, researchers from the same
university, and researchers who have done studies with each other before (before studying
in SNTR field).
The aim of the co-authorship network is to identify the author relationships in a
research field. The co-analysis in the SNTR field showed that there is not a big network
among authors, instead, there are small groups of authors who are collaborating with each
other rather than authors outside of their networks. The co-authorship network of SNTR
field can be seen in Figure 9.
Links between group members (clusters) are, again, colored based on their time of
collaboration. A group of authors linked with warmer colors points out a recent
collaboration while as the color goes colder it indicates a collaboration in the past. It’s
important to note that in this color view these colors indicate the first year of their coauthorship. Therefore, the yellow-colored network doesn’t mean there isn’t any
collaboration after 2017. Node sizes refer to the number of citations that authors receive
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each year. The color of the node indicates the year of citation. Just like in link colors,
warmer colors mean a citation from a recent year.

Figure 9 Co-Authorship Analysis of SNTR Field

It’s important to point that an author not being in a co-authorship network doesn’t
also mean this individual author has fewer citations then authors in big collaboration
networks the most remarkable example for that statement is the author Dimitrios Buhalis.
While Buhalis D, doesn’t have any co-authorships in SNTR field, he is the most cited
author in the field.
2.3.3 Results of co-citation analysis.
The results of co-citation analysis and the network created from the citation data
inside the sample Scopus dataset that used in this thesis presented in figure 10. The
network shows the trends and patterns in the SNTR field from 1990 to 2019. The network
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can be explained based on the locations of nodes, connections, and their size and color
information. Nodes in this network indicate references cited in the dataset as the size of
the nodes in the visualization changes depending on the received citations of references
(Chen et al., 2014b).

Figure 10 Co-Citation Analysis of SNTR Field
Links among the nodes indicate co-citation links, or in other words, how many
times citations occurred together in the sample data. The links are colored based on the
time of each particular connection is established based on the publication year of the
articles (Chen et al., 2014b).
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The figure indicates that the biggest noticeable increase in research activities
started in 2014 (light green links) The network shows a noticeable focus on 2 founding
studies which are Xiang (2010) and Wasserman (1994). CiteSpace labels each node
according to data it represents, in this analysis this is the cited reference. However, as it
can be seen in Figure 11 there are some nodes without a label. The labeled nodes are
limited to the labels with at least 15. Therefore, references that has less than 15 citations
have not been labeled in order to get a clearer visualization.
Based on the proximity and location of notes in Figure 10, a variety of insights can
be achieved. For this matter CiteSpace identifies the clusters. Clustering is a feature of
CiteSpace that uses a cluster creating algorithm for nodes. Therefore, it allows the user to
see clusters of the network based on node homophily and similarity. Basically, nodes that
demonstrate higher degrees of homophily are tended to be close to each other in the
network. In such networks, homophily is most of the time decided by underlying
disciplinary or similarity of research themes. Nodes also tend to get closer as the
connectivity levels between the nodes increases. This also increases the chances of being
in the same cluster while nodes that have a low level of connectivity or dissimilar to each
other separated into different clusters. Foundation studies with biggest impacts in the
fields also located around the center of the network most of the time because they are
frequently cited together in the same field and this increases the connectivity and
centrality.
When there is not a link between two or more clusters in the network, that indicates
a structural hole(s). These structural holes are presented as white spaces between nodes
and clusters (Burt, 1992). Researchers can have the opportunity to fill a gap in the research
field’s knowledge domain by studying a subject that creates a link between nodes that
doesn’t have a connection by examining the structural holes (Haythornthwaite, 1996).
Such studies act as bridges by being the only connection between two disconnected
clusters. These bridges are important actors in cluster networks as they connect separated
areas of literature. As a result of this, such studies receive citations from researchers
studying on each side of the bridge.
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Table 5 shows the most cited references in the data set. Google Scholar citation
information also added to table to see how the same reference cited in global compared to
citations inside SNTR field.

Table 5. Top 10 references with highest citations.

