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ABSTRACT

Context: Thanks to the invention of the WWW and HTTP, the production and 
consumption of information have reached new heights, with millions of bits of 
information being created and shared online every second. Such an explosion 
of� information� has� raised� signi𿿿cant� concerns� regarding� the� credibility� and�
authenticity of the information being shared and consumed. The COVID pandemic 
of 2020 is testimony to the effects of ‘misinformation’, ‘disinformation’, and ‘fake 
news’.
Aim: It is, hence, essential to carry out studies that track the evolution and trace the 
trend line of scholarly literature on this phenomenon and its effects.
Setting and Design:� The� study� attempts� to� investigate� the� proli𿿿c� scienti𿿿c�
literature published in terms of countries and research areas.
Methods and materials: A total of 7781 journal articles over the study period 
from 1993 to 2022 were studied using the Web of Science database. The study has 
employed�VoSviewer�for�the�mapping�of�the�scienti𿿿c�literature.
Statistical analysis used:�The�study�quanti𿿿es�the�chronological�growth�of�research�
literature using tools such as Annual Growth Rate (AGR), Relative Growth Rate 
(RGR), and Doubling Time (Dt).
Results: The mapping of research data indicates the trend line and growth of 
literature in the study area. It is found that there has been a considerable increase in 
the research literature published on the areas of ‘misinformation’, ‘disinformation’, 
and ‘fake news’ in recent times.
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INTRODUCTION
The advancement of the internet and information 
communication technology has made the 
world a small space. This era has enabled 
easy access to an immeasurable amount of 
information spread across various sources, 
including social media websites, mainstream 
media, newspaper agencies, and libraries. 
The one question that plagues the minds 
of the people is whether the very bit of 
information is reliable and trustworthy or 
not! Currently, it is observed that users who 
are consumers of information are more likely 
to forward and share posts that support their 
view, giving them some guilty pleasure or 
other reasons, without worrying about the 
authenticity of the shared information. There 
are different forms of incorrect, bogus, or 
false�information,�which�are�mainly�classi𿿿ed�
under “Misinformation”, “Disinformation”, 
and “Fake News”(Aïmeur Though all these 
terms seem like synonyms, various peers have 
described them differently. Misinformation 
refers to incorrect or misleading information, 
while disinformation is information that is 
false and deliberately created to cause harm 
(Philips & Milner, 2021). Fake news, on the 
other�hand,�is�a�speci𿿿c�form�of�misinformation�
that aims to delegitimise real news. The word 
‘Fake News’ became the American Dialect 
Society’s word of the year in 2017. It was also 
Collins Dictionary’s Word of the Year in 2017, 
which�signi𿿿es�the�importance�of�the�topic�in�
the�current�time.�Collins�dictionary�de𿿿nes�the�
word ‘fake news’ as false and often sensational 
information disseminated under The history 
of misinformation, disinformation, and their 
ill effects can be traced back to the Hindu 
mythological stories of the Mahabharata, which 
mentions the distortion of information as the 
cause of the death of Drona, who was a great 
teacher and a valiant warrior of the Kaurava 

army. The severity of disinformation and fake 
news can also be realised from the Rwandan 
genocide, where Radio Rwanda played a major 
role in spreading propaganda (Baisley, 2014). 
There have been incidents of mob lynching 
and killing of human beings due to the spread 
of misinformation, as mentioned and reported 
in newspaper articles (Elyse Samuels, 2020). 
Similarly, misinformation is a phenomenon that 
frequently�derives�from�poor-quality�scienti𿿿c�
knowledge, especially when traditional media 
contributes to the wrong interpretation of 
existing� scienti𿿿c� evidence� (Carez-Galvez  
et al., 2021). Increasing commercialisation has 
enhanced the role of the world’s media houses 
as corporate investments. There are various 
studies that indicate that the objective of such 
conglomerates� is� to� earn� pro𿿿t.� As� a� result,�
although print media and news channels 
undergo thorough fact-checking and editorial 
processes, disinformation, misinformation, and 
fake news can still be spotted in mainstream 
media. Additionally, the exponential growth 
of information communication technology 
has provided a fertile ground for users and 
consumers to create, edit, and share content 
easily without any review through social 
media networks. Several studies indicate that 
political leaders and partisan media have 
weaponised ‘fake news’ to achieve personal 
bene𿿿ts� (Farhall et al., 2019; Grinberg et al., 
2019; Patterson, 2020; Ha et al., 2021).

