A Comparative Analysis of Research on LIS Information
Behavior and Health Information Seeking Behavior
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ABSTRACT

Information behavior (IB) research in LIS and Health Information Seeking Behavior (HISB)
in Health Medicine are two subject areas of research that have matured in the past few decades.
This research aimed to compare these two research areas using a bibliometric approach. To
conduct this study two distinct datasets were created using the Scopus database: a) bibliographic
records of IB in the LIS domain, and b) bibliographic records of the HISB domain. The bibliometric
analysis was performed according to the following criteria: published papers, citations, journal
articles, author keywords, unique words in the title, words preceding “information” in the title,
words preceding “study’ in the title, and author keywords along with index keywords. As a
result, the major differences in the two IB research areas were evident in terms of definitions,
main focus, and general demographic groups. These varying types of differences suggest that
researchers of the two areas should have flexibility when examining issues related to IB by
considering the context and the unique distinction between the two fields.
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1. Introduction

Information behavior (IB) is a general term that
refers to a variety of methods people employ to
discover and gain access to information resources.
IB is an important issue in all areas of human society
and have emerged as a noteworthy subject area
in two notable fields of study - library and in-
formation science (LIS) and Health and Medicine
(H&M). In LIS, IB has become a core subject area
that has attracted many researchers, particularly
in the past three decades (Bawden 2006; Case 2016;
Wilson 2010). Consequently, a vast number of IB
research papers have been produced. One possible
reason for this is that IB can be examined within
a variety of subjects and contexts. Two notable
research domains of IB research are LIS and H&M
(Kim 2017; Wilson 2018). IB is similar in each
field, but approaches, research methodologies, and
primary concerns often differ from one to another
due to the characteristics of each field. By compar-
ing the two research domains, it is possible to under-
stand the fundamental uniqueness of each research
area.

Notable previous studies highlight similarities and
differences of the two research domains. Previous
research on IB in LIS generally focused on in-
formation retrieval (Belkin 1993; Ingwersen 1996),
information seeking (Marchionini 1989; Krikelas
1983; Greifeneder 2014; Buente and Robbin 2008;
Case 2016), models, (Kuhlthau 1993; Wilson 1999),
theories (Fisher 2005; Spink 2006; Jamali 2013),

conceptual frameworks (Pettigrew 2001), contexts

and situations (Courtright 2007), information needs
(Savolainen 2012), information practice (Savolainen
2007), information literacy, and methodologies
(Gaston 2017; Gonzalez-Teruel et al. 2015; Vakkari
2008).

On the other hand, previous research on IB in
H&M has mainly been conducted in terms of health
information seeking behavior (HISB). HISB is an
umbrella term used to describe individuals’ behavior
in obtaining health-related information. Although this
is a generally accepted term in the H&M discipline,
scholars slightly differ in defining the focal points
of HISB. Lambert and Loiselle (2007) and Weaver
et al. (2010) pointed out that the concept of HISB
is universally used in the context of illness and well-
ness information. Detlefsen (1998) observed that re-
search of IB in the medical disciplines is generally
concerned with physicians, multi-disciplinary groups
of health professionals, medical students and faculty,
nurses and other allied health personnel, life scientists,
and basic science researchers. Cutilli (2010) narrowed
the scope of HISB and pointed out that the concept
of HISB focuses on how patients obtain information.
Nonetheless, the general consensus is that HISB fo-
cuses on issues related to public health and health
literacy (Maheswarappa and Bhadrashetty 2015;
Serensen et al. 2012; Nutbeam 2008), and HISB re-
search is directed towards understanding behavior
of specific demographic groups in finding health in-
formation (Longo 2005; Kim 2012; Lee 2018) as
well as the use of internet as an information source
(Morahan-Martin 2004; Younger 2010; Jacobs, Amuta,
and Jeon 2017; Li et al. 2015).
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Although HISB may seem different from IB in
LIS, there are some common elements that occur
in previous research. For example, the role of public
libraries could be a common concern between the
two research domains as investigated by Pettigrew
et al. (2001). This commonality between the two
fields has not been scrutinized in detail using empiri-
cal data. Although IB in both LIS and HISB is con-
ceptually similar, each area has contrasting interests
and subject matters.

Hence, the objective of this paper was to compare
the IB research in LIS with HISB research as the
results could provide valuable insights for under-
standing various areas of research, while possible areas
of interaction between the two areas of research could
be assessed. The wealth of research in both domains
allows us to evaluate the relevance of certain topical
areas of the research. The extent of IB research in
other disciplines was examined by Kim (2017), Wilson
(2018), and Gonzalez-Teruel (2015). Similarly, this
paper uses a bibliometric approach to examine the
current state of LIS IB research and HISB research.
In particular, this paper identifies various common
elements as well as the differences between the two

research domains.

2. Methodology

A bibliometric approach, along with network anal-
ysis, was used to conduct this research. To conduct
this study, the relevant bibliographic record for years
from 2001 to 2018 was extracted using the Scopus

database. Two distinct datasets were created: a) bib-
liographic records of IB research articles, and b)
bibliographic records of HISB research articles. The
first dataset was created based on the journals that
were categorized in Library and Information Science
in the Scopus database.

