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Epistemic communities in Knowledge Organization: An 
analysis of the NASKO meetings proceedings 
 
Abstract 
Epistemic communities can be understood as networks of knowledge-based experts that hold in common a 

set of principled and causal beliefs, have shared notions of validity, exchange knowledge, and shape, 

demarcate, and articulate the identities of present and future knowledge producers. In Knowledge 

Organization, epistemic communities have been likened to the term “domain” in the domain-analytic 

paradigm. Acknowledging the important role that ISKO C-US, the International Society for Knowledge 

Organization: Chapter for Canada and United States, plays in the international production of scientific 

knowledge, we aim to characterize this epistemic community based on the publications of the five North 

American Symposium on Knowledge Organization (NASKO) meetings proceedings. The results allow us to 

conclude that the ISKO C-US community is a productive, dialogical, and a continuously well-developed 

community with a well-balanced trajectory between an epistemological dimension, in search of its theoretical 

and methodological bases, and a social dimension, considering different cultural backgrounds. These aspects 

demarcate and shape the road for future research on knowledge organization 
 

Introduction 

Knowledge Organization (KO) is concerned with the conceptualization of social 

practices and activities related to the access to knowledge, providing tools for the 

processing and management of the information use. KO covers phenomena related to 

the structure, disposition, access, and dissemination of knowledge that is produced, 

recorded, and socialized in such a way that others can appropriate it and create new 

knowledge, in an infinite helical movement (Barité 2001). 

As a field with competitors and different approaches in the communication and 

exchange of knowledge (Hjørland 2008, 2016), it seems necessary to better understand 

the constitution and internal relations of the domain, an aspect that can be studied, 

among other means, by the identification of the epistemic communities. The study of 

the epistemic communities of areas that are in the process of consolidation, as it is the 



2 
 

case of KO, has been proposed to measure their impact on society and the academia 

(Guimarães et al. 2015). 

Epistemic communities can be understood as networks of knowledge-based experts 

that “not only hold in common a set of principled and causal beliefs but also have 

shared notions of validity and a shared policy enterprise. Their authoritative claim to 

policy-relevant knowledge in a particular domain is based on their recognized expertise 

within that domain” (Haas 1992, 16). Epistemic communities not only produce and 

disseminate knowledge, but they also, among other things, “shape, demarcate, and 

articulate the identities of present and future knowledge producers; and they shape 

individual and collective trajectories on which the latter navigate” (Meyer and 

Molyneux-Hodgson 2010). Epistemic communities influence the scientific knowledge 

that is produced, as well as the scientific field in which they are immersed. 

In KO, epistemic communities have been likened to the term “domain” in the 

domain-analytic paradigm (e.g., Mustafa El Hadi 2015), indeed, the aforementioned 

characteristics of epistemic community converges with the definitions of the related 

concepts of domain and discourse communities given by Smiraglia (2012, 111-112): 

“[a domain] must be a group with a coherent ontology, which implies also a shared 

epistemology […] All [both domain, discourse community, and also invisible colleges] 

suggest some sort of social networking among participant scholars.” However, 

Smiraglia also noted some differences between these concepts: “the concept of 

"domain" suggests intellectual boundaries, and the concept of "discourse community" 

suggests an active exchange of information.” In this paper, as we focus on the 

configuration of an epistemic community in KO, we work with the exchange of 

intellectual information between scholars (in the form of citations), an aspect that also 

shapes and conforms the domain. 

Acknowledging the important role that ISKO C-US, the International Society for 

Knowledge Organization: Chapter for Canada and United States, has been playing in 

the international production of scientific knowledge, we aim to characterize this 

epistemic community based on the publications of the five North American 

Symposium on Knowledge Organization (NASKO) meetings proceedings. 
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Methodology 

Our approach to the study of the epistemic communities can be considered a domain 

analysis that combines the bibliometric, epistemological, and the study of structures 

and institutions in scientific communication approaches (Hjørland 2002). 

We worked with the universe of 78 papers published in the proceedings of the five 

NASKO meetings held thus far (2007, 2009, 2011, 2013, and 2015), focusing on the 

authors, affiliations, and references of each. First, we analyzed the authors in order to 

characterize the actors in the epistemic community based on their interrelations (co-

authorships) and institutional contexts. Then, we analyzed the sources (cited authors) in 

order to determine their influences and theoretical convergences (exchanges and 

sharing of information) using co-citation analysis as a domain analytic technique 

(Castanha & Grácio 2014). For the citation analysis, two of the papers were discarded 

as they did not include references. This made a sample of 76 papers and a total of 1,226 

cited authors (excluding self-citations and corporate entities). For the determination of 

the number of most cited authors we used the authors with at least five citations, an 

average of one citation per conference, resulting in 43 authors. For the graphical 

representation of the networks we used the software Pajek. 