Cited Referance
Role of social media in online travel
information search, v31, p179-188
Social network analysis: methods
and applications, v0, p0
Ucinet for windows: software for
social network analysis, v0, p0
Network analysis and tourism: from
theory to practice, v0, p0
Network science: a review focused
on tourism, v37, p802-827
Progress in information technology
and tourism management ..., v29,
p609-623
The evolution and transformation of
a tourism destination ..., v24, p203216
Social network analysis: a hand
book, v0, p0
Social media in tourism and
hospitality: a literature review, v30,
p0
Evaluating structural equation
models with unobservable variables
and measurement error, v18, p39-50

Authors
Xiang and
Gretzel
Wasserman
Borgatti,
Freeman,
and Everett
Scott and
Baggio
Baggio and
Scott
Buhalis
and Law

Google
Scopus
Scholar
Sample
Year Citations Citation
2010
1994
2002
2008

2865
35152
9735

531

47
43
34
30

2010

359

29

2008

3461

26

2003

579

24

Pavlovich
Scott

2000

15282

22

Leung et
al.

2013

887

20

Fornell and
Larcker

1981

59270

19

While showing the most impactful studies in the development of field, this table
also gives two important insights regarding the growth process of SNTR. The first one is,
the strong influences of Xiang and Gretzel (2010), Wasserman (1994), and Borgatti et
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al.’s (2002) studies in the field even though all three of them are focused on Social
Network itself. This is not an unexpected finding. As it stated in the literature review
section, Tourism Research is under the influence of many disciplines. Therefore, many
scholars from different disciplines are studying different parts of the field.
When researchers from different disciplines studies Tourism Research they bring
their own research methods and analysis techniques to the field. As a result, it’s expected
to see researches that are referring impactful social network studies in the literature while
they are being studied in the Tourism Research field. The second information that Table
5 gives is the fact that, a study being highly cited in general (or in its origin field) doesn’t
also mean this study will be cited accordingly in new study fields. In example, Fornell and
Larcker’s (1981) study highly cited in social sciences while it didn’t cite as frequently in
SNTR field, especially during the early years of field’s significant growth period (2010 2016).

Figure 12-A. Citation Network in
2015

Figure 12-B. Citation Network in
2017

Figure 11 Co-Citation Network in 2015 and 2019 time slices
Figure 11 shows the citation network in 2015 and 2017. As it can be seen in the
figure, Fornell and Larcker’s(1981) study is separated from center and it didn’t get any
citation in 2015 while in 2017 its highly cited with the nodes in the center. The change in

40

citation frequency also effected the cluster of study. The cluster network will be
investigated more detailly later on, but to give a general idea Figure 12 shows the cluster
network.

Figure 12. Clusters of Co-Citation Network

When we look at the Figure 13, Fornell and Larcker’s (1981) study is in cluster 2,
structural equation mod, but with the recent studies citing it frequently, cluster 2 covers
nearly all of the central nodes in the network. Another important outcome of this analysis
is, Cluster 4, current paradigm, being part of the field even though it’s so separated from
the center while all other clusters are highly related with each other. This, is a result of
Dickinson’s (2010) study (a cluster 6 member) having a citing connection with White’s
(2007) study (a cluster 6 member) and therefore Urry’s (1990) study in cluster 4. This
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connection can be seen in Figure 13. Therefore, it can be argued that both Dickinson
(2010) and White (2007) played a bridge role to close a gap in the field. But even though
there was a gap closing study, there wasn’t any other study that follows this pattern.
Therefore, it didn’t get much attention in the field.