A total of 195 LIS journals indexed in the 2017
Scimago Journal & Country Rank (https://www.
scimagojr.com/) were included in this dataset.
Similarly, using the 2017 Scimago Journal & Country
Rank, the second dataset was created based on 563
journals that were categorized in Health Professions.
The search query required appropriate terms and the
appropriate selection of bibliographic attributes.
There are some closely related concepts that are fre-
quently used in IB research. These include: in-
formation behavior, information seeking, information
needs, and information searching. Gonzalez-Teruel
et al. (2015) and Kim (2017) used such conceptual
notions as search terms. Similarly, in this study, the
following IB search related terms were searched
against the title and keyword fields. These include:
“Information seeking”, “information behavior”,
“Information behaviour”, “Information seeking be-
havior”, “Information seeking behaviour”, “user stud-
ies”, “user study”, “information practice™”, “information
sharing behavior”, “information sharing behaviour”,
“information searching behavior”, “information

REINNT3

searching behaviour”, “information use behavior”,
“information use behaviour”, and “information needs.”

Then, various sub-datasets were created according
to specific field types, and the sub-datasets were

analyzed in terms of the number of publications,
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authorship, the number of journals publishing re-
search on IB, frequently used terms and country of
affiliation. The bibliometric analysis was performed
according to the following criteria: published papers,
citations, journal articles, author keywords, unique
words in the title, words used preceding “information”
in the title, and author keywords along with index
keywords. Visualization of author keywords has been
used to gain insights into the topical areas and charac-
teristics of the two domain areas. Furthermore, a
frequency analysis of author keywords and index
keywords was conducted to reveal additional charac-
teristics of IB in H&M research. Lastly, various bib-
liographic attributes containing the country names
were examined using the Unix based scripting tools
such awk in order to determine the extent of country

related research.
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3. Results

3.1 Yearly Growth of Journal Articles
on IB in LIS and HISB

A total of 1522 records was retrieved for IB re-
search in LIS, whereas 2288 records were retrieved
for HISB research in H&M. To examine the journal
articles on IB in LIS and HISB in more detail, it
is useful to investigate the yearly growth of the jour-
nals in the past two decades. Figure 1 displays the
growth of journal papers. As shown, the growth of
papers on IB has increased steadily over the years.
Papers in both areas of research showed similar num-
bers at the beginning of 2001, but since then the
growth of HISB research papers has increased at
a faster rate than that of IB in LIS. The regression
line suggests the growth pattern is mostly consistent
along the line. Regardless of the field of IB research,
based on previous studies (Kim 2017; Wilson 2018),
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{Figure 1> Yearly Growth of Journal Articles on IB and HISB
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the steady growth of IB related publications was
predicted beforehand.

There were a few overlapping areas between the
two disciplines in some journals but these journals
were of minor significance compared to the overall
publications. Thus these journals were not dis-
tinguished in creating the datasets and they were

categorized in both categories.

3.2 Citation Rate of IB Papers in LIS
and HISB Papers in H&M

Citation counts of IB research in LIS and HISB

research were compared in order to gain insights

into the varying types of research conducted in each
domain. Table 1 shows descriptive statistics of papers
published on IB in the LIS and HISB domains. The
fact that there is a vast number of papers in this
area is indicative of IB’s importance in both research
domains. As shown, the mean and median citations
of IB in LIS research are higher than those in the
HISB research domain. The maximum in the HISB
domain is much higher than that of IB research in
LIS. Also, the standard deviation is higher in HISB
research than in IB in LIS research. However, the
mean and median citation counts of IB research are
higher in LIS than in HISB research.

Figure 2 depicts the yearly growth of the citation

(Table 1) Descriptive Statistics of Citations

Research Domain N Mean Median Min Max STD
IB in LIS 1521 179 7 0 269 29.0
HISB in H&M 2288 15.8 6 0 385 36.5
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(Figure 2> Yearly Trend of Median Citation Count of IB Related Papers, 2001-2018
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count of IB research papers in LIS and HISB research
papers. Alternatively, to avoid the problems asso-
ciated with the outliers, the median citation count
was considered rather than the average citation count.
The figure indicates that the papers published on
IB research in LIS tend to last longer in terms of
citation counts compared to those on HISB research.
As shown, the median citation count of IB in LIS
papers is higher than that of papers on HISB research,
especially for papers published between 2001 and
2009. The median citation counts of IB papers in
the LIS domain peaked in 2002. The median citation
count of papers displayed on the linear regression
line indicates that the growth rate of the citation of
IB research is higher than that of HISB research
in the H&M domain. There is no substantial difference
between average citation until 2009. Nonetheless,
the underlying reasons for the higher citations are
difficult to pinpoint as there are many factors asso-
ciated with the citation counts (Bornmann and Hans-

Dieter 2008).

3.3 Journals Publishing IB and HISB
Research

Some journals published substantially more pa-
pers on the subjects related to IB than others. Table
4 shows the top 10 journals with the highest amount
of papers on LIS IB and HISB. In this table, the
number of papers, total citation count, and the me-
dian citation count are shown. The top journal in
terms of all three variables is the Journal of the

Association for Information Science and Technology,

which was formerly referred to as the Journal of
the American Society for Information Science and
Technology. The Journal of Health Communication
appeared in both lists due to being an inter-dis-
ciplinary journal.

The median citation count in this case is useful
to measure the journals’ published papers’ ability
to obtain citations. In the case of Library Philosophy
and Practice, a vast number of papers on IB was
published but received relatively low overall citations
- the median citation number is 0. In the HISB domain,
the Journal of Medical Internet Research published
the largest number of papers, and Patient Education
and Counseling received the highest total number
of citations and the highest median citations.
Compared to H&M journals, LIS journals shown in
this table published more papers and received more

citations.