 

Results and discussion 

There is a total of 82 authors in the universe of the 78 papers. 52 papers (66%) 

belong to authors with only US affiliations, 16 papers (20%) belong to authors with 

only Canadian affiliations, and four papers (6%) belong to authors with affiliations of 

countries outside North America (Brazil and the Netherlands). In six papers (8%), there 

was a collaboration between authors with affiliations of two or more countries (US-

China, US-Brazil-Spain, US-Spain, and US-Canada). The most productive authors are: 

Smiraglia (seven papers), Tennis (five papers), Dousa and Green (four papers each), 

Beak, Campbell, Fox, Guimarães, Kipp, La Barre, and Pimentel (three papers each), 

Edwards, Hoffman, Hudon, Loehrlein, Martínez-Ávila, Milani, Olson, Pattuelli, 

Hajibayova, and Szostak (two papers each), and a long tail of 48 authors with just one 

paper. Figure 1 shows the most productive authors (in green) in relation to the authors 

that participated in their papers (in red). The most productive authors in red on the 
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upper left corner of the figure present no ties to anyone as they did not co-author any 

paper.  

 

Figure 1: Co-authorship network of the NASKO proceedings 

 

The most productive affiliations, considering only those authors with a minimum of 

three papers, are: University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee (17 papers), University of 

Washington (seven papers), São Paulo State University (five papers), University of 

Western Ontario (six papers), and Indiana University - Bloomington, Université de 

Montréal, Texas Woman’s University, and University of British Columbia (three 

papers each). 

The most cited authors are: Hjørland (49 citations), Olson, (35 citations), 

Ranganathan (23 citations), Mai (19 citations), Svenonius (16 citations), Beghtol (18 

citations), Albrechtsen (13 citations each), Cutter and Miksa (11 citations each), Gnoli, 

and Tennis (11 citations each), Berman, Broughton, and Smiraglia (10 citations eachs), 

Bates, Feinberg, Gardin, López-Huertas, Navarro, and Star (nine citations each), 

Berners-Lee, Jacob, and Vickery (eight citations each), Bowker, Dewey, Foucault, La 

Barre, and Taylor (seven citations each), Barsalou, Bliss, Chan,  Foskett,  Joudrey, 

Kaiser, Kwaśnik, and Pejtersen (six citations each), and Andersen, Campbell, Green, 

Rosch, Saracevic, Tillett, and Wilson (five citations each). Of this sample of 371 

citations, 237 (64%) correspond to authors with affiliations in the US or Canada. This 

reveals that the NASKO community is very productive - and recognized - in relation to 

the KO literature and its influence in future research. On the other hand, the presence of 
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36% of the authors of foreign affiliation also reveals a concern with an international 

enrichment of the research, drawing on authors from a wide range of countries, notably 

European (Denmark, France, Italy, Spain, and United Kingdom), and also India. 

Figure 2 shows the citation network of the most productive authors (in red) and the 

most cited authors (in green). Some of the strongest connections include Hoffman-

Olson, Guimarães-Gardin, Smiraglia-Hjørland, Smiraglia-Navarro, Martínez-Ávila-

Navarro, Dousa-Hjørland, Milani-López-Huertas, Fox-Olson, Tennis-Ranganathan, 

and La Barre-Ranganathan. Among these relations it is possible to identify not only 

schools of thought and academic interests, but also, in some cases, adviser-student 

relationships. In the case of Tillet, she appears with no relational ties and isolated in the 

network as she was not cited by any of the most productive authors. 

 

Figure 2: Citation network of the NASKO proceedings 

 

There are six authors that simultaneously stand as the most productive and most 

cited ones: Hope Olson (with three papers and 30 citations), Richard Smiraglia (with 

seven papers and nine citations), Joseph Tennis (with six papers and five citations), 

Kathryn La Barre (with three papers and seven citations), Rebecca Green (with four 

papers and five citations), and Grant Campbell (with three papers and five citations). 

Thus, there is an epistemic community in NASKO that not only shapes and affects the 
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literature, but also it is recognized by peers. This community is well distributed 

regionally in organizations such as the University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee (US), 

University of Washington (US), University of Illinois (US), the Library of Congress 

(US), and University of Western-Ontario (Canada). 

It should be noted that 16 authors (39% of the selected group), summing 227 

citations (49% of their citations), namely Albrechtsen, Beghtol, Berman, Campbell, 

Feinberg, Foucault, Hjørland, Kwaśnik, López-Huertas, Mai, Olson, Rosch, Smiraglia, 

Star, Tennis, and Wilson, show a strong tie with the socio-cognitive and cultural 

dimension of KO in their publications. This aspect seems to flag this dimension as a 

key area for KO and as a research trend. Other examples of this include: previous 

North American initiatives such as the three conferences on "The Ethics of Knowledge 

Organization," organized by Hope Olson and Richard Smiraglia at the University of 

Wisconsin-Milwaukee in 2009, 2012, and 2015; the theme "Culture and identity in 

knowledge organization" of the 2008 ISKO International meeting, held in Montréal and 

led by Clément Arsenault and Joseph Tennis; as well as the theme of the 2013 NASKO 

Conference: "Transition cultures, transition KO." 