Let us take into account the recent past, 
focusing on the health emergency due to 
the COVID pandemic; there have been 
unaccounted pieces of misinformation that 
have been shared by the public, which have 
even resulted in the loss of life, public health 
hazards, and the standard of living. The country 
witnessed some strange and unheard practices 
to stay safe during the pandemic, and also the 
extreme ostracising events with the COVID-

Conclusion: This shows that the phenomenon of misinformation and fake news is 
global, and the present study measures the impact of the phenomenon in different 
research areas and can be useful in developing future research policies as well as 
towards designing intelligent information systems to overcome the hurdles due to 
this phenomenon.

KEYWORDS

• Misinformation • Fake News • Annual Growth Rate • Relative Growth Rate  
• Doubling Time • Scholarly Mapping



41

IJLIS / Volume 20 Issue 1 / January-April 2026

affected people (Cohut, 2020; Dave, 2021; Al-
zaman, 2022). Misinformation is an invisible 
sword that can be very harmful in the wrong 
hands. This was visible in many news reports 
regarding the news spread by hate-mongering 
media channels, which also threatened 
communal harmony in India (Dutt, 2022). 
We have seen the concern of many doctors, 
health organisations, media professionals, 
library professionals, and many bureaucrats 
over the spreading of health misinformation. 
Understanding the seriousness of this matter, 
WHO Director-General Tedros Adhanom 
Ghebreyesus said, “We’re not just fighting 
a pandemic; we’re fighting an infodemic,” 
at the 2020 Munich Security Conference. 
Stanford researchers have found in their study 
that students face problems in identifying 
information credibility (Brooke Donald, 2016). 
This issue exists not just among youth, but 
people over 65 were found to have shared 
seven times as much misinformation on 
Facebook as their younger counterparts. 
Interestingly, research explains that people 
who share misinformation experience twice 
as much anxiety as users who do not share 
misinformation (Verma et al., 2022).

The above-discussed studies highlight that it 
is essential for society, users, and information 
consumers to identify and evaluate the 
reliability and authenticity of the information 
they consume. These observations motivated 
and kindled our curiosity to investigate the 
quantum of scholarly research on the topic 
across the world. This paper attempts to quantify 
the growth and development of scholarly 
literature in the area of misinformation using 
bibliometric techniques.

REVIEW�APPROACH
1. Navigating the Landscape of Misinformation:

A comprehensive literature review is 
carried out to understand the concept of 
“misinformation” in the information age. 
The distinction between misinformation 
and disinformation lies in the purpose of 
the person or the source distributing the 
material (Oladokun et al. 2024). Furthermore, 
misinformation can also be divided into 
four categories: concealment, ambivalence, 
distortion,� and� falsi𿿿cation� (Zhou� &� Zhang,�
2007). It is an established fact that most of 
the misinformation is circulated on different 
social media platforms. Scholarly discussions 

about the intersection of misinformation 
and social media began at the end of 2008 
(Muhammed T. & Mathew, 2022). Since it 
is a well-known fact that misinformation 
is the biggest threat to the world, there are 
several rules, policies, and steps undertaken 
by governments to combat misinformation; 
in addition to this, information technology 
and media professionals have a dedicated 
working environment to stop the spreading of 
misinformation. However, previous research 
suggests that all of these efforts may not be 
enough to control it because the content of 
the misinformation can be manipulated to be 
very similar to the content of real news (Piper, 
2000). A few scholars have discussed the topic 
in various aspects, some of which mislead 
people. Recently, we have experienced how 
misinformation can be dangerous to the lives 
of the public. For instance, a systematic review 
of reviews evaluating the adverse effects of 
health misinformation and characteristics of 
health�misinformation�in�social�media�signi𿿿es�
that patients are unwilling to vaccinate 
themselves after consuming health-related 
misinformation (Do Nascimento et al., 2022). 
Keeping in line with its characteristics of 
overspreading, the research on the chosen 
topic is also found to be spreading in different 
subjects like communication, psychology, 
anthropology, computer science, economics, 
education,� environmental� science,� 𿿿nance,�
geography, global studies, information and 
library science, law, philosophy, physical 
science, political science, popular culture, 
public health, sociology, technology, general 
social sciences and physical science (Ha et al., 
2021). Similarly, misinformation manifests 
across different thematic areas among all 
the themes, health, religion, politics, crime, 
entertainment, and miscellaneous are 
dominant (Al-Zaman, 2022). It is the need of 
the time when media professionals should be 
skilled in media literacy to counter fake news. 
Research has emphasized that skills like source 
veri𿿿cation,� cross-referencing� information,�
expert consultation, timeline, and contextual 
examination are essential in combating 
misinformation (Schuetz et al., 2021).