3.4 Highly Cited Papers in IB and HISB
Research

Highly cited papers can reveal the profile of a
research domain and give a historical perspective
of a research domain (Chuang and Ho 2015). As
for the benefits of reviewing highly cited papers,
those belonging to two distinct research domains
can be differentiated in terms of the subjects, the
types of information seeking, and the types of in-
formation sources. In this study, a comparison of
the top 10 highly cited papers on IB in LIS and
HISB was made in terms of citations and topical

areas.
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(Table 2> Top 10 Journals Publishing IB and HISB Research

Type Journal Total No. of Totgl Medi}an
Papers Citation Citation
Information Research 169 2441 6
Journal of Documentation 155 2610 7
Jogrnal of the American Society for Information® 191 1524 3
Science and Technology
Library Philosophy and Practice 113 159 0
LIS Information Processing and Management 90 3765 23
Journals on | Journal of the Association for Information Science and
IB Technology™ 82 705 6
Journal of Health Communication 80 1756 9.5
Library and Information Science Research 71 2067 23
Journal of Information Science 66 1139 115
Journal of Academic Librarianship 47 1204 16
Total 994 20370 134
Journal of Medical Internet Research 97 2281 13
Health Information and Libraries Journal 93 1091 6
Patient Education and Counseling 80 3446 26
Journal of Health Communication 76 1759 11
Journal of Cancer Education 49 500 4
JOUIEIEO“ AMIA Symposium 12 279 2
International Journal of Medical Informatics 39 1320 13
Journal of the Medical Library Association 33 1028 16
Supportive Care in Cancer 25 478 13
Medical Reference Services Quarterly 24 123 4
Total 558 12305 108

Note: * these two journals are essentially the same but categorized differently due to name changes.

As shown in Table 3, the top 10 papers in HISB
received generally higher frequency counts than LIS
IB papers. The paper on avoidance versus seeking
authored by Case et al. (2005) received the highest
citation count (269 citations) in the IB in LIS domain.
On the other hand, the paper on consumer health
information seeking authored by Cline and Haynes
(2001) received the highest citation counts (885 cita-
tions) in the HISB domain. The papers that appear
in both domains were published in inter-disciplinary

journals and are shown in shaded rows. The highly

cited papers on IB in the LIS domain addressed vary-
ing aspects of information seeking, assessment, social
capital and knowledge, information retrieval, in-
formation practices, and information sharing. On the
other hand, the highly cited papers in the HISB do-
main dealt with the following subject matters: Internet
HISB, cancer-related HISB and information source,
diabetes information, research methods, information
sharing, and HISB of health professionals. In both
domains, papers dealt with various aspects of in-

formation seeking.
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(Table 3> Top 10 Highly Cited Papers on Information Behavior
Domain | RANK Authors Title Year Journal Cited
Case D.O., Andrews J.E., AVOldlng. Versus §eeklngi The relatlonshlp of Journal of the Medical
1 information seeking to avoidance, blunting, | 2005 . . 269
Johnson J.D., Allard S.L. . ; Library Association
coping, dissonance, and related concepts
9 Foster A. Ford N. Serep@pty and information seeking: An 2003 Journal of ‘ 249
empirical study Documentation
Developing a unifying framework of Information Processin
3 Hilligoss B., Rieh S.Y. | credibility assessment: Construct, heuristics, | 2008 o 227
. o and Management
and interaction in context
Information-seeking behavior in Generation Journal of Academic
4 Weiler A. Y students: Motivation, critical thinking, and | 2005 Lo . 219
. Librarianship
learning theory
B Miranda S.M., Saunders | The social construction of meaning: An Information Systems
: 5 . ) . . . 2003 216
in CS. alternative perspective on information sharing Research
LIS 6 Robert Jr. L.P., Dennis | Social capital and knowledge integration in 2008 Information Systems 209
AR., Ahuja MK. digitally enabled teams Research
7 Hansen P.. Jirvelin K. Collaborgtwel Infor.mahon Retrleval in an 2005 Information Processing 195
information-intensive domain and Management
3 McKenzie P.J. A model of m_formahon practlces in accounts 2003 Journal of ' 194
of everyday-life information seeking Documentation
Information-sharing in public organizations:
9 Yang T.-M., Maxwell | A literature review of interpersonal, 2011 Government 184
N T.A. intra-organizational and inter-organizational Information Quarterly
success factors
10 Li Y. Belkin N.J. A faceted approach_to conceptualizing tasks 2008 Information Processing 173
in information seeking and Management
1 Cline RJ.W., Haynes Consumer health information seeking on the 2001 Health Education 885
K.M. internet: The state of the art Research
. ) Information needs of patients with cancer:
2 ienkslzzl \g Fallowfield Results from a large study in UK cancer | 2001 | British Journal of Cancer | 578
" : centres
Rutten L.JF., Arora Information needs and sources of information Patient Education and
3 NK. Bakos AD. Azz N. | among cancer patients: A systematic review | 2005 Counselin 541
Rowland J. of research (1980-2003) &
Influences, usage, and outcomes of Internet International Journal of
4 Rice RE. health information searching: Multivariate | 2006 . . 387
Medical Informatics
results from the Pew surveys
Greene J.A., Choudhry | Online social networking by patients with Journal of General
5 NK., Kilabuk E., Shrank | diabetes: A qualitative evaluation of 2011 o 365
L . Internal Medicine
HISB W.H. communication with Facebook
Daudt HML, Van | Lrhancing the scoping study methodology: BMC Medical Research
6 Mossel C.. Seoft SJ A large, inter-professional team'’s experience | 2013 Methodology 301
” o with Arksey and O'Malley's framework
Case DO, Andrews JE, | Avoiding versus seeldng: The relationship of Journal of the Medical
7 information seeking to avoidance, blunting, | 2005 . . 269
Johnson J.D., Allard SL. . . Library Association
coping, dissonance, and related concepts
g | Lambert SD. Loiselle | o1, insormation-seeking behavior o007 | Qualitative Health 28
CG. Research
Rosenthal A, Mork P, Li Cloud computing: A new business paradigm Journal of Biomedical
9 M.H., Stanford J., . B . : 2010 . 215
for biomedical information sharing Informatics
Koester D., Reynolds P.
10 Davies K. The information-seeking behaviour of 2007 Health Information and 193

doctors: A review of the evidence

Libraries Journal
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3.5 Visualization of the Author
Keywords

