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ABSTRACT - This study examines global trends in work engagement 
research from 2020 to 2025 through a bibliometric analysis, with 
particular attention to Pakistan’s contribution. Using Scopus data, 1,616 
publications authored by 5,767 scholars were analyzed. Bibliometric 
indicators, including citations, h-index, g-index, and m-index, were 
generated using BiblioMagika and visualized through Microsoft Excel. 
The findings indicate steady growth in work engagement research, with 
dominant contributions from Business, Management, Psychology, and 
Social Sciences. The United States, Spain, and the United Kingdom 
emerged as leading countries in publication output, while authors such 
as Bartelmus and Markandya demonstrated high citation impact. 
Frontiers in Psychology and the International Journal of Environmental 
Research and Public Health were identified as highly influential 
journals. Despite the expanding global literature, research output 
remains concentrated in developed countries, with limited contributions 
from Pakistan. The study highlights the need for greater geographic 
diversity, methodological expansion, and integration of related 
constructs to guide future work engagement research. 
 

 
 
INTRODUCTION 

Work engagement has become a central topic within contemporary social science and education 
research and is commonly examined through theoretical perspectives such as the Job Demands–
Resources (JD–R) framework and psychological capital (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017; Zhang et al., 
2025). Over the past two decades, scholarly interest in work engagement has increased steadily across 
fields including education, healthcare, business, and hospitality. Despite this expansion, the distribution 
of research output remains uneven, with a strong concentration of publications originating from 
developed economies. Contributions from developing contexts, particularly Pakistan, remain limited, 
creating an imbalance in global representation (Han et al., 2023). 

Previous bibliometric studies have documented publication growth, influential authors, leading journals, 
and thematic developments in work engagement research. However, these analyses largely reflect 
Western and economically advanced regions, offering restricted insight into the visibility and 
contribution of developing countries within the field (Zhang et al., 2025). Such imbalance constrains a 
broader understanding of how work engagement scholarship has evolved across diverse socio-
economic, cultural, and institutional contexts and underscores the need for bibliometric evidence that 
captures global diversity more comprehensively. 

Bibliometric analysis provides a structured and quantitative approach for examining scientific 
development by assessing publication output, citation impact, and intellectual linkages among studies. 
By utilizing publication and citation data, bibliometric techniques support the identification of research 
productivity, influential contributors, collaborative patterns, and emerging themes within a field (Saputro, 
Prasetyo, Wibowo, et al., 2023). Indicators related to quantity, quality, and structural relationships 
among publications enable deeper interpretation of how research areas evolve over time (Valérie & 
Pierre, 2010; Robaina Castillo, 2022).  

https://doi.org/10.37134/ejoss.vol12.Sp.14.2026
mailto:nabiashah36@gmail.com


Manzoor Shah et al. │ Volume 12, Special Issue, pg 114-124 (2026) 
EDUCATUM Journal of Social Sciences 

https://doi.org/10.37134/ejoss.vol12.Sp.14.2026 
© 2026 Manzoor Shah et al. Published by Pejabat Karang Mengarang (UPSI Press). 

This is an open access article under the CC BY-NC 4.0 license   115 

Although bibliometric approaches are subject to limitations such as database coverage bias and uneven 
disciplinary representation (Mfengu & Raju, 2024; Chen, Tsang, & Wu, 2023), they remain a reliable 
method for synthesizing large volumes of literature and identifying research gaps in work engagement 
scholarship. 

Situating Pakistan within a global bibliometric context is particularly important for understanding 
patterns of inclusion and underrepresentation in work engagement research. Pakistan’s socio-
economic, cultural, and geopolitical environment shapes workplace practices through traditional norms, 
religious values, and social structures (Khan, 2017; Memon et al., 2021). While higher education and 
research output have expanded, challenges related to research quality, collaboration, and ethical 
practices continue to influence scholarly visibility (Gupta, 2012; Naseem et al., 2019; Fazal, 2022). At 
the same time, developments in education, technology, entrepreneurship, and social policy have 
generated increasing attention to work-related issues within the country (Latif, 2023; Pasha, 2024). 
Examining Pakistan’s contribution alongside global publication trends helps position its research output 
within the broader scholarly landscape, identify gaps in geographical representation, and indicate future 
directions that are both locally relevant and globally meaningful (Hassan & Ara, 2022; Moazam, 2006). 