2. Importance of bibliometric and growth 
analysis of research

Proceeding forward, an intensive review 
of the literature was carried out to better 
understand the importance of bibliometric 
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studies and the different approaches followed 
by� peers� for� measuring� growth� in� speci𿿿c�
research areas. The number of acknowledged 
publications a country is adding to existing 
knowledge compared to other countries 
determines the country’s worth among the 
scienti𿿿c� community.� This� can� be� measured�
by comparing the country’s scholarly output 
with that of other publishing countries (Javed 
& Liu, 2018). The development of the country 
depends on the research activities done there, 
and researchers are the real drivers of the 
development of any nation. It is imperative to 
evaluate the research work both qualitatively 
and quantitatively over time, as bibliometric 
research on any research area helps readers to 
know valuable information about it (Maphosa 
& Maphosa, 2023). In an empirical study 
conducted on Library and Information Science 
Journals contributions to the topic from 2017 
to 2020, it was observed in the study that 
“Social Media and Fake News,” “Information 
Literacy and Fake News,” and “Role of 
Libraries and Librarians and Fake News” 
were the most prominent themes (Sahoo et 
al., 2021). Similarly, the scientometric analysis 
of�640�scienti𿿿c�articles�on�fake�news�that�are�
indexed in the Web of Science revealed that 
the University of Texas has the largest number 
of research contributions to the subject of 
fake news (Alonso et al., 2020). The researcher 
found that the highest percentage of works are 
of journalistic background, the phenomenon, 
and how to identify fake news.

RESEARCH�GAP
The literature review indicates that, though 

there are a lot of studies on the research area 
focused on its causes, effects and strategies 
to debunk it, there is a noticeable gap in the 
literature regarding the year-wise growth 
pattern of publications in the area. It is observed 
that�the�majority�of�the�studies�are�speci𿿿cally�
focused on health, politics and social media, 
and there is a lack of comprehensive and cross-
disciplinary�mapping�of� the�𿿿eld�of� research.�
There is also a lack of studies to identify the 
emerging research areas and mapping of 
scholarly connections. So, it inspired us to 
learn about the growth pattern of literature 
in this research area using different statistical 
methods like AGR, RGR, and, which other 
researchers have already used to determine 
the trend of research publications year-wise. 
Additionally, we have used the VOS viewer, 
one of the popular open-source visualisation 

tools preferred by the researchers, to map 
the bibliographical data in the research 
area and describe the relationship between 
different bibliographic entities, such as author, 
documents, country, citations, keywords, etc., 
in the research topic.

Objectives
The present research attempts to determine 

and quantify the growth of research publications 
on ‘misinformation’, ‘disinformation’, and 
‘fake news’ as indexed on the Web of Science 
database. The study also highlights the 
relationship between authors, documents, 
countries, citations, and keywords.

METHODOLOGY
This study focuses on the analysis of the 

publication growth of peer-reviewed articles 
on “misinformation,” “disinformation,” and 
“fake news” by using statistical bibliometric 
methods like Annual Growth Rate (AGR), 
Relative Growth Rate (RGR), and Doubling 
Time (Dt). One of the most widely used 
indexing and abstracting Web of Science 
(WOS) databases is the source of secondary 
data extraction. As mentioned in the literature 
review, very few bibliometric studies are 
available on the current topic, and it is to be 
noted that there is no literature using statistical 
and bibliometric parameters such as AGR, 
RGR, and Dt to analyse publication growth in 
the research area. The data extraction, curation, 
and analysis process is discussed in detail in 
the following section.