Visualization of author keywords has been com-
monly used to gain insights into the topical areas
and characteristics of a research domain (Gonzalez,
Luis-Millan et al. 2018; Su and Lee 2010; Zancanaro,
Todesco, and Ramos 2015). Using VOSViewer (Van
Eck and Waltman 2009), the maps of IB in LIS
and the HISB research domain are generated with
the author keywords as shown in Figure 3. In order
to visualize the author keywords using the network,
a selection of a limited number of keywords was
desirable. To select approximately the same number
of keywords for the IB and HISB domain, keywords
with a frequency of more than 7 appearances (45
keywords) were selected for the IB side, and key-
words with a frequency of more than 17 appearances
(43 keywords) were selected for the HISB side.

In this figure, the strength of the relationship among
the keywords is represented by their size. The fre-
quency count of author keywords is represented by
the size of the author keywords. In the IB research
domain, the author keywords show the following
themes: the source of information’ (e.g., “public li-
brary”), type of human subject (e.g., “students”),
sub-categories of human IB (e.g., “information re-
trieval”), service-oriented topics (e.g., “information
services”), and methods related to finding information
(e.g., “collaboration”). In contrast, in the HISB do-
main, the author keywords depict the following con-
cepts: human conditions (“quality of life”). health

information (e.g., “consumer health information”),

research methods (“qualitative research”), type of can-
cer (“breast cancer”), type of education (e.g., “patient
education”), and primary source of information (e.g.,
“internet”).

In sum, while there are similarities between the
two areas of research, the author keywords in HISB
show slightly different emphasis and concerns with
the use of terms related to health and medicine. In
comparison, the author keywords concerning li-
braries are present in LIS but not in the H&M side.
In contrast, with the exception of “nurses”, keywords
that concern health and diseases are not present on
the LIS side. Additionally, we can see that the Internet

is an important issue in H&M information research.

3.6 Unique Title Words

Some words in the field can signify topical areas
of research. The title words having a high frequency
in one domain but low frequency in an opposing
domain can be considered as unique title words be-
longing to domains with distinctive characteristics.
Table 4 shows the top 20 unique words that appear
in the title field for the two respective domain types.
To obtain the unique words, the title words in each
domain were ranked first based on the frequency
count. Then, the rank of the top unique words was
obtained by calculating the difference between the
frequency ranks of unique title words in LIS IB
and HISB. The rank of the top unique words in
this table depends on the rank difference between
the frequency count rank of the LIS domain and
the H&M domain. That is, the greater the difference
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in ranks, the higher the rank of top unique words
becomes.

Consequently, the most unique word in the LIS
domain was “affective”, whereas the most unique
word in HISB was “caregiver.” IB in the LIS domain
consisted mostly of words used in theories of IB
that discuss factors that influence it, such as affective
factors (Kuhlthau 2005; Nahl 2005), accessibility
of information sources (Fidel and Green 2004; Menon
1993), and boundary of context in IB (Agarwal, Xu,
and Poo 2009). Commonly used methodological ap-
proaches in LIS, such as “citation” also appeared.
In contrast, the HISB domain mostly consisted of
words related to health conditions, such as “cardiac”
and “caregiver.” To further reveal distinctive tenden-
cies of HISB research, some words on the HISB
side are highlighted on the right side of Table 4.
The most unique words used in HISB are health

and illness-related terms. Collectively, various fre-

177

quently used words in the title provide additional
insights into the type of IB research conducted in
each field. In this approach, some words that have
lesser content value, such as “the”, “of”, and “based”

have been removed from the list.

3.7 Preceding Words

Information seeking can be examined from many
different angles. Identifying the words that precede
other key terms, such as “information” and “study”,
can aid in depicting the types of works that are present
in the dataset. The adjectives indicate the type of
information that each domain commonly deals with.
Table 5 depicts the adjectives used to qualify the
word “information.” The listed phrases in this table
were searched against the title field or the author
keyword field. There are many words that are used

to qualify the word in the HISB research dataset.

(Table 4> Top 20 Frequently Used Unique Words in the Title Field

Top Unique Words in LIS Top Unique Words in HISB

Rank of Rank Rank Diff Rank Rank Diff
Top of of Between of of Between

Unique Word Freq. Freq. the Word Freq. Freq. the

Words Count Count Two Count | Count Two
(LIS) | (H&M) Ranks (LIS) | (H&M) Ranks

1 affective 268 4219 3951 caregiver 2733 68 2665

2 accessibility 463 4250 3787 carer 2732 106 2626

3 citation 204 3925 3721 accessing 2939 472 2467

4 capital 264 3969 3705 address 2925 537 2388

5 browsing 354 3993 3639 clinic 2694 314 2380

6 boundaries 458 4015 3557 control 2626 252 2374

7 company 350 3869 3519 assess 2840 467 2373

8 complexity 348 3858 3510 adoption 2923 611 2312

9 document 225 3668 3443 disorder 2516 207 2309

10 affordance 804 4217 3413 cardiac 2734 465 2269
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(Table 5> Top 10 Words Preceding the Term “Information”
RANK IB in LIS HISB
FREQ Word Preceding Information FREQ Word Preceding Information
1 115 | health information 850 | health information
2 53 collaborative information 82 cancer information
3 40 online information 74 patient information
4 36 international information 46 drug information
5 35 government information 38 online information
6 33 human information 30 medical information
7 25 patent information 28 clinical information
8 25 life information 23 unmet information
9 18 cancer information 14 risk information
10 12 electronic information 13 perceived information

Since more records are found in the dataset, the
frequency count of the matched words is higher than
that of IB in LIS in the title or the author keywords.
In contrast, most words in the HISB domain that
describe information are associated with health and
medical information. It is worth noting that some
words that are associated with HISB appear in LIS
as the top words (e.g., “health” and “cancer”). This
signifies the importance of HISB research even for
the journals related to the LIS field and demonstrates
the diffusion of the two research domains.