Figure 13. The connection of cluster 4, 6

After discovering the influences or impacts of various studies in the SNTR field,
the focus now changes towards analyzing the groups in the network. The purpose here
was to have a better understanding on clustrual structure. During the clustering process
CiteSpace found total of 89 clusters in the network while identifying 9 of them as major
clusters. According to Chen (2014) it is recommended to have a cluster number between
7 and 10 with each cluster having at least 10 members. Chen (2014) also recommends
each cluster’s silhouette value should be 0.7 or higher. A cluster’s silhouette shows the
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quality of clustering. If a cluster’s silhouette value is 1, that means a perfect solution
(Chen, 2014).
After the analysis all 9 clusters are detected as qualified for the analysis. All of
them had more than 10 cluster members and above the 0.7 silhouette value threshold.
Citespace allows users to label cluster with various types. Some of them are; labeling from
noun phrases of reference titles (T), keyword lists (K), abstracts (A), and reference title
terms (CR). During the labeling stage T method used as first. But as there were so many
different variations on nouns (also the fact that this method couldn’t rank the studies that
doesn’t include a specific noun), this method didn’t give usefull outcomes. Then CR
method applied and therefore the results were much clearer and more accurate. CiteSpace
uses 3 different tools while labeling the clusters. All of the labeling methods in CiteSpace
gets its data from these 3 tools which are log-likelihood degree, tf*idf (which refers to
frequency of inversed documents against frequency of terms), and mutual information.
The modularity Q degree is one of the important measurements for the network as
it represents overall specifications of the network (Chen, 2014). If the modularity Q value
is between 0.4 and 0.8, that refers to a high-quality network (Closer to 0.8 is better).
During the analysis of this thesis, the modularity Q value was 0.7593 which refers to a
near perfect fit. When many nodes with high citation bursts gather together in a cluster,
than the cluster that contains these nodes covers a larger area in the network. In Figure 13.
It can be seen that some clusters overlap with each other, especially in the center of the
network.
Cluster #0 is the largest cluster with 118 members and 0.798 silhouette value. The
cluster labeled as “Social Network Analysis”. This cluster contains papers that focus on
understanding tourism network and tourism mobility by analyzing the social network like
Bargio and Cooper’s (2010) study. Papers that uses Social Network Analysis or Network
Analysis methods in general are also cited heavily in this cluster.
Cluster #1 is the second largest cluster with 78 members and 0.803 silhouette
value. The cluster labeled as “Social Media”. This cluster contains papers that are focus
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on exploring social media’s effects on tourism research. The most cited reference, Xiang
(2010) also belongs this cluster. Especially after the keyword “social media” occurred in
the SNTR literature in 2012 Cluster#1 shows a big growth. It also has the biggest coverage
in the network based on distance even though its rank 2 on size.
Cluster#2 is the third biggest cluster with 70 members and 0.806 silhouette value.
The cluster labeled as “Structural Equation Mod” This cluster contains studies that are
related with structural equation modeling in tourism research. Interestingly the mean year
of the cluster is 2007. However, the citation pattern among the members of this cluster
shows its growth in 2017. The members of this cluster present a noticeable citation
relationship with the members in the center of the network, which the nodes that will be
contained by cluster#0, in 2017
Cluster#3 is the fourth cluster in terms of size with its 40 members and 0.902
silhouette value, named as “Social Capital”. Social capital is a cluster that its members
directly coming from social sciences. The cluster’s mean year is second oldest among the
clusters of networks with being 2003. The most active years of clusters, meaning they
have been frequently cited, are 2015, 2017 and 2019. Its expected as these are also the
most active years of Social media and social network analysis clusters.
Cluster#4 contains 33 members with 0.995 silhouette value. The cluster labeled as
“current paradigm”. The labeling name was in fact surprising as the label name is coming
from its most active (and recent) member of the cluster which is Acedo and Casillas’s
(2005) study. This study is a co-authorship analysis researching the current paradigms in
an international level. After that when other authors who are also doing bibliometric
analysis in SNTR field cited this study it created a cluster among the papers focusing on
bibliometric analysis in tourism field. While the most active year of the cluster was 2010,
the gap closing occurred in 2013. All clusters and their silhouette information can be seen
in Table 6.
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Table 6. Cluster Information
ID of the Cluster