A broad search was carried out using the 
keywords during the middle of the year 
2023 “Misinformation,” “Disinformation,” 
or “Fake News” on the WOS database using 
the� ‘Topic’� 𿿿eld.� The� search� yielded� 10,467�
publications, which were further restricted 
by document types to include only Journal 
Articles (7781) for the publication period 1993-
2022, in order to restrict it to 30 years and the 
inÁuence� of� 2023� publications.� The� chosen�
7781�journal�articles�were�extracted�as�text�𿿿les�
and incorporated into MS Excel for in-depth 
analysis, which is discussed in the subsequent 
sections. The bibliographic data were mapped 
and visualised using the VOSviewer (version 
1.6.18). Along with determining the growth 
of�publication�pro𿿿les�in�the�chosen�𿿿elds,�co-
occurrence (author keywords), co-authorship 
(authors), and co-authorship (country) were 
also determined.
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OPERATIONAL�DEFINITIONS

Parameters for the Growth of Publications
This paper applies three different metrics, 

namely, Annual Growth Rate (AGR), Relative 
Growth Rate (RGR), and Double Time (Dt), to 
measure the growth rate of the research area.
Annual Growth Rate

The Annual Growth Rate of publication is 
the expression of the change in the publication 
percentage in one year.

AGR = {(End Value-First Value)/First 
Value} *100.

Relative Growth Rate (RGR) and Doubling 
Time (Dt)

Studies indicate that RGR and Dt are used to 
measure the growth of research (Bajwa et al., 
2013; Bajwa & Yaldram, 2013).

RGR is the increase in the number of 
publications per unit of time, expressed as:

RGR = (ln N2- ln N1) / (t2-t1)
Here, N2 and N1 represent the cumulative 

publications in the two years and, respectively. 
In the present study, cumulative growth is 
observed; hence, there are some publications 
on the topic every year, which is why t2-t1=1.

So, RGR can be expressed as RGR=  
ln (N2/N1).

Doubling time is the parameter used to 
determine the growth of literature in the research 
area. Dt is the time required for publication to 
double in size for a given RGR, i.e., 

Dt = (t2-t1) ln 2/(ln N2- ln N1) or Dt = ln 2/RGR.
The results and discussion are presented in 

the�following�section�using�𿿿gures�and�tables.

Ramakrushna Baral, Fazlunnisa H. Measuring scholarly literature on ‘Misinformation’, ‘Disinformation’, 
and ‘Fake News’

N
R

 O
F

 P
U

B
L

U
M

B
E

IC
A

T
IO

N

24 25 25 37 23 48 39 33 41 45 44 64 51 64 69 74 85 98 80 131152146178177
252

385

614

1132

1729
1916

-500

0

500

1000

1500

2000

2500

1
9
9
3

1
9
9
4

1
9
9
5

1
9
9
6

1
9
9
7

1
9
9
8

1
9
9
9

2
0
0
0

2
0
0
1

2
0
0
2

2
0
0
3

2
0
0
4

2
0
0
5

2
0
0
6

2
0
0
7

2
0
0
8

2
0
0
9

2
0
1
0

2
0
1
1

2
0
1
2

2
0
1
3

2
0
1
4

2
0
1
5

2
0
1
6

2
0
1
7

2
0
1
8

2
0
1
9

2
0
2
0

2
0
2
1

2
0
2
2

PE O PUBLRIOD F ICATION

Figure 1: Quantum of research publications on the chosen topic for the period 1993-2022 in the WoS