As shown in Table 6, the frequency count of index
keywords is higher than that of the author keywords
of LIS IB papers and HISB papers due to the number
of terms used to assign each paper. Table 6 is useful
in terms of viewing the types of studies that are asso-
ciated with the LIS IB research and HISB research.
The author keyword indicating the type of study that
appeared the most in HISB papers was “qualitative
study” (91 incidences).

Also, “cross-sectional study” was also more com-

mon in HISB (23 incidences). This supports the find-

ings in Anker et al. (2011). In IB in LIS, “case study”
appeared the most (49 incidences). The second most
frequent type of study mentioned was the “exploratory
study.” In terms of methodology, using preceding
words has a limitation since many authors are not
compelled to explicitly mention the type of conducted
studies. Despite this limitation, the result shown in
this table provides insight on the common type of

research conducted in LIS and H&M.

3.8 Author Keywords Versus Index
Keywords

As shown in Table 7, keywords are divided into
two types: author keywords and index keywords.
Author keywords are supplied by an author, whereas
index keywords are specified by an indexer. The ad-
vantage of using author keywords is that the authors
have better domain knowledge than indexers. However,
an indexer may have better knowledge in selecting
terms that could enhance the paper’s retrievability.

In general, the index keywords are controlled vocab-
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(Table 6> Top 10 Words Preceding the Word “Study”
IB in LIS HISB in H&M
RANK — - — -
FREQ Word Preceding “Study FREQ Word Preceding “Study
1 49 case study 91 qualitative study
2 22 exploratory study 23 cross-sectional study
3 17 empirical study 23 case study
4 15 user study 14 pilot study
5 12 qualitative study 14 exploratory study
6 4 longitudinal study 10 mixed-methods study
7 3 observational study 7 longitudinal study
8 3 field study 7 cohort study
9 3 comparative study 6 descriptive study
10 2 preliminary study 5 observational study
(Table 7> Top 20 Author Keywords and Index Keywords in HISB Research
Rank Author Keyword Index Keyword
a Keyword Frequency Keyword Frequency
1 information need 383(4.3%) | human 3516(5.8%)
2 | internet 205(2.3%) | female 2243(3.7%)
3 information seeking 170(2.3%) | male 1914(3.2%)
4 information seeking behavior 153(2.3%) | middle aged 1286(2.1%)
5 information sharing 118(1.3%) | article 1252(2.1%)
6 | cancer 86(1.3% adult 1208(2.0%)
7 information-seeking behavior 83(1.3% internet 1067(1.8%)
8 health information seeking 75(1.3% aged 880(1.5%)
9 consumer health information 67(1.3% questionnaire 783(1.3%)
10 | communication 66(1.3% information seeking 638(1.1%)

ularies by definition (Svenonius 1989). On the other
hand, each author is different in formulating the author
keywords (Babaii and Taase 2013). In the Scopus
database, we may assume that the index keywords
in H&M come from the terms used in Medical Subject
Headings (MESH) (Scopus Content Coverage Guide
2017). In particular, we can see that studies involving
different age groups and genders were the focal point
of the research. Also, different types of research were

evident in this figure. Nonetheless, a combination of

these keywords should be useful in domain analysis.
In this case, the keywords seem to be useful in determin-
ing the trends of IB in M&H research.

3.9 Keywords and Titles Containing
Country Names

IB research is often conducted at the country level
since the context of a country can be a worthy consid-

eration in IB research. For this reason, country names
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in the keywords or title signify the extent of research
concerning particular countries. It should be noted
that the index keywords are mainly used by journals
of H&M. Scopus provides the two types of keywords:
author keywords and index keywords. For H&M jour-
nals, index keywords are primarily produced by using
the MESH descriptors, which fundamentally differ
from the author keywords in terms of the number
of keywords and the way in which these words are
initially created. The past empirical studies examined
the differences between these types of keywords
(Gil-Leiva and Alonso-Arroyo 2007; Cho and Lee
2009; Lee and Moon 2000). Nevertheless, there were
a total of 755 keywords that identified certain countries.
In generating this list, varying country names were
normalized into one (e.g., USA to United States).

Various bibliographic attributes that contain the

256

128

Occurrences
=
(=]

country name are portrayed in Figure 4. This figure
is sorted from left to right based on the author key-
words of IB. The highest amount of LIS IB research
on a country level is linked to Nigeria. The result
suggests that IB research in LIS is also often con-
ducted in developing countries. These are most likely
empirical studies that mention the country name in
the title. The United States is mentioned less fre-
quently in the author keywords (11.5%) compared
to other countries. Despite the interesting result, a
limitation of using this approach must be mentioned.
In the case of the United States, authors may not
be compelled to explicitly mention the country name
in the title. This is due to the dominance of the
United States in the academic world. Thus, in the
case of this country, the figure is most likely an

inaccurate reflection of IB related research.
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{Figure 4) Frequency Count of Country Name in the Keywords
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As a whole, HISB index keywords indicate that
HISB research is more commonly produced within
Western countries. The results support the statement
made by Maheswarappa and Bhadrashetty (2015)
that HISB research is mostly conducted in Western
countries and on disease-oriented groups. In contrast
to IB, the frequency count of index keywords also
suggests that many published papers are related to
the United States. Meanwhile, the United Kingdom
ranked second in terms of index keywords of HISB
research. The result shown in this figure, in essence,
suggests that HISB research is more active among
developed countries than non-Western countries.
Lastly, it should be noted that the MESH type of
index keywords is commonly used in non-medical

journals.