It is also interesting to note that Hjørland and Olson together gather 18% of all 

citations. The third most cited author, Ranganathan, received about half of the citations 

of each of them. The analysis of the citations of these two authors also reveals eight 

papers (four by each), that accumulate 54% of the total citations received by Olson and 

46% of the total citations received by Hjørland, suggesting their seminal character for 

the NASKO epistemic community and the KO field. 

The citations received by Hjørland are distributed among 26 works, mostly 

concentrated on four works: seven citations refer to domain analysis (Hjørland & 

Albrechtsen 1995), and twelve citations refer to the epistemological dimension of KO, 

in relation to its conceptual aspects (Hjørland 2003, 2008) and more specifically to 

concept theory (Hjørland 2009). 

As for the citations received by Olson, these are distributed among 17 works, mostly 

concentrated on four works: seven citations refer to the power to name (Olson 2002), 

five citations refer to need for a classificatory space for marginalized communities 

(Olson 1998), four citations refer to the question of "objectivity" in KO (Olson & 
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Schlegl 2001), and three citations refer to the contribution of feminism to KO (Olson 

2007). All these citations fall under the cultural dimension of KO. 

Although the co-citation network is very dense, it is possible to identify some groups 

of authors that are being co-cited (Figure 3). Within the network, Navarro is an 

exceptional case as he appears in the network due to the total number of citations that 

he received (in co-citation with Foucault) but he was only cited by one paper 

(Martínez-Ávila & Smiraglia 2013). Hjørland, Olson, and Ranganathan are key actors 

in the network as they are on the list of the most cited authors. Hjørland was cited in 

practically every paper analyzed and co-cited with 39 out of the 43 most cited authors. 

In the case of Svenonius, although she is not among the most cited authors, she was co-

cited with 36 of the most cited authors, something it is also relevant. In relation to the 

content of the co-cited papers, six papers co-cite Hjørland and Olson in relation to 

cultural approaches from a socio-cognitive perspective: five papers on sex and gender 

in KO, sexual health, feminism, and diversity (Hoffman 2009; Fox 2011; McTavish & 

Fortier 2011; Milani & Guimarães 2011; Szostak 2013), and a paper on the theoretical 

basis of knowledge organization systems (Dousa 2015). This central role of Hjørland 

and Olson in the socio-cognitive and cultural dimension of KO literature is seconded 

by the fact that two thirds of the citations received by Hjørland and Olson occurred in 

the NASKO meetings of 2011 and 2013, whose themes leaned to this dimension, in 

search of an expansion of horizons and the recognition of a cultural dynamism in KO. 
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Figure 3: co-citation network of the NASKO proceedings 

 

Conclusion 

ISKO C-US - the International Society for Knowledge Organization: Chapter for 

Canada and United States - has been paving its scientific trajectory for five events so 

far, whose proceedings allowed the identification of an epistemic community with 

strong cohesion and dialogues (exchange of information in the form of citations). These 

characteristics are reflected in the fact that there is a core of authors that are 

considerably productive (citing authors), and, at the same time, sources of information 

(cited authors). This shows the consolidation of a scientific community in which 

individuals network, share a common set of knowledge, and also shape the domain. 

Within the community, there is also an international openness and sensibility that does 

not exclude the participation and influence of individuals outside the NASKO context 

(as evidenced by the citations to foreign authors). 

In terms of affiliations, the following universities stand out as the most active ones 

in the community: University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee, University of Washington, 

University of Western Ontario, Indiana University - Bloomington, Université de 

Montréal, Texas Woman’s University, and University of British Columbia. As for the 

authors that provide more information to the scientific production of the community, 

Birger Hjørland and Hope Olson appear as key sources with 18% of all received 

citations, and also a high rate of co-citations, especially in relation to the theoretical-



9 
 

conceptual and socio-cognitive aspects of KO (Hjørland) and the cultural aspects of 

KO (Olson). 

These aspects allow us to conclude that the ISKO C-US community is a productive, 

dialogical, and a continuously well-developed community with a well-balanced 

trajectory between an epistemological dimension, in search of its theoretical and 

methodological bases, and a social dimension, considering different cultural 

backgrounds. These aspects demarcate and shape the road for future research on 

knowledge organization. Thus, it is concluded that the ISKO C-US community has 

been playing a very important role among the ISKO chapters. 
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