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This paper reviews 29 years of academic literature published in the domain 

of creativity and innovation in order to identify the format styles and 

geographical distribution of seminal authors. This quantitative review of 

papers published in the creativity and innovation domain revealed that 

scientific publications have shown an upward trend from the year 1990 to 

2018. Of these publications, 90.27 percent were written in English 

language only. An analysis of the top fifteen journals in this domain 

identified the European Journal of Innovation Management and Creativity 

and Innovation Management as the most productive with 15.5 percent of 

the total publications. 21.33 percent of articles were written by the top ten 

influential authors to constructively contribute to the literature on 

creativity and innovation. 98.68 percent of articles were written in 

collaboration with co-authors. Single author contributions account for 

1.31 percent of publications. A geographic analysis shows that while 49 

countries have shown growing interest in the creativity and innovation 

domain, the contribution of academic literature is predominantly from the 

USA and the UK where the leading management, educational and research 

institutions are located and whose national policies favor creativity and 

innovation research. 
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Introduction 

The 21st Century business environment is dynamic and often encounters challenges of 

continuity and order. In the context of sustainability and maintaining the momentum of 

change in a highly disruptive business environment, investment in research and 

development is crucial (Sassmannshausen and Volkmann, 2018). Through significant 

investment in research and development (R&D) and resulting new product development 

processes, organizations can generate long term business solutions. Such solutions help 

in building organizational sustainability for an unforeseeable future (Bhattacharya, 2016; 

Antikainenand and Valkokari, 2016). Therefore, there is a growing global focus on 

creativity and innovation research. The concept of creativity emerged with Schumpeter’s 

work on ‘Innovation Theory of Profit’ (1936) and has advanced exponentially as the 

changing business paradigm shifted from a focus on the operational to innovation as an 

engine of profit and sustainability (Adams etal., 2016).  

 

This paper seeks to outline the current knowledge gaps in the creativity and innovation 

domain through a scientometric analysis of the literature which categorizes the diverse 

themes and specific contributions by both the academic community and industry (Baker 

and Mehmood, 2015). While awareness of the importance of creativity and innovation 

for sustainability was evident in both industry and academia prior, the growing 

momentum in this domain started after 1990s, when the slogan of liberalization, 

privatization, and globalization (Chen, 2015) was adopted. Multinational companies 

adopted best practices and innovative measures to maintain a competitive edge, initiating 

a correlate academic inquiry for innovative sustainable business solutions. The resulting 

innovative solutions are thus the result of academic endeavor for sustainable business 

performance (Bocken et al., 2014).  In order to study this academic endeavor over the 

past three decades, there is a need for an in-depth analysis. Such analysis can be 

performed through different methods including traditional review, systematic review, 

bibliometric review, content analysis, META analysis and scientometric analysis. For this 

study, a descriptive scientometric analysis study was considered and conducted as an 

assessment of scientific performance.  Scientometric indicators are among the most 

important tools of scientific literature (Houshyar & Sotudeh, 2018) as they reveal existing 

problems that require solutions, underpinning the research design needed to solve these 
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problems and the related practice sets.  Generating a quantitative database is thus essential 

for a profound analysis of the field and the prediction of future trends, work related issues 

and the consequent role of both academia and industry (Houshyar and Sotudeh, 2018). 

 

Objectives of the study into the creativity and innovation domain 

1) To present the forms of scientific research documents, language distribution, subject 

scatter, literature trends and keywords used in analysis of the literature. 

2) To determine the geographic distribution of the literature. 

3) To identify  

a. the most influential authors and authorship patterns                                            

b. the most influential and productive research institutions  

c. the most productive journals 

d. the citations pattern and self-citation tendency of highly cited articles and 

authors.  

 

Research methodology 

This study is focused on scientific publications in ‘Creativity and Innovation’ as reflected 

in Scopus, and the Social Science and Science Citation Indices from 1990 to 2018. 

Initially a search of Scopus and the Web of Science database was conducted to determine 

the volume of available scientometric literature in the domain and establish the foundation 

for this analysis. The search terms used were “innovation and organizational 

performance”, “creativity and innovation” and “innovation and organizational factors”. 