Accordingly, this article presents a bibliometric analysis of global research on work engagement 
published between 2020 and 2025. By examining publication trends, influential countries, authors, 
journals, and subject areas, the analysis offers an updated overview of the field’s recent development 
and highlights the positioning of Pakistan within global work engagement scholarship. 
 
 
RESEARCH OBJECTIVES AND QUESTIONS 

1. To analyze global publication trends and growth patterns in work engagement research from 2020 
to 2025. 

2. To identify the most influential countries, authors, and journals contributing to work engagement 
scholarship. 
 
 
SIGNIFICANCE OF STUDY  

This article advances understanding of global work engagement research by providing a 
comprehensive bibliometric analysis of Scopus-indexed publications published between 2020 and 
2025. Using Bibliomagika and Microsoft Excel, the analysis examines publication trends, authorship 
patterns, contributing countries, subject categories, and leading journals. By focusing on peer-reviewed 
articles published in English, the findings offer a consistent and transparent overview of recent 
developments in the field. The results highlight global research patterns, reveal the underrepresentation 
of developing countries such as Pakistan, and identify emerging directions in work engagement 
scholarship, offering valuable insights for researchers working within education and the broader social 
sciences. 

 
 
THEORETICAL BACKGROUND 

The Job Demands–Resources (JD–R) framework is a widely used theoretical perspective in work 
engagement research. It explains engagement through the balance between job demands and job 
resources. Job demands refer to aspects of work that require sustained physical or psychological effort 
and may lead to strain when excessive, while job resources support motivation, learning, and personal 
development (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017). The framework provides a structured explanation of why 
certain work environments foster high engagement, whereas others contribute to burnout or reduced 
wellbeing. 

From a bibliometric perspective, JD–R-based studies are highly visible across citation counts, keyword 
frequencies, and co-citation networks. The framework consistently appears in highly cited publications 
and frequently used keywords, particularly in psychology, education, management, and health-related 
journals. This prominence indicates that JD–R serves as a central theoretical foundation shaping the 
intellectual structure of work engagement research.  

Bibliometric mapping further shows strong associations between JD–R studies and themes such as 
workplace conditions, motivation, job stress, and wellbeing, highlighting its influence on global research 
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trends from 2020 to 2025. Psychological capital (PsyCap) has emerged as an important complementary 
theoretical lens in work engagement research. PsyCap refers to a set of positive psychological 
resources hope, self-efficacy, resilience, and optimism—that support adaptive coping and sustained 
motivation in challenging work environments (Luthans et al., 2006). Within the engagement literature, 
PsyCap is commonly examined as a psychological resource that strengthens positive work-related 
states and supports sustained involvement. 

Bibliometric evidence shows that PsyCap is frequently co-cited with JD–R-based studies, indicating 
growing conceptual integration within the field. Highly cited research links higher PsyCap with stronger 
work engagement and improved wellbeing (Bekker, 2017). Keyword co-occurrence analysis further 
reveals that PsyCap is often examined alongside constructs such as burnout, mindfulness, and self-
leadership, reflecting its embedded position within broader engagement research networks. However, 
PsyCap-related research remains largely concentrated in developed economies, with limited 
contributions from developing contexts such as Pakistan. 

Integrating JD–R and PsyCap within a bibliometric framework highlights how work engagement 
research has evolved in recent years. Co-citation and keyword mapping indicate that studies 
referencing both frameworks focus on the interaction between job-related conditions and psychological 
resources. Overall, JD–R provides the dominant structural explanation for engagement, while PsyCap 
adds depth by explaining psychological processes that sustain engagement. Together, these 
frameworks form a cohesive theoretical foundation while also revealing the need for broader geographic 
representation in future research. 
 