Results and discussions of the bibliometric 
analysis

The trend of all the articles published on 
‘misinformation’, ‘disinformation, and ‘fake 
news’ during the last 30 years is represented 
in Figure 1. The graph shows that the number 
of publications has increased rapidly in 
recent years. The trendline indicates that the 
number of research articles has increased 
slowly and steadily from 1993 to 2016. Since 
2016, there has been a noticeable increase in 

the number of publications every year, and it 
is continuously increasing. The year 2022 had 
the highest number of publications, i.e. 1916 
articles, followed by 1729 in 2021, and almost 
50% of documents were published during 
the� last� 𿿿ve� years.� This� shows� that� research�
literature on ‘misinformation’, ‘disinformation’, 
and ‘fake news’ has increased considerably in 
the post-COVID era. This indicates the speed 
with which false information is spread and the 
quality of research done on the chosen topic.
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Table 1: AGR, RGR and Dt  for the chosen publications for the period 1993-2022

Publication 
Years

No of 
publications

% of 
7,781

cumulative 
percentage

cumulative 
Publication W1 W2 RGR Dt AGR Five years 

Avg of RGR
Five years 
Avg of Dt 

1993 24 0.31 0.31 24 - 3.18 - - -

1994 25 0.32 0.63 49 3.18 3.89 0.71 0.97 4.17

1995 25 0.32 0.95 74 3.89 4.30 0.41 1.68 0.00 0.34 1.61

1996 37 0.48 1.43 111 4.30 4.71 0.41 1.71 48.00

1997 23 0.30 1.72 134 4.71 4.90 0.19 3.68 -37.84

1998 48 0.62 2.34 182 4.90 5.20 0.31 2.26 108.70

1999 39 0.50 2.84 221 5.20 5.40 0.19 3.57 -18.75

2000 33 0.42 3.26 254 5.40 5.54 0.14 4.98 -15.38 0.19 4.06

2001 41 0.53 3.79 295 5.54 5.69 0.15 4.63 24.24

2002 45 0.58 4.37 340 5.69 5.83 0.14 4.88 9.76

2003 44 0.57 4.93 384 5.83 5.95 0.12 5.69 -2.22

2004 64 0.82 5.76 448 5.95 6.10 0.15 4.50 45.45

2005 51 0.66 6.41 499 6.10 6.21 0.11 6.43 -20.31 0.12 5.67

2006 64 0.82 7.24 563 6.21 6.33 0.12 5.74 25.49

2007 69 0.89 8.12 632 6.33 6.45 0.12 5.99 7.81

2008 74 0.95 9.07 706 6.45 6.56 0.11 6.26 7.25

2009 85 1.09 10.17 791 6.56 6.67 0.11 6.10 14.86

2010 98 1.26 11.42 889 6.67 6.79 0.12 5.93 15.29 0.11 6.36

2011 80 1.03 12.45 969 6.79 6.88 0.09 8.04 -18.37

2012 131 1.68 14.14 1100 6.88 7.00 0.13 5.47 63.75

2013 152 1.95 16.09 1252 7.00 7.13 0.13 5.35 16.03

2014 146 1.88 17.97 1398 7.13 7.24 0.11 6.28 -3.95

2015 178 2.29 20.25 1576 7.24 7.36 0.12 5.78 21.92 0.12 5.82

2016 177 2.28 22.53 1753 7.36 7.47 0.11 6.51 -0.56

2017 252 3.24 25.77 2005 7.47 7.60 0.13 5.16 42.37

2018 385 4.95 30.72 2390 7.60 7.78 0.18 3.95 52.78

2019 614 7.89 38.61 3004 7.78 8.01 0.23 3.03 59.48

2020 1132 14.55 53.15 4136 8.01 8.33 0.32 2.17 84.36 0.27 2.72

2021 1729 22.22 75.38 5865 8.33 8.68 0.35 1.98 52.74

2022 1916 24.62 100.00 7781 8.68 8.96 0.28 2.45 10.82

Averag 
e=19.93
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Growth of Publications
The Annual Growth Rate, Relative Growth 