These search terms were identified in the publication abstracts with the search restricted 

to “articles”, “reviews” and “proceedings”. Subsequently, a scientometric analysis was 

carried out as a first step using the “analyze the results” tool of the “Web of Knowledge” 

database. The  search functions utilised were “author”, “country”, “document type”, 

“institution name”, “language”, “publication year”, “source title” and “subject area”. Next 

the “create citation report” tool of the Web of Knowledge database was used and the 

information pertaining to the “sum of times cited” and “average citations per paper” was 

collated. Further citations to other authors/papers in sustainable innovation papers were 

viewed using the tool “analyze the results” and the relevant information was recorded. 

This analytical information was then used to measure the impact of the original research 

sourced. 
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Results and discussion 

All documents published in the creativity and innovation domain in the organizational 

context during the period 1990 to 2018 were analyzed with the total number of records 

found being 617. 

 

 Form of scientific research documents 

The selected keywords identified a total of 655 documents. Table 1 below shows the 

distribution according to format e.g. articles, conference proceedings, reviews and news 

items, etc. Of the total studies analyzed, 88.54% were articles, while 3.51% were 

conference proceedings and 2.13% reviews. It is notable that the proportion of all the 

other types of documents, 5.82% was very small. It is also notable that there were no book 

reviews. For the purpose of the study, the search sample was refined to only the first three 

formats: articles (580), conference proceedings (23), and reviews (14), resulting in 617 

publications. 

 

Table 1   Form of Scientific Research Documents 

S DC TC P R 

1 Articles 580 88.54 1 

2 Conference Proceedings 23 3.51 2 

3 Review and Criticism 14 2.13 3 

4 Conference Articles 13 1.98 4 

5 Letter to Editor 09 1.37 5 

6 Editorial Articles 07 1.06 6 

7 News item 04 0.61 7 

8 Note 04 0.61 8 

9 Reprint 01 0.15 9 

                            Total 655 100  

Note-S-Series, DC-Document Types, TC-Total Counts, P-Percentage, R-Rank 

 

Language distribution of literature 

Table 2 below shows that of the 617 publications under consideration, the majority were 

written in the English (90.27%) language, with approximately 8% written in Spanish 

(2.75%), French (2.10%), Chinese (1.45%) and German (1.29%) languages respectively.  
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Table 2   Language Distribution of the Literature 

S LLP TC P R 

1 English 557 90.27 1 

2 Spanish 17 2.75 2 

3 French 13 2.10 3 

4 Chinese 9 1.45 4 

5 German 8 1.29 5 

6 Swedish 5 0.81 6 

7 Italian 4 0.64 7 

8 Japanese 2 0.32 8 

9 Russian 1 0.16 9 

10 Dutch 1 0.16 10 

              Total 617 100  

Note-S-Series, LLP-Language of Published Literature, TC-Total Count, P-Percentage, R-Rank 

 

Growth of literature 

Table 3 details the growth rate of the literature in this domain from 1990 to 2018. It can 

be observed from Table 3 that, the creativity and innovation domain has grown 

significantly during the last 28 years. While the first identified decade in this study (1990-

1999) shows a slow and steady growth pattern, only 83 articles (13.45%) were published. 

From 2005 onwards, the domain began to receive serious attention from researchers, 

academics and industry experts, however, in some years fluctuations can be observed in 

the trend. While there is significant rise in publishing trends in the years 2005 and 2007, 

some years show a decreasing trend.  From Table 3 and Figure 1 below, it can be 

interpreted that during the past four years (2015 -2018) the majority of articles in the 

domain (27.86%) were published.  
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Table 3   Chronological Distribution of Organizational Creativity and Innovation 