Size of the Cluster
Silhouette Value
Average Citing Year
0
118
0.798
2005
1

78

0.803

2008

2

70

0.806

2007

3

40

0.902

2003

4

33

0.995

1994

5

28

0.972

2014

6

28

0.911

2001

7

24

0.924

2000

8

23

0.994

2006

Table 7 shows the cluster membership of top 10 most frequently cited references
in the network
Table 7. Cluster membership of top 10 references
citation
references
counts
Xiang Z, 2010, Role of social media in online travel information search,
47
31, 179-188
Wasserman S, 1994, Social Network Analysis: Methods and
43
Applications, 0, 0
Borgatti SP, 2002, Ucinet for Windows: Software for social network
34
analysis, 0, 0
Scott N, 2008, Network Analysis and Tourism: From Theory to Practice,
30
0, 0
Baggio R, 2010, Network Science: A review focused on tourism, 37, 80229
827
Buhalis D, 2008, Progress in Information Technology and Tourism
26
Management ..., 29, 609-623
Pavlovich K, 2003, The evolution and transformation of a tourism
24
destination ..., 24, 203-216
22 Scott J, 2000, Social Network Analysis: A hand book, 0, 0
Leung D, 2013, Social Media in Tourism and Hospitality: A Literature
20
Review, 30, 0
Fornell C, 1981, Evaluating structural equation models with
19
unobservable variables and measurement error, 18, 39-50

cluster
#
1
0
0
0
0
1
0
0
1
2
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Table 7 indicates that most frequently cited nodes are contained by Cluster#0,
Cluster#1, and Cluster#2. But a reference being cited the most doesn’t always mean it’s
the most centralized reference. Betweenness centrality degree represents the role of a node
in connecting other nodes. CiteSpace allows users to trace the connections between papers
in the network. The algorithm behind the centralization calculation is based on the pathing
of node connections. CiteSpace tries to find shortest paths among papers. And for each
paper that needs to be passed the centralization degree decreases. In other words, centrality
can be explained with how many nodes can reach a specific node without going through
long paths. Centrality is an important factor in the network as it helps to explain network
structure and most impactful members of the network. Therefore, it can be argued that
studies (nodes in this case) that have higher centrality scores play more significant roles
for bridging different clusters of the intellectual structure (Freeman, 1977). Table 8 shows
the top 10 cited references based on their centrality scores.
Table 8. Top 10 Highly Centralized references
Centrality references
0.3
0.2
0.2
0.19
0.17
0.16
0.15
0.15
0.13
0.13

Borgatti et al., 2002, Ucinet for Windows: Software for social network
analysis, 0, 0
White NR, White P, 2007, Home and away. Tourists in a Connected
World, 34, 88-104
Dickinson J, 2010, Slow travel and tourism, 0, 0
Urry J, 1990, The tourist gaze: leisure and travel in contemporary
societies, 0, 0
Buhalis D, 2014, Smart Tourism Destinations Enhancing Tourism
Experience Through Personalization of Services, 0, 553-564
Xiang Z, 2010, Role of social media in online travel information search,
31, 179-188
Adomavicius G, Tuzhilin A, 2005, Toward the next generation of
recommender systems..., 17, 734-749
Smirnov et al. 2017, Context-based infomobility system for cultural
heritage ..., 21, 297-311
Baggio R, 2010, Network Science: A review focused on tourism, 37,
802-827
Baggio R, 2011, Collaboration and cooperation in a tourism destination
..., 14, 183-189

cluster
#
0
6
6
4
1
1
5
5
0
0
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The nodes with high centrality scores are generally the ones that connect more
than one big sized node groups with itself as the node being a bridge between them (Chen,
2014). As it can be seen in Table 8, the nodes with high centrality scores are likely plays
a gap closer role in the network. Above-mentioned Dickinson (2010) and White & White
(2007) are closing the gap between cluster#6 an cluster #4. Adomavicius and Tuzhilin
(2005) connects Cluster#5 with Cluster#1 by passing through Smirnow et al. (2017).
There were 9 important citation burst in this study which are presented in Table 9.
Table 9. 9 Highly busted citations over the years
References
Munar AM, 2014,
Motivations for Sharing
Tourism Experiences…, V43,
P46-54
Xiang Z, 2010, Role of Social
Media in Online Travel…,
V31, P179-188
Fuchs M, 2014, Big Data
Analytics for Knowledge
Generation in Tourism…,
V3, P198-209
Lew A, 2006, Modeling
Tourist Movements, V33,
P403-423
Hu C, 2008, Visual
Representation of Knowledge
Networks, V27, P302-312
Litvin SW, 2008, Electronic
Word-of-Mouth in
Hospitality and Tourism...,
V29, P458-468
Nahapiet J, Ghosal S, 1998,
Social Capital Intellectual
Capital…, V23, P242-266
Pforr C, 2006, Tourism
Policy in The Making…,
V33, P87-108
Lin N. 2001, Social
Capital…, V0, P0