 
METHODOLOGY 
 
Data Source and Search Strategy  

This bibliometric study used the Scopus database as the primary data source, with records retrieved 
on 10 August 2025. The keyword “work engagement” was applied to publication titles, abstracts, and 
author keywords to identify relevant research. The dataset was restricted to English-language journal 
articles published between 2020 and 2025. Books, book chapters, dissertations, conference papers, 
unpublished studies, and retracted publications were excluded to ensure reliability and consistency in 
the analysis. 

 
Information Extraction, Tools and Analysis  

The study selection process is illustrated in Figure 1, which details the identification, screening, and 
inclusion stages. Erratum notices and retracted articles were removed to avoid inaccuracies. The 
selected publications were analyzed using BiblioMagika to generate bibliometric indicators, including 
total publications, citations, citations per paper, and impact indices such as the h-index, g-index, and 
m-index. Microsoft Excel was used to organize metadata, calculate frequency distributions, and create 
visualizations.  
Extracted data included authorship, publication year, country, institution, subject category, and journal 
title. Frequency counts and percentages were calculated to examine global trends, research 
productivity, and patterns across authors, institutions, subject areas, and journals. This methodology 
provides a systematic mapping of work engagement research from 2020 to 2025, offering clear insights 
for scholars, practitioners, and policymakers. 
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Figure 1. Flow diagram of the search strategy. 
Source: Zakaria et al. (2020), Moher et al. (2009) 

 
 

Data Cleaning and Harmonizing  
 

The Scopus data were cleaned and standardized using BiblioMagika@(Ahmi, 2024), to ensure 
accuracy, correcting variations in author names, affiliations, and publication details. Detailed 
bibliometric analyses, including citation counts, author contributions, and publication years, were 
conducted, providing a reliable foundation to examine global work engagement research trends from 
2020 to 2025. 

 
 
RESULTS  

Data extraction and tools result section delivers a thorough analysis of the work engagement research 
landscape addressing research questions detailed in the introduction. By aligning the findings with these 
RQ. They aim to provide comprehensive insights for scholars, practitioners and policy makers. 

 
The Current Landscape (Trends) of Work Engagement Research Global Context  

To address the first research question which seek to understand the current landscape of Work 
engagement research question “what is the landscape of work engagement research? This section 
analyzes the distribution of publications by numerous factors, such as document type, l, and subject 
areas. Additionally, this research discusses the overall citation metrics for publication with work 
engagement domain to gain insight into their impact and relevance. Table 1 presents the citation metrics 
and various parameters of bibliometric analysis, offering insight into the impact and relevance of the 
publication in WE domain. The research was conducted using biblioMagika(Ahmi, 2024) software, 
which transformed Scopus data into meaningful metrics such as number of papers, numbers of 
citations, total years, citations per year, citation per author, paper per author, h-index, g-index, m-index. 
As Shown in table 1, the study considered 1,616 publications were produced with contributions from 
5,767 authors. Among these, 1,229 papers were cited, generating an overall citation count of 13,750. 
The analysis shows that each paper received an average of 8.5 citations, whereas the cited papers 
achieved a higher average of 11.19% citations. In terms of author contribution, the citation per author 
was 2.38%. Furthermore, the citation sums within the h-core amounted to 4,900, highlighting the 
influence of the most impactful publications during this period. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

https://doi.org/10.37134/ejoss.vol12.Sp.14.2026


Manzoor Shah et al. │ Volume 12, Special Issue, pg 114-124 (2026) 
EDUCATUM Journal of Social Sciences 

https://doi.org/10.37134/ejoss.vol12.Sp.14.2026 
© 2026 Manzoor Shah et al. Published by Pejabat Karang Mengarang (UPSI Press). 