4, Summary and Conclusion

There were numerous distinctive differences be-
tween the fields that focus on IB related studies.
As shown in Table 8, the detailed differences are
summarized in terms of the following criteria: pub-
lications, citations, journals, keywords, unique title
words, title words preceding the word “information”,
title words preceding the word “study”, title words
containing country names, and author keywords along
with index keywords. In a nutshell, HISB should
be viewed as a special type or a subset of the IB
subject area. Taking the previous studies into account,
key differences can be observed in terms of definition,

main focus, and demographical concerns. The overall

difference between the two domains is that HISB
is concerned with more specific types of information.
The context of the research in IB in LIS and HISB
research domains can be clearly differentiated since
HISB deals with health and medical topics. However,
the fundamental human behavior in terms of seeking
information should have universal characteristics.

A distinction between the two research domains
can be further illustrated with HISB regarding cancer,
which is a major topic in HISB. Cancer is a detri-
mental, widespread health disease that affects a huge
population regardless of country. The practical need
for cancer information would be evidently great in
every type of society. However, while offering val-
uable insights on IB in the LIS domain, this issue
is not central to IB in that domain due to its specific
context. On the other hand, library-related issues
are central to the LIS domain. Hence, IB research
in LIS often tends to be centered on libraries regard-
less of how individuals seek information in real life.
Most people, including health-professionals, rely on
the internet for health information. Since library-re-
lated issues are not the main concern of H&M, re-
search most often ignores various information serv-
ices available through libraries. Accordingly, the in-
teractions between IB research in LIS and HISB
research do not appear to be substantial except in
interdisciplinary journals.

There are two main limitations of this study that
need to be taken into account. First, there is a meth-
odological limitation to relying on the frequency
count of the bibliographic attributes. Many useful

studies in both research domains are unlikely to be
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(Table 8> Summary of IB in the LIS Domain and HISB in H&M Domain

Detailed Similarities And Differences

Bibliographic Attributes And Criteria

IB in the LIS Domain

HISB in the H&M Domain

Publications

Lower number of publications

Higher number of publications

Longer citation life span: fewer total

Shorter life span; more citations

Citations citations received by highly cited papers . . .
on IB in LIS received by highly cited papers on HISB
Journals Various LIS journals: some LIS and | Various H&M journals: some LIS and
U H&M interdisciplinary journals H&M interdisciplinary journals
Keywords Mostly not available MESH is often used to index HISB

papers

Unique Title Words

Mostly words used in theories of IB that
discuss factors that influence IB, such
as affective factors and accessibility of
information sources.

Mostly words related to health
conditions, such as “cardiac” and
“caregiver.”

Title Words Preceding the Word
“Information”

Showed various types of studies and
type of information, including
health-related information

Showed various types of studies and
mostly health-related information

Title Words Preceding the Word
“Study”

Case studies: theoretical studies:
empirical studies: bibliographic
indicators such as citation

Case studies: cross-sectional studies:
qualitative studies

Title Words Containing Country Names

Active developing countries

Predominantly the U.S.: less frequent
for developing countries

Author Keywords and Index Keywords

Terms related to the following:
information seeking, information needs,
information uses, information sharing,
information, information literacy, public
library, academic library, students

Terms related to the following: illness
and wellness related information:
physicians, medical students, faculty,
nurses and other allied health personnel:
general public’s health: health literacy
and understanding health information:
internet based information sources:
demographic tendencies

revealed due to relying on using the frequency count
of these bibliographic attributes. Secondly, this study
relied on the Scopus database as a source of research
on IB in LIS and HISB. A vast number of domestic
journals not indexed in the Scopus database were
not included in this study. Despite these limitations,
the results clearly indicate specific similarities and
differences in the research works related to IB.
In a larger sense, the findings of this study imply
that learning about both IB research in LIS and HISB

research could reinforce some important IB related

concepts by exploring a variety of contexts and sit-
uvations in which they occur. As Wilson (2018) point-
ed out, both fields are concerned with IB and they
need to learn more about each other’s research.
Various differences suggest that researchers of the
two areas should have flexibility in their approach
to examining the issues related to IB by considering
the context and the unique distinctions between the
two fields. One can benefit from the other by recogniz-
ing the strength of different types of knowledge devel-

oped in each research domain.
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For instance, on the IB side, theories on IB that
address various affective factors can be examined
in H&M, whereas cross-sectional studies often used
in the H&M field can be used as research method

in LIS. In essence, because of common characteristics

183

domains should collaborate more to examine various
aspects of research related to IB. In this respect,
the detailed comparisons of the two research domain
that this study illustrated should be useful for academ-

ics in both subject areas.

between IB in LIS and HISB, the authors of both

F 1 4

A9, 2012, 272 mH]e] S0l e Ee] 2R -9k el Aek §F A Tl E]oels]
A5, 23(4): 239-260.

o), 9. 2000. 3 o)gle=ite] AApA
get3] =25, 67-70.

22073, olmzl. 2009. theh3-w2]3ts| Aol ARSE A2} A FAlTe]e] MeSH ¢A%E
fofghewreletslA);, 20(6): 722-728.

FAlolsh MeSH 8olo] Ml #4] 4. T g uaie] o]

= B
RIE OF #4.