Strength

Begin

End

1990 - 2019

5.3259

2017

2019 ▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▃▃▃

4.4417

2017

2019 ▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▃▃▃

4.4367

2017

2019 ▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▃▃▃

4.4367

2017

2019 ▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▃▃▃

3.4226

2012

2013 ▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▃▃▂▂▂▂▂▂

3.2815

2012

2015 ▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▃▃▃▃▂▂▂▂

3.2657

2011

2015 ▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▃▃▃▃▃▂▂▂▂

3.1542

2013

2015 ▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▃▃▃▂▂▂▂

3.0963

2012

2013 ▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▂▃▃▂▂▂▂▂▂
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The “Citation Burst” feature of CiteSpace shows the most active areas in the
network over the years. This citation burst information indicates that there is a relationship
between these particular papers and the trends of during these years. Therefore, it can be
argued that there is a high level of attention from the research field towards this particular
publication during a specific timeframe (Chen, 2014). References that experienced a burst
withing a similar time frame will be examined with each other (Chen et al., 2014b).
The first study that was detected is Nahapiet (1998) in 2011 and this study had the
longest burst period in SNTR field, starting in 2011 and ending in 2015. Nahapiet (1998)
focuses on social capital’ facilitator benefits in creating new intellectual capital.
Therefore, it’s not unexpected to discover this burst in 2011 as its one of the strongest
years of Social Capital cluster and also, it’s the year of SNRT studies gained a significant
growth.
The second group were detected from 2012. Hu (2008), Litwin (2008), and Lin’s
(2001) citation bursts started in this year with similar burst strengths (see Table 9.). Even
though Hu (2008) experienced the strongest burst between these three it only persisted 1
year while Litwin (2008) persisted until 2016. On the other hand, Lin’s (2001) burst is
also lasted 1 year like Hu (2008). The reason behind underlies in the focus areas of these
papers. Lin (2008) focuses on social capital and its importance on social relationships to
achieve goals and argues that the persons you know is also important as what you know
(Lin, 2008). As the trend evolved towards more on social media with the occurrence of
social media keyword in 2012 the trend rapidly spread across the SNTR field network. Hu
(2008) Focuses on visualizations of knowledge domains. And applies a social network
analysis on a particular sub-field of tourism research which is hospitality. As this thesis
therefore SNTR field focused on Tourism research. This study didn’t get many attentions
later 2013. The reason it took attention in 2012 even though it’s still in hospitality subject
is the fact that in 2013, the studies in the field started to focus more specific subjects like
tourism and its social network. On the other hand, Litwin (2008) focuses on the
relationship of internet in hospitality and tourism therefore this term being a trend until
2015 is expected to maintain a longer burst.
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Pforr (2006) is the only member in group 3 and experienced a high burst between
2013 and 2015 (with the strength of 3.1542). Pforr’s (2006) study focuses on explaining
tourism policy domain by defining its actors and their relationships. Study also presents
this actor and their relationships in a network that explains collaboration among actors
and their influences. Therefore, its highly cited between 2013 and 2015 as it was the most
active years of social network cluster in SNTR field.
Last group contains four members and the youngest citation group which starts in
2017. It’s also important to note that the members of this group also have the four highest
citation bursts (between 4.4367 – 5.329). Another important information about this group
is all four of them still maintains their citation bursts in 2019. Two of these studies Lew
and Mckercher (2006) and Fuchs (2014) focuses on analyzing the tourism destination
knowledge. The other two studies on the other hand are focused on social media aspect of
Tourism research in terms of sharing the experiences in social media (Munar, 2014) or in
terms of sharing travel information over social media (Xiang 2010). The burst strengths
of these four papers are expected as the trend in SNTR heavily moved to social media and
social network analysis subjects. Therefore, as longs as this trend persist to be followed
likelihood of these 4 articles remaining as highly cited over the next years is relatively
high.
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CHAPTER III: CONCLUSION AND FUTURE RESEARCH