Rate, and Doubling time of the publications 
during 1993–2022 are shown in Table 1. The 
highest AGR of 108.70 was observed in 1998, 
followed by 84.36 in 2020 and 63.75 in 2012. 
The above table also points towards a negative 
trend in 1997 (-37.84), 1999 (-18.75 AGR), 2000 
(-15.38 AGR), 2003 (-2.22 AGR), 2005 (-20.31), 
2011 (-18.37 AGR), 2014 (-3.95 AGR), and 2016 
(-0.56�AGR).�A�Áuctuation� in� the�AGR�graph�
has also been observed during the last 30 
years. It can be inferred that during the last 
seven years, there has been no negative AGR, 
which indicates a remarkable growth of the 
literature�in�the�𿿿eld�during�the�study�period.�
This clearly points out that the phenomenon of 
misinformation, disinformation, and fake news 
is growing at an alarming rate, and numerous 
studies are being carried out to understand the 
phenomenon. The average annual growth rate 
of the publication is found to be 19.93 in the 
period,�which�implies�the�above�𿿿nding.

The highest RGR value of 0.71 was observed 
in 1994. For a better understanding of the 
Áuctuation� of� the� RGR,� we� calculated� the�
mean�of� the�RGR�and�every�𿿿ve�years.�Table�
1 shows that there is a steady decrease in the 
mean�values�of�the�𿿿rst�20�years,�i.e.,�0.34,�0.19,�
0.12, and 0.11, which is followed by a growth 
of�0.12�with�special�focus�on�the�last�𿿿ve�years,�
with a mean growth of 0.27. This indicates an 
exponential growth of literature in the chosen 
𿿿eld.� Doubling� Time� (0.97)� was� found� to� be�
at its lowest in 1994, while the highest value 
of was observed in 2011 at 8.04. The mean for 
the�𿿿ve�years�increased�from�1.61�(1993-1997),�
4.06 (1998-2002), 5.67 (2003-2007), to 6.36 (2008-
2012). Then the mean value decreased from 
5.82 (2013-2017) to 2.72 (2018-2022). During the 
last�𿿿ve�years,�2018-2022,� the�higher�value�of�
the mean RGR and the lower value of the mean 
indicate the rapid growth of literature at that 
particular time period (Maphosa & Maphosa, 
2023). Similarly, in 2011, the lower value of RGR 
and the higher value of signify the decline of 
research on the chosen topic. The table clearly 
points towards an exponential increase in the 
literature on ‘misinformation, disinformation 
and fake news’ during the COVID pandemic.

Co-occurrence of author keywords
Keywords�are�used�by�readers�to�𿿿nd,�locate�

and retrieve literature required for research. 
They play an essential role in search engine 

optimisation, relevance, and indexing and as a 
crucial link between the research and potential 
readers. Figure 2 illustrates the occurrence of 
author keywords with a minimum occurrence 
of 50. It is observed that 48 author keywords 
out of 14098 met the criteria. These 48 keywords 
have�been�divided�into�𿿿ve�clusters�in�Figure�
2,� represented� in� 𿿿ve� different� colours.�
Keywords with the same colour indicate that 
they were commonly used together by the 
authors in their research articles. It is observed 
in� the� 𿿿gure� that� false memory, misinformation 
effect, misinformation, memory, and suggestibility 
have similar colours. This indicates that these 
keywords are correlated and usually co-occur 
together. It is found that misinformation, social 
media, COVID-19, fake news, disinformation, 
and public health are the most used keywords 
by the authors for the last 30 years in their 
publications. Their occurrences indicate that 
these keywords are central to research and 
help� to� reinforce� the� inÁuence.�The� thickness�
of the connecting lines between two keywords 
suggests the link between them and the number 
of times they have co-occurred together in 
different publications. The strongest co-
occurrence is observed among the following 
pairs of keywords: social media-misinformation 
(276 co-occurrences), misinformation-covid-19 
(273 co-occurrences), social media-covid-19 
(233 co-occurrences), fake news-social media 
(227 co-occurrences), fake news-misinformation 
(219 co-occurrences), disinformation-
misinformation (161 co-occurrences), and 
fake news-disinformation (136 co-occurrences). 
These strongly linked keyword co-occurrences 
indicate the core research areas in the research 
𿿿eld.�It�is�inferred�from�Figure�2�that�there�are�
small circles of keywords such as propaganda, 
public opinion, politics, YouTube, misinformation 
effect, suggestibility, conspiracy theories, 
education, natural language processing, trust, 
sentiment analysis, etc, in the keyword network. 
These�are� identi𿿿ed�as� the�emerging�areas�of�
research�in�the�chosen�𿿿eld,�as�at�least�50�peer-
reviewed articles have mentioned the above 
keywords. This network also highlights the 
multidisciplinary nature of misinformation, 
which consists of psychology, communication, 
information technology and health, etc. 