Agarwal, Naresh Kumar, Yunjie Xu, and Danny CC Poo. 2009 “Delineating the Boundary of “context”
in Information Behavior: Towards a Contextual Identity Framework.” Proceedings of the American
Society for Information Science and Technology, 46(1): 1-29.

Anker, Ashley E., Amber Marie Reinhart, and Thomas Hugh Feeley. 2011. “Health Information Seeking:
A Review of Measures and Methods.” Patient Education and Counseling, 82(3): 346-354.

Babaii, Esmat and Yoones Taase. 2013. “Author-Assigned Keywords in Research Articles: Where Do They
Come From.” Iranian Journal of Applied Linguistics, 16(2): 1-19.

Bawden, David. 2006. “Users, User Studies and Human Information Behaviour: A Three-Decade Perspective
On Tom Wilson's ‘On User Studies and Information Needs’.” Journal of Documentation, 62(6):
671-679.

Belkin, Nicholas J. 1993. “Interaction with Texts: Information Retrieval as Information Seeking Behavior.”
Information Retrieval, 93: 55-66.

Bornmann, Lutz and Daniel Hans-Dieter. 2008. “What Do Citation Counts Measure? A Review of Studies
on Citing Behavior.” Journal of Documentation, 64(1): 45-80.

Buente, Wayne and Alice Robbin. 2008. “Trends in Internet Information Behavior, 2000-2004.” Journal
of the American Society for Information Science and Technology, 59(11): 1743-1760.

Case, Donald O. 2016. San Diego. CA: Academic Press.



184 g=HlEEelstaA] A30¢d A23 2019

Chuang, Kun-Yang and Yuh-Shan Ho. 2015. “An Evaluation Based On Highly Cited Publications in Taiwan.”
Current Science, 108(5): 933-941.

Courtright, Christina. 2007. “Context in Information Behavior Research.” Annual Review of Information
Science and Technology, 41(1): 273-306.

Cutilli, Carolyn Crane. 2010. “Seeking Health Information: What Sources Do Your Patients Use?” Orthopaedic
Nursing, 29(3): 214-219.

Detlefsen, Ellen Gay. 1998. “The Information Behaviors of Life and Health Scientists and Health Care
Providers: Characteristics of the Research Literature.” Bulletin of the Medical Library Association,
86(3): 385.

Fidel, Raya and Maurice Green. 2004. “The Many Faces of Accessibility: Engineers' Perception of Information
Sources.” Information Processing & Management, 40(3): 563-581.

Fisher, Karen E., Sanda Erdelez and Lynne McKechnie, eds. 2005. Theories of information Behavior.
Medford, New Jersey: Information Today, Inc.

Gaston, Nicole. 2017. “Contextualizing Information Behavior: A Methodological Approach.” Journal of
Critical Library and Information Studies, 1.

Gil-Leiva, Isidoro and Adolfo Alonso-Arroyo. 2007. “Keywords Given by Authors of Scientific Articles
in Database Descriptors.” Journal of The American Society for Information Science and Technology,
58(8): 1175-1187.

Gonzalez, Luis-Millan, Xavier Garcia-Masso, Alberto Pardo-Ibafiez, Fernanda Peset, and José Devis-Devis.
2018. “An Author Keyword Analysis for Mapping Sport Sciences.” Plos One, 13(8): €0201435.

Gonzalez-Teruel, Aurora, Gregorio Gonzalez-Alcaide, Maite Barrios, and Maria-Francisca Abad-Garcia.
2015. “Mapping Recent Information Behavior Research: An Analysis of Co-Authorship and Co-Citation
Networks.” Scientometrics, 103(2): 687-705.

Greifeneder, Elke. 2014. “Trends in Information Behaviour Research.” Proceedings of ISIC: The Information
Behaviour Conference.

Ingwersen, Peter. 1996. “Cognitive Perspectives of Information Retrieval Interaction: Elements of a Cognitive
IR Theory.” Journal of Documentation, 52(1): 3-50.

Jacobs, Wura, Ann O. Amuta, and Chan Jeon Kwon. 2017. “Health Information Seeking in The Digital
Age: An Analysis of Health Information Seeking Behavior Among US Adults.” Cogent Social
Sciences, 3(1): 1302785.

Jamali, Hamid R. 2013. “Citation Relations of Theories of Human Information Behaviour.” Webology,
10(1): 31-40.

Kim, Eungi. 2017. “The, 2000-2016:The Emergenceof New Topical Areas.” Journal of the Korean Biblia



A Comparative Analysis of Research on LIS Information Behavior and Health Information Seeking Behavior 185

Society for Library and Information Science, 28(2): 119-135.

Krikelas, James. 1983. “Information-Seeking Behavior: Patterns and Concepts.” Drexel Library Quarterly,
19(2): 5-20.

Kuhlthau, Carol C. 1993. “A Principle of Uncertainty for Information Seeking.” Journal of Documentation,
49(4): 339-355.

Kuhlthau, Carole C. 2005. “Kuhlthau’s Information Search Process.” In K. E. Fisher, S. Erdelez and E.
F. McKechnie (Eds.), Theories of Information Behavior (pp. 230-234). Medford, NJ: Information
Today, Inc.

Lambert, Sylvie D. and Carmen G. Loiselle. 2007. “Health Information-Seeking Behavior.” Qualitative
Health Research, 17(8): 1006-1019.

Lee, Hanseul Stephanie. 2018. “A Comparative Study on the Health Information Needs, Seeking and Source
Preferences among Mothers of Young Healthy Children: American Mothers Compared to Recent
Immigrant Korean Mothers.” Information Research: An International Electronic Journal, 23(4): n4.