This thesis studied with the purpose of discovering the development process of
SNTR field by using a software based bibliometric visualization technique. The findings
enlarged the previous literature review studies in tourism research field by providing
insights to innovations in methodologies and exploring SNTR field. Findings in this thesis
shows that a new approach regarding the preferred methodology can be used to discover
a knowledge domain in a more effective way. As the time of this thesis prepared, this is
the first attempt of e of using CiteSpace to visualize and examine tourism field in a social
network approach. This thesis also represents one of the rare studies that uses co-citations,
co-occurrence, co-authorship and country collaboration analysis techniques together to
discover the growth process of tourism research from social sciences perspective.
The findings of this thesis show the capabilities of bibliometric visualization
techniques and methods for studies in tourism literature. Bibliometric visualization
techniques provide various benefits compared to more traditional literature analyze
approaches. Firstly, to create insight for research fields that have large knowledge
networks, co-citation analysis defined as a beneficial technique (García et al., 2016). On
the other hand, more traditional techniques such as narrative and meta-analysis require so
much work to establish larger fields of literature, therefore, they are not practical for
analyzing this kind of literatures. Another problem with traditional techniques is as
mentioned in literature review, they tend to be subjective regarding the analyze results.
However, bibliometric analysis and visualization techniques provides results that are
proven with evidence and therefore, they are more unbiased. Besides, bibliometric
analyzing techniques can be applied in different scales and they can be used on big datasets
of citations such as keywords, authors or articles (García et al., 2016). Additionally, these
techniques provide some variety of metrics to discover and explain connections between
these datasets. For example, one of these metrics, betweenness centrality is a graphic
based theoretical feature that defines a node’s importance in the network (Chen, 2006)
and this information indicates the possible key points in the study field (Freeman, 1978).
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During the analysis of network and its cluster structure, metrics like burst strength,
modularity value and silhouette scores provide objective information regarding the
studied literature.
Secondly, with the visualization analysis of relationships between authors and
articles, this thesis presents understandings in to patterns of actor interactions and cluster
structures of focused research field. The interactions between authors and their studies
provide understandings about a research field(Hu & Racherla, 2008). Clustering feature
that applied in this study shows the key papers that have similar topics (Chen, 2006) These
clusters exposes the structural holes among them therefore they point out potential study
fields. Clustering also shows the gap closer studies that plays a bridge role between
different clusters.
Lastly, the outcomes of the visualization technique used that is been used in this
study gives rich data display by colouring the clusters, patterns, networks. Besides, this
analysis not only presents the citation network, it also provides a view on country and
author collaborations as well as co-occurences of keywords and citation burst values of
important papers in the field. Therefore, gives insights about the history of trends and
patterns in the field. (Chen, 2006).
The thesis also provides contribution of intellectual structure of SNTR field by
presenting insights. The outcomes of study will be explained with by following the
research objectives that have been mentioned earlier in the thesis.
The objective of this research was to discover the evaluation of keywords in
SNTR. The co-occurrence analysis of keywords pointed out the keywords with highest
frequent of occurring and investigating the trends and new research topics in the field. The
findings present that studies on SNTR evolved starting from general topics (e.g. social
network, network, tourism) to more particularly focused topics (e.g. travel behavior,
tourist attraction) as more studies occurred in the field in years.
The second and third objective in this study was connected with each other and it
was discovering the collaborations of authors in general and collaborations of authors
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inside a country to provide a better comprehension about the social network of the
research. The author collaboration analysis among authors argued to be related with the
geographical and institutional proximities of these authors (Baggio et al., 2008). Country
collaboration presents similarities with author networks and its dominated by USA, Spain,
Australia, and United Kingdom.
The fourth research objective was visualizing and mapping the intellectual
structure based on the analysis of most impactful studies that are cited by researchers. For
this purpose, various research trends and opportunities for future studies have been
discovered. The analysis not only highlights the most cited papers, in the same time, it
provides information about gap closers that are filling the structural holes in the SNTR
field. Its highly possible that these gap closing papers will be continued to be cited by