The presence of emerging keywords also 
signi𿿿es� the� shift� towards� behavioural,�
cognitive and technological interventions to 
𿿿ght�misinformation.
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Figure 2: Co-occurrence network of author keywords

Table 2: Highly cited authors

Rank Author Documents Citations ACPP

1 Reifler, Jason 11 3007 273

2 Scala, Antonio 11 2292 208

3 Nyhan, Brendan 18 3371 187

4 Cook, John 17 2502 147

5 Zollo, Fabiana 14 2055 147

6 Caldarelli, Guido 11 1598 145

7 Pennycook, Gordon 21 2965 141

8 Quattrociocchi, Walter 17 2394 141

9 Rand, David G. 22 2940 134

10 Lewandowsky, Stephan 43 4440 103

11 Ecker, Ullrich K. H. 42 3821 91

12 Tandoc, Edson C., Jr. 14 1190 85

13 Jamieson, Kathleen Hall 12 959 80

14 Menczer, Filippo 11 824 75

15 Roozenbeek, Jon 14 1037 74

(*note ACPP = average citations per paper, Documents = no of publications by the author)

Co-author Mapping
A visual representation of the co-authorship 

pattern�among�the�authors�in�the�chosen�𿿿eld�
is observed in Figure 3. Co-author mapping 
has been carried out to include authors with 
a minimum of 10 publications, with at least 
200 citations were considered for mapping. 
This included 37 authors out of 22,374 authors. 
These 37 authors were divided into 17 different 
clusters (Figure 3). Cluster 1, represented in 

red, consists of nine authors sharing similar 
interests; cluster 2 is represented in green 
colour, with four authors forming a network. 
It� is� interesting� to� observe� that� nine� proli𿿿c�
authors are individuals who do not have co-
authorship pattern. Stephan Lewandowsky is 
found to be the most productive author with 43 
publications (P) with 4440 citations (C) and 36 
links (L), followed by Ecker, Ullrich K. H., with 
42 (P) 3821 (C) and 30 (L), and Quattrociocchi, 
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Walter, with 17 (P) 2394 (C) and 29 (L). These 
37 authors are ranked according to the average 
citation per paper (ACPP) as presented in Table 
2.� It� is� observed� that� though� ReiÁer,� Jason,�
and Scala, Antonio have only 11 publications, 
they have been 1st and 2nd with 273 and 208 
ACPP, followed by Nyhan, Brendan, in 3rd 
with 18 publications with 187 ACPP. Stephan 
Lewandowsky and Ecker, Ullrich K. H., who 
have the highest number of publications, are at 
10th and 11th with 103 and 91 ACPP.
�All�these�observations�reÁect�the�dominance�

of the highly cited co-authors. The observations 

reveal Stephan Lewandowsky, Ullrich K. 
H.� Ecker,� Jason� ReiÁer� and� Brendan� Nyhan�
are� among� the� most� inÁuential� scholars� in�
misinformation research. The repetition of co-
authorship with high citations reveals their 
inÁuence�on�the�𿿿eld�of�misinformation.�Their�
institutional diversity from countries like 
the� USA,� Australia,� and� the� UK� reÁects� the�
Global collaboration network among authors. 
The� expertise� of� these� highly� inÁuential�
authors indicates the interconnectedness 
of psychological, neurological and political 
perspectives.

Figure 3: Network of Co-authors publishing in the chosen field for the study period
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International Collaboration Network
Collaboration is key to opening up to new 

ideas and insights on emerging topics and 
gathering perspectives. Figure 4 vividly 
depicts the collaboration pattern on the chosen 
topics among 146 countries out of 195. Out of 
these� 146,� 31� proli𿿿c� collaborating� countries�
with a minimum of 50 publications having 
at least 1000 citations were chosen for the 
visualisation.

