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ABSTRACT
Purpose
This paper aims to analyse the publication structure on the research published on organisational politics in higher education between 2000 to 2025.
Design/ Methodology
Bibliographic data on organisational politics in higher education extracted from Scopus database, and then they were analysing data through VOSviewer software and RStudio.

Findings
This study examines141 papers on organisational politics in higher education published between 2000 to 2025. The research finds the top producing nations, institutions, authors, journals, citations, co-citations, co-authorship and co-occurrence of the organisational politics in higher education. It also includes information on the most referenced publications and published authors. The VOSviewer program and RStudio is also used in the study to visualize the mapping.

Originality/value
The main contribution of the study is that it provides an overview of the trends of organisational politics in higher education, which may help the researcher and practitioners to comprehend the trends and future research directions.
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INTRODUCTION
The term "organisational politics" has been defined differently by many academics. These definitions include a variety of behaviours that include both formal and informal use of authority and power to influence others, with a focus on forming alliances. Therefore, using power is intended to have an impact on decision-making. Politics  can be defined as the unofficial, splintering behaviour of a person or a group toward certain of its members and isregarded as illegitimate. And neither a formal authority nor a recognised expert has given their approval to this activity. The impression management theory, which separates the technique of ingratiation to leverage political power on others (Gardner and Martinko, 1998), is one of the theories that captures a lot of significance. In accordance with Schlenker (2000), impression management is regarded as a conscious effort to arrange the characters that are anticipated in the shared interactions (Krishnan, 2012).
The prior literature makes clear that organisational politics is one of the most significant workplace phenomena that either directly or indirectly influences the conduct and attitudes of academics and officers (Atta & Khan, 2016). What aspects of organisational politics could aid or hinder performance is the question at hand. Organizational politics involves a few different elements. These elements include authority, assigning blame, starting fights, exposing secrets, and favouritism. Other factors that affect organisational politics include personal ones like age, gender, job title, and tenure, dispositional ones like autonomy, competence, and relatedness, organisational ones like centralization, formalisation, and hierarchical structures, and job-related ones like skill variety, job autonomy, and feedback (Sultan, Kanwal, & Gul, 2015).
According to Asrar-ul-Haq et al. (2019), organisational politics is generally understood as a set of employee behaviours geared toward securing self-interests without considering the organization's or its members' well-being. Forming power alliances, forming strong alliances, exchanging favors, pressuring or blaming others, information manipulation, impression management, forming alliances with powerful people, rational persuasion, and imposing obligations on others are typical examples of these behaviors(Turabik & Baskan,2020). Organizational members typically view these actions as selfish, unfair, and unjust(Basar & Basim , 2016). Thus, it is empirically proven that higher levels of organisational politics perception frequently result in a variety of unfavourable employee outcomes, including job stress, turnover intention, job dissatisfaction, reduced work engagement, lower level of organizational citizenship behavior, (Asrar-ul-Haq et al., 2019).
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Fig. 1 Document per year

Fig. 1 shows the simple line graph that represent the number of the papers on the subject is rapidly increasing. The trend accelerated rapidly from 2019 with 10 papers, 12 papers were published in 2020, 10 papers in 2021 and 11 papers published in 2022.

METHODOLOGY

To achieve our research goals, we conducted a bibliometric analysis. The first aspect of this method is about findings and gathering articles for analysis, which should really represent the organisational politics and academics. The second stage presents bibliometric analysis to map the field and identify the most important themes within it.

Search strategy and data collection

To identify the appropriate articles for our aim, we executed a search on the Scopus database by using keywords related to organisational politics and academics. 
Using two operators, i.e., “AND” & “OR”. We combined the string for organisational politics “organizational politics" OR "favouritism" OR "partiality" AND "higher education" OR "academics" OR "educational institution"in the title, abstract and keywords.
The search was performed till 2022, and we got 171 papers. Filtering these papers initially ranged from 2000 to 2022, then we got 171 papers. After that filtering data that belongs to articles, book chapter, conference paper and reviews then apply limits to, we got 145 papers. In the last filtering, we select only English language papers. Finally, we got 141 papers which will analysing with the help of RStudio and VOSviewer software.     

Data Analysis
RStudio and VOSviewer is used in this analysis to assess the bibliography data obtained by Scopus. RStudio and VOSviewer is free software that allows you to create and visualize detailed bibliographic maps based on citation data, occurrence and co-occurrence data.
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Fig. 2- Main Information
(Fig.1)There is total 141 documents for analysis. These documents collected from 132 sources, 319 authors and authors of single-authored docs are 54. There is 4.71% annual growth rate, 494 keywords, documents average age is 9.03 and average citation per doc is 34.92.
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Fig. 3- Source impact diagram

Fig.3 shows the source impact diagram. Journal of experimental social psychology is the top source journal with 4 h-index, assessment and evaluation in higher education with 2 h-index and international journal of educational development with 2 h-index.
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Fig.3- Source impact table
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Fig.4- Three field Plot

Figure 4. presents the three-field analysis with keywords right side, authors on the left and countries on left side. Figure shows that Brazil is the top most country working in the related field, then followed by Germany, United Kingdom and Canada. The top authors are Abramo g, then followed by d’anglo ca and abdulhafiz ah. Top keywords are bibliometric, universities and research evaluation.


[image: ]
Fig.5- Tree map

Fig. 5 shows the tree map that explain the contribution of keywords in the study. Top keywords are female (14 occurrence) with 7% contribution, male (14 occurrence) 

with 7% and human (12 occurrence) with 6% contribution.
	

Co-Authorship Analysis: 

Counting and studying the extent to which authors, institutions, and countries collaborate on authorship to determine their relatedness.
Co-authorship analysis provides a visualisation map of cooperation between the authors. Fig. 6, There is total 132 clusters, 320 authors, 465 links and 478 total link strength. Top three most productive authors are andulhafiza.h, abdullateef s. and al Abdullah s. with 1 dcoument, 2 citations and 14 link strength.
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Fig. 6- Co-authorship analysis with authors


Fig.7 In the context of institutions, there is total 14 institutions, 2 clusters, 81 links and 84 total link strength. Top three institutions are Brown university, United States with 2 clusters, 13 links, 2 documents and 15 total link strength, then followed by Florida state university, United States and University of Utah, United states with 2 clusters, 2 documents, 13 links and 15 total link strength.
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                          Fig.7- Co-authorship analysis with institutions
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                                   Fig.8- Co-authorship analysis with countries


Fig. 8 shows the analysis the situation in term of in international collaboration, we look at nations are working together to publish articles on organisational politics. Out of 50 countries, 28 meets the threshold (select countries with minimum 2 countries collaboration). There is total 7 clusters, 28 links and 38 total link strength. United states is the top producing country with 42 documents, 3122 citations and 16 total link strength then followed by United kingdom with 25 documents, 1070 citations and 11 total link strength and then Canada with 10 documents, 2124 citations and 7 total link strength.
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                                              Fig.8- Citation analysis with authors
Citation analysis: 

measuring how many times articles, authors, journals, institutions, and nations cite each other to assess the strength of their linkages.Fig. 7 shows the analysis of citation analysis with authors. There is total 309 clusters, 25 links and 33 total link strength. Top 3 authors are abramo g. with 5 documents, 76 citations and 8 total link strength then Rosati f. with 4 documents, 57 citations and 8 total link strength and Moskowitz g. b. with 1 document, 57 citations and 7 total link strength.
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