This is an open access article under the CC BY-NC 4.0 license   118 

Table 1. Basic Information about the Dataset 
 

Start Year 2020 

End Year 2025 

Total Publications 1616 

Number of Contributing Authors 5767 

Number of Cited Papers 1229 

Total Citations 13,750 

Citation per Paper 8.50 

Citation per Cited Paper 11.19 

Citation per Author 2.38 

Citation sums within h-Core 4,900 

Source: Generated by the author(s) using biblioMagika® (Ahmi, 2024) 
 
Table 2 presents the subject area analysis indicates that research output from 2022 to 2025 was 
concentrated in three dominant fields: Business, Management, and Accounting (34.72%, 561 papers), 
Psychology (28.96%, 468 papers), and Social Sciences (27.97%, 452 papers). These disciplines 
collectively represent the core focus of publications during the period. Alongside these, significant 
contributions were observed in Medicine (16.09%, 260 papers) and Nursing (9.84%, 159 papers), 
highlighting strong engagement in health-related research. Mid-level contributions were made in 
Environmental Science (6.81%, 110 papers), Economics, Econometrics and Finance (6.06%, 98 
papers), and Computer Science (5.32%, 86 papers), reflecting the multidisciplinary reach of 
scholarship. Meanwhile, smaller but notable shares came from Arts and Humanities (4.64%, 75 papers), 
Decision Sciences (4.58%, 74 papers), and Multidisciplinary studies (3.71%, 60 papers). Emerging 
areas with modest representation included Energy (2.54%, 41 papers), Neuroscience (2.48%, 40 
papers), Agricultural and Biological Sciences (2.35%, 38 papers), Engineering (2.29%, 37 papers), and 
Biochemistry, Genetics and Molecular Biology (2.04%, 33 papers), alongside contributions from Health 
Professions (2.04%, 33 papers). The least represented fields were Mathematics (0.56%, 9 papers) and 
Pharmacology, Toxicology and Pharmaceutics (0.31%, 5 papers), indicating comparatively limited 
scholarly activity in these domains.  
 

Table 2. Subject Area  
 

Subject Area TP % 

Business, Management and Accounting 561 34.72% 

Psychology 468 28.96% 

Social Sciences 452 27.97% 

Medicine 260 16.09% 

Nursing 159 9.84% 

Environmental Science 110 6.81% 

Economics, Econometrics and Finance 98 6.06% 

Computer Science 86 5.32% 

Arts and Humanities 75 4.64% 

Decision Sciences 74 4.58% 

Multidisciplinary 60 3.71% 

Energy 41 2.54% 

Neuroscience 40 2.48% 

Agricultural and Biological Sciences 38 2.35% 

Engineering 37 2.29% 

Biochemistry, Genetics and Molecular Biology 33 2.04% 

Health Professions 33 2.04% 

Mathematics 9 0.56% 

Pharmacology, Toxicology and Pharmaceutics 5 0.31% 
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Source: Generated by the author(s) using biblioMagika® (Ahmi, 2024) 
 
Top Contributing Authors, Journals, Institutions, Countries  
 
i. Most Productive Authors  

Table :3 The findings indicate notable differences in authors’ productivity and citation impact. Robert D. 
Cairns (McGill University) has the highest number of publications (7) but with very low citation impact 
(2 citations, C/P = 0.29). In contrast, Peter Bartelmus (University of Heidelberg) demonstrates the 
strongest influence, receiving 110 citations from only 4 papers (C/P = 27.5). Similarly, Anil Markandya 
(University of Bath) records 29 citations from 4 publications (C/P = 7.25), reflecting consistent 
recognition of his work. Moderate citation performance is observed for Jui-Che Tu (Taiwan), I. Putu 
Astawa (Indonesia), and Milijana Novovic Buric (Montenegro), with C/P values ranging from 3 to 8. 
Shaizy Khan (India) shows comparatively strong impact with a C/P of 5 and the highest m-index (0.667), 
suggesting more recent and influential contributions. Conversely, Thomas Aronsson (Sweden) has not 
received citations despite two publications. Overall, Bartelmus and Markandya emerge as the most 
influential contributors in terms of quality of citation. 