upcoming studies in the field. Above-mentioned structural holes in SNTR field indicates
possible study areas for future research. The relationship network of impactful studies
exposes the invisible actors in the SNTR field (Becher & Trowler, 2001; Tribe, 2010).
Nine major clusters identified with detailed information about their member numbers,
network structure qualities and names of these clusters. Analysis indicated that new
clusters focus on the effects of social media and social network in tourism. The cluster
network presents that future research will be most likely in Cluster#0 and Cluster#1.
Even though some prior theoretical or conceptual studies are still being cited
frequently in the field, a considerable amount of recent studies focused on case studies
about specific social media tools and their effect in tourism such as Yu (2019). These
studies concerned more on a social network created by social media. Therefore, recent
papers tend to be more active on connecting with other cluster#0 and Cluster1 members.
As a result, there is a big distinction between cluster 0-1-3 and others in the field. Thus,
future studies can be a bridge between these cluster by focusing different sub fields.
The results have effects on SNTR research and the knowledge process in tourism
field in general. For the field, software based bibliometric analyze and visualization tools
(CiteSpace in this case), allows users to use a variety of beneficial features which can be
applied with the purpose of studying specific tourism research topics. These tools can be
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used to present a more unbiased and broad view of network structure, evolution of the
field and patterns in knowledge domain (Denyer & Tranfield, 2006), and therefore, they
can provide insights to newcomers of the research field about important authors or studies
of research field (Benckendorff & Zehrer, 2013).
However, while this thesis contributes to the field, there is also some limitations
that needs to be pointed out.
First and the biggest limitation of this thesis is the fact that its scope being limited
with specific journals. Even though journals are selected by their impact factors, this study
excludes other works related with tourism that published outside of these journals such as
papers from non-truism journals, books etc.). Although this limitation was necessary
because of time and resource concerns, as McKercher (2008) states, focusing solely on
journals can cause undervaluing the contributions provided by researchers who are
focusing book writing. Co-citation analysis reduces the effects of this limitation to some
degree by containing a wide range of cited sources. Additionally, this thesis limited with
English-Language journals only. Gall et al. (2015) describes this limitation as a weakness.
For example, Spain is one of the most active countries in the field. But there could be
missing contributions of Spain to the field in the study, as there is a big likelihood of some
literature being published in Spanish. China and papers published in Chinese is also
another example of this limitation.
Second limitation is related with CiteSpace software. Using CiteSpace also brings
some limitations. As an example, CiteSpace doesn’t have an understandable standard on
database selection. It also doesn’t provide enough information on threshold selection and
optimal settings for the data that user wants to analyze including the number of node and
links that needs to be included in the network. Users need to adjust the settings by
following the previous paper guidance or making tryouts until achieving an optimal
network. Therefore, based different settings, visualized networks can present slight
differences. However, CiteSpace is very consistent when it is running the same data with
same settings. This consistency increases the stability and trustworthiness of research
findings in a field but the data and setting information of studies are most of the time not
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shared by researchers. Additionally, creating static images in CiteSpace (such as the
graphics in this study) has some limitations. While user of the CiteSpace can explore the
network detailly from cluster networks to connections of each individual node (e.g. author
or paper), readers can’t examine this network with same detail.
Lastly, some limitations may be related with the interpretation of findings.
Therefore, the dataset and settings that used during the analysis of the network in this
thesis can be discussed with experts in the field. For example, Chen (2006) reached the
domain experts and asked their verification of the network he created with CiteSpace to
verify his findings. However, as a result of time and resource concerns this verification
couldn’t achieved.
In conclusion, research in SNTR field is growing and maturing since 1990. Studies
are evolved from broad topics to more specific subjects. The journals in the field are active
and have high impacts in tourism field therefore the quality of research is also high. There
are gaps in the field but with the collaboration of SNTR researchers in the future, the
likelihood of these gaps is closing is relatively high. Therefore, the author of this thesis
hopes that this study can provide a contribution to the field in terms of understanding the
historical process of intellectual structure and points out its future direction.
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