These 31 countries are divided into 3 
clusters, as shown in Figure 4. The same colour 
indicates a connection among the countries, as 
seen in blue circles; the People’s Republic of 
China, Singapore, Canada, USA, etc., belong 
to one cluster, which also indicates they have 
bulk collaboration among each other. The size 
of the circles in Figure 4 shows the strength of 
a country’s collaboration with others. It is seen 
that the USA is the most collaborative country, 
with 3434 publications and a total of 1280 
link strength (LS) collaborations. The USA is 

followed by England 829 (P) 864 (LS), Australia 
560 (P) 554 (LS), Canada 468 (P) 462 (LS), 
and People’s R China 499 (P) 436 (LS). India 
ranks 12th with 232 publications and 248 link 
strengths in the research area. The thickness of 
the connecting lines between any two countries 
indicates the strength of collaboration between 
the two countries. The highest number of 
collaborations is between USA-England 174, 
followed by USA- People R China 136, USA-
Canada 135, USA-Australia. India has 38 
research collaborations with the USA, followed 
by England with 22 collaborations. The above 
collaboration patterns signify the dominance 
of Western countries in collaboration and in 
producing research work on misinformation. 
The strong collaboration between the USA, 
England,�Canada,�Australia�and�China�reÁects�
the cross-disciplinary synergies in political, 
psychological and information science studies. 
India’s emerging presence in the network 
demonstrates growing interest in the Global 
South after the COVID pandemic.

Figure 4: Network of authors, International collaboration in the field for the study period
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CONCLUSIONS
Periodic evaluation of the scholarly output 

on misinformation is inevitable to determine 
the progress in the publication pattern and 
highlight emerging domains of interest. The 
present study is one such study that projects 
the alarming increase of research publications 
in the areas of misinformation, disinformation, 
and fake news. The quantum of research 
publications for the study period clearly 
indicates that more than 80% of the research 
publications were published between 2015-
2022. This could be attributed to the rise in the 
use of social media tools and the COVID-19 
pandemic (Caceres et al., 2022). The doubling 
time calculated also indicates that this trend 
is� here� to� stay� and� there� will� be� signi𿿿cant�
growth�in�this�area.�The�𿿿ndings�are�directed�
towards identifying means to curb the menace 
caused by the phenomenon of misinformation, 
disinformation and fake news. The increased 
scholarly� attention� on� the� topic� reÁects� the�
urgency and importance of addressing the 
issue in the contemporary world. Research 
has�identi𿿿ed�misinformation,�disinformation,�
fake news, social media, COVID-19, etc., as the 
major areas, and propaganda, public opinion, 
politics, YouTube, misinformation effect, 
suggestibility, conspiracy theories, education, 
natural language processing, trust, and 
sentiment analysis are the emerging research 
areas on the topic. Researchers can develop 
more effective ways to counter misinformation 
by exploring these research areas. The most 
proli𿿿c� authors� and� their� collaborations� are�
also studied to bring the spotlight on the 
patterns of publication and to identify the 
most� proli𿿿c� authors� in� the� research� area.�
This study proves that there is a need to 
develop measures to overcome the issues of 
misinformation, disinformation and fake news in 
all research areas.� The� study� is� signi𿿿cant� as�
it will enable future researchers to connect 
with leading experts, fostering international 
collaboration and ultimately leading to more 
robust and innovative solutions to address 
the problem of misinformation. It also points 
towards the need to develop a robust policy to 
control the spread of the phenomenon.

In order to debunk misinformation, this study 
proposes the following recommendations.

1.  Integration of information literacy 
and media literacy in the educational 
curriculum to enhance critical thinking 

and�veri𿿿cation�skills�among�learners.
2.  The government collaborate with 

media organisations, researchers and 
tech giants to strengthen fact-checking 
engineering.

3.  The government should encourage 
Library and information professionals to 
act as frontline educators in promoting 
responsible information consumption.

4.  Researchers should do more international 
collaborations in the research area 
to share the best practices to counter 
misinformation

5.  Global policies should be followed to 
promote ethical media practices and 
accountability in digital communication.
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