 
Table 3. Most productive authors  

 

Full Name Current Affiliation Country TP TC C/P C/CP h G M 

Cairns, Robert 
D. 

McGill University Canada 7 2 0.29 1 1 1 0.038 

Markandya, Anil University of Bath Italy 4 29 7.25 7.25 3 4 0.143 

Bartelmus, 
Peter 

University of 
Heidelberg 

Germany 4 11
0 

27.5 36.67 2 4 0.063 

Aronsson, 
Thomas 

University of Umeå Sweden 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Tu, Jui-Che National Yunlin 
University of Science 

and Technology 

Taiwan 2 6 3 6 1 2 0.091 

Astawa, I. Putu State Polytechnic of 
Bali 

Indonesia 2 6 3 3 2 2 0.25 

Stojanovic, 
Andjela Jaksic 

University of Donja 
Gorica 

Montenegro 2 16 8 8 1 2 0.25 

Thornton, Daniel 
B. 

Queen's University Canada 2 2 1 2 1 1 0.077 

Buric, Milijana 
Novovic 

University of 
Montenegro 

Montenegro 2 16 8 8 1 2 0.25 

Khan, Shaizy Amity University India 2 10 5 5 2 2 0.667 

Source: Generated by the author(s) using biblioMagika® (Ahmi, 2024) 
 
ii. Influential Journals and Citation Analysis 

Table :5 and figure :2 presents the ten most influential source titles in the field of work engagement 
research, ranked by citation impact (citations per paper, C/P). The International Journal of 
Environmental Research and Public Health demonstrated the highest influence, with an average of 
15.63 citations per paper across 32 publications, reflecting both consistent productivity and strong 
scholarly impact. Similarly, the Journal of Nursing Management showed remarkable visibility with 21 
publications averaging 15.05 citations each, highlighting its strong relevance in healthcare-related 
research. Sustainability (Switzerland) and Frontiers in Psychology followed, with average citations of 
13.38 and 12.34 per paper, respectively. Notably, Frontiers in Psychology produced the largest volume 
of work (87 publications), reinforcing its dual role as both the most productive and among the most 
impactful outlets. Current Psychology also performed strongly, with 61 publications averaging 10.82 
citations each. Other journals in the top 10 demonstrated moderate influence: Frontiers in Public Health 
(9.44 citations per paper), Behavioral Sciences (5.13), BMC Nursing (4.97), and BMC Psychology 
(3.06). In contrast, Social Behavior and Personality, while contributing 18 publications, had the lowest 
citation rate (2.28), indicating limited impact despite its productivity. 
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Taken together, these findings suggest that while psychology-oriented journals dominate in terms of 
both volume and visibility, health-related and multidisciplinary journals such as the Journal of Nursing 
Management and the International Journal of Environmental Research and Public Health have emerged 
as high-impact publication platforms within the global work engagement literature. 

 

Table 5. Top 10 Most Productive Journals 

 

Source Title TP NCP  TC C/P C/CP h g M 

Frontiers in Psychology 87 78  1074 12.34 13.77 18 27 4.500 

Current Psychology 61 48  660 10.82 13.75 14 24 3.500 

Sustainability (Switzerland) 37 36  495 13.38 13.75 14 21 3.500 

International Journal of Environmental 
Research and Public Health 

32 32  500 15.63 15.63 13 21 3.250 

BMC Nursing 29 19  144 4.97 7.58 7 11 2.333 

Behavioral Sciences 23 16  118 5.13 7.38 6 10 1.500 

Journal of Nursing Management 21 18  316 15.05 17.56 12 17 3.000 

Social Behavior and Personality 18 15  41 2.28 2.73 3 4 0.750 

Frontiers in Public Health 18 15  170 9.44 11.33 7 12 1.750 

BMC Psychology 18 11  55 3.06 5.00 4 7 1.000 

Note: TP=total number of publications; NCA=number of contributing authors; NCP=number of cited 
publications; TC=total citations; C/P=average citations per publication; C/CP=average citations per 
cited publication; h=h-index; g=g-index; m=m-index. 
 