Li, Fan, Min Li, Peng Guan, Shuang Ma, and Lei Cui. 2015. “Mapping Publication Trends and Identifying
Hot Spots of Research On Internet Health Information Seeking Behavior: A Quantitative and Co-Word
Biclustering Analysis.” Journal of Medical Internet Research, 17(3): e81.

Longo, Daniel R. 2005. “Understanding Health Information, Communication, and Information Seeking
of Patients and Consumers: A Comprehensive and Integrated Model.” Health Expectations, 8(3):
189-194.

Maheswarappa, B. S. and Arvind Bhadrashetty. 2015. “Health Information Secking Behaviour: A Review
of Literature.” Indian Journal of Information Sources and Services, 5(2): 45-48.

Marchionini, Gary. 1989. “Information-Seeking Strategies of Novices Using a Full-Text Electronic
Encyclopedia.” Journal of the American Society for Information Science, 40(1): 54-66.

Menon, Geeta. 1993. “The Effects of Accessibility of Information in Memory on Judgments of Behavioral
Frequencies.” Journal of Consumer Research, 20(3): 431-440.

Morahan-Martin, Janet M. 2004. “How Internet Users Find, Evaluate, and Use Online Health Information:
A Cross-Cultural Review.” Cyber Psychology and Behavior, 7(5): 497-510.

Nahl, Diane. 2005. “Affective and Cognitive Information Behavior: Interaction Effects in Internet Use.”
Proceedings of the American Society for Information Science and Technology, 42(1):
doi:10.1002/meet.1450420196.

Nutbeam, Don. 2008. “The Evolving Concept of Health Literacy.” Social Science & Medicine, 67(12):
2072-2078.

Pettigrew, Karen E., Raya Fidel, and Harry Bruce. 2001. “Conceptual Frameworks in Information Behavior.”



186 g=HlEEolstaA] A30¢d A23 2019

Annual Review of Information Science and technology (ARIST), 35: 43-78.

Savolainen, Reijo. 2007. “Information Behavior and Information Practice: Reviewing the ‘Umbrella Concepts’
of Information-Seeking Studies.” The Library Quarterly, 77(2): 109-132.

Savolainen, Reijo. 2012. “Conceptualizing Information Need in Context.” Information Research, 17(4).
[online]. [cited 2019.6.13]. <http://informationr.net/ir/17-4/paper534.html>.

Scopus Content Coverage Guide. 2017. [online]. [cited 2019.6.13].
<https://www.elsevier.com/__data/assets/pdf file/0007/69451/0597-Scopus-Content-Coverage-Guide-
US-LETTER-v4-HI-singles-no-ticks.pdf>.

Serensen, Kristine et al. 2012. “Health Literacy and Public Health: A Systematic Review and Integration
of Definitions and Models.” BMC Public Health, 12(1): 80.

Spink, Amanda and Charles Cole. 2006. “Human Information Behavior: Integrating Diverse Approaches
and Information Use.” Journal of the American Society for information Science and Technology,
57(1): 25-35.

Su, Hsin-Ning and Pei-Chun Lee. 2010. “Mapping Knowledge Structure by Keyword Co-Occurrence: A
First Look at Journal Papers in Technology Foresight.” Scientometrics, 85(1): 65-79.

Svenonius, Elaine. 1989. “Design of Controlled Vocabularies.” Encyclopedia of Library and Information
Science, 45 (suppl 10): 82-109.

Vakkari, Pertti. 2008. “Trends and Approaches in Information Behaviour Research.” Information Research,
13(4): 47.

Van Eck, Nees and Ludo Waltman. 2009. “Software Survey: VOSviewer, A Computer Program for Bibliometric
Mapping.” Scientometrics, 84(2): 523-538.

Weaver III, James B., Darren Mays, Stephanie Sargent Weaver, Gary L. Hopkins, Dogan Eroglu, and
Jay M. Bernhardt. 2010. “Health Information-Seeking Behaviors, Health Indicators, and Health Risks.”
American journal of Public Health, 100(8): 1520-1525.

Wilson, Tom D. 1999. “Models in Information Behaviour Research.” Journal of Documentation, 55(3):
249-270.

Wilson, Tom. D. 2010. “Fifty Years of Information Behavior Research.” Bulletin of the American Society
for Information Science and Technology, 36(3): 27-34.

Wilson, Tom. D. 2018. “The Diffusion of Information Behaviour Research Across Disciplines.” Proceedings
of ISIC: The Information Behaviour Conference, 12: 9.

Younger, Paula. 2010. “Internet-Based Information-Seeking Behaviour amongst Doctors and Nurses: A
Short Review of the Literature.” Health Information & Libraries Journal, 27(1): 2-10.

Zancanaro, Airton, José Leomar Todesco, and Fernando Ramos. 2015. “A Bibliometric Mapping of Open



A Comparative Analysis of Research on LIS Information Behavior and Health Information Seeking Behavior 187

Educational Resources.” The International Review of Research in Open and Distributed Learning,

16(1).

e IF FIXI=O| Fof ®Y|
(English translation / romanization of references originally written in Korean)

Cho, Jin Seong and Mi Jin Lee. 2009. “Coincidence Analysis of Key Words and Mesh Terms in the
Journal of the Korean Society of Emergency Medicine.” Journal of the Korean Society of Emergency
Medicine, 20(6): 722-728.

Kim, Soojung. 2012. “An Exploratory Study of Undergraduate Students’ Health Information Needs and
Seeking Behaviors in Social Media.” Journal of the Korean Biblia Society for library and Information
Science, 23(4): 239-260.

Lee, Choonshil and Heywon Mun. 2000. “A Comparision Study of Subject Words of Korean Medical
Journal Papers: Author Keywords vs MeSH Terms Assigned by MEDLINE.” Journal of the Korean
Society for Information Management, 17(3): 109-124.