 

 

Figure 2. Top 10 Most Productive Journals 

 

iii. Most Productive Institutions in Global Context  

Table :4 and figure :3 presents the bibliometric analysis shows that Jadara University is the topmost 
productive institution, contributing eight publications that have received 82 citations, with an h-index of 
4. Universitas Padjadjaran ranks next with five publications, though only one paper has been cited, 
accumulating two citations. Bina Nusantara University follows with four publications but no citations. In 
Malaysia, Universiti Malaysia Terengganu demonstrates strong impact with three publications that 
collectively received 64 citations, averaging 21.33 citations per paper, and an h-index of 3. Universiti 
Kebangsaan Malaysia also contributes three publications, cited 15 times, with an h-index of 2. 
Meanwhile, the University of Antwerp presents three publications with modest citation counts, totaling 
five. Institutions such as Universiti Sains Malaysia, Irbid National University, and Amman Arab 
University each contributed two publications, with citation counts ranging from four to nine and an h-
index of 1. 
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Table 4. Institution wise Publications   

Institutions TP NCA NCP TC C/P C/CP H g M 

Jadara University 8 8 5 82 10.25 16.40 4 8 0.667 

Universitas Padjadjaran 5 5 1 2 0.40 2.00 1 1 0.100 

Bina Nusantara University 4 4 0 0 0.00 0.00 0 0 0.000 

Universiti Malaysia Terengganu 3 3 3 64 21.33 21.33 3 3 0.214 

Universiti Kebangsaan Malaysia 3 3 3 15 5.00 5.00 2 3 0.400 

University of Antwerp 3 3 3 5 1.67 1.67 1 2 0.083 

Universiti Sains Malaysia 2 2 1 4 2.00 4.00 1 2 0.250 

Irbid National University 2 2 1 4 2.00 4.00 1 2 0.250 

Amman Arab University 2 2 1 9 4.50 9.00 1 2 0.143 

Source: Generated by the author(s) using biblioMagika® (Ahmi, 2024) 
 

 

 

Figure 3. Institution wise Publications 

iv. Topmost Productive Countries 

Table: 6 and in figure:4 presents the top contributing countries in the global context of work engagement 
research. The United States leads with 1,328 publications, reflecting its strong research base and 
continuous interest in workplace studies. Spain follows with 422 publications, while the United Kingdom 
ranks third with 368 publications, supported by active research networks. China contributes 318 
publications, highlighting the growing attention to work engagement in Asia. The Netherlands (266), 
Australia (262), Finland (173), Germany (168), South Africa (155), and Italy (144) also feature 
prominently in the ranking. These results indicate that Western and developed countries dominate the 
research landscape, although the presence of China and South Africa points to increasing contributions 
from other regions as well. 
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Table 6. Topmost countries contributed to the publications  
 

Country TP NCA NCP TC C/P C/CP h g M 

Indonesia 51 51 25 145 2.84 5.80 7 12 0.412 

United States 24 24 19 316 13.17 16.63 9 17 0.176 

Jordan 16 16 9 102 6.38 11.33 5 10 0.714 

China 11 11 8 20 1.82 2.50 2 4 0.125 

Malaysia 11 11 9 90 8.18 10.00 5 9 0.357 

Australia 10 10 10 99 9.90 9.90 5 9 0.132 

United Kingdom 9 9 9 249 27.67 27.67 8 9 0.222 

Turkey 7 7 3 14 2.00 4.67 2 3 0.133 

Italy 6 6 5 20 3.33 4.00 3 4 0.188 

Romania 5 5 3 13 2.60 4.33 2 3 0.133 
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