Literature 

Y(P) TC P Y TC P Y TC P 

1990 

1991 

1992 

1993 

1994 

1995 

1996 

1997 

1998 

1999 

2 

5 

7 

8 

8 

9 

11 

11 

9 

13 

0.32 

0.81 

1.13 

1.29 

1.29 

1.45 

1.78 

1.78 

1.45 

2.10 

2000 

2001 

2002 

2003 

2004 

2005 

2006 

2007 

2008 

2009 

13 

15 

17 

17 

11 

23 

23 

33 

26 

28 

2.10 

2.43 

2.75 

2.75 

1.78 

3.37 

3.37 

5.34 

4.21 

4.53 

2010 

2011 

2012 

2013 

2014 

2015 

2016 

2017 

2018 

28 

33 

29 

32 

34 

32 

41 

45 

54 

4.53 

5.34 

4.70 

5.18 

5.51 

5.18 

6.64 

7.29 

8.75 

Note-Y (P)-Published Year, TC-Total Count, P-Percentage 

 

Fig. 1   Growth rate of organizational creativity and innovation literature 

 

 

Subject Scatter of creativity and innovation literature 

The creativity and innovation domain in the organizational context is a broader 

phenomenon as detailed in Table 4 below which outlines different subject areas discussed 

in the literature. Table 4 indicates that the principal focus areas of this literature analysis 

(617 publications) are business management (26.611%) and creativity and innovation 

(21.53%). It should be noted that some of the scientific work spread over more than one 

subject area and due to this fact, the total number of articles belonging to subject areas 

exceeds the population of the study. 
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Table 4    Subject Categories 

S Scopus, SSCI and SCI Categories F P R 

1 Business Management 194 26.61 1 

2 Creativity and Innovation 157 21.53 2 

3 Organizational Change 67 9.19 3 

4 Corporate Culture 63 8.64 4 

5 Leadership 54 7.40 5 

6 Knowledge Management 47 6.44 6 

7 Organizational Learning 37 5.07 7 

8 Organizational Behaviour 29 3.97 8 

9 Strategic Management 27 3.70 9 

10 Unspecified ** 24 3.29 10 

11 Human Resource Management 17 2.33 11 

12 Organizational Development 13 1.78 12 

 Total 729 100  

Note- S-Series, F-Frequency, P- Percentage, R-Rank                                                                                                 

Note- ** Unspecified constitutes general areas which cannot be further classified into broader subject 

categories. 

 

Influential keyword analysis 

As presented in Table 5 below, of the total studies analyzed, ten most frequent keywords 

were identified. Creativity (234) and innovation (194) are the top ranked keywords used 

in publications in the creativity and innovation domain during the period studied.  Other 

keywords include leadership style (68), organizational culture (57) and organizational 

effectiveness. 

 

Table 5   Influential keyword analysis 

S K TC P R 

1 Innovation 234 31.66 1 

2 Creativity 194 26.25 2 

3 Leadership Style 68 9.20 3 

4 Organizational Culture 57 7.71 4 

5 Organizational Effectiveness 44 5.95 5 

6 Change Management 43 5.81 6 

7 Research and Development 32 4.33 7 
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8 Organizational Structure 27 3.65 8 

9 Organizational Learning 23 3.11 9 

10 Collaboration 17 2.30 10 

Note- S-Series, K-Keywords, TC-Total Counts, P-Percentage, R-Rank 

 

Geographic analysis of literature 

This section deals with the distribution of output of different countries during 1990 to 

2018. Results from Table 6 indicate that the work was published by authors from 49 

different nationalities. The countries contributing significantly to the field of creativity 

and innovation for 28 years are presented in Table 6. As it is illustrated in Table 6, U.S.A 

(40.03%), U.K (12.31%), China (5.51%), and Taiwan (4.70%) were the countries with 

the highest contribution in the field of creativity and innovation. An inference can be 

drawn from Table 6 that, a small number of countries contributed the majority of the 

output. 

 

Table 6   Top Ten Most Contributing Countries 

C TA P R SCA ICA FAA CAA 

USA 247 40.03 1 179 68 228 19 

UK 76 12.31 2 57 19 62 14 

China 34 5.51 3 17 17 22 12 

Taiwan 29 4.70 4 11 18 17 12 

Canada 13 2.10 5 9 4 07 06 

Sweden 11 1.78 6 11 NA 11 NA 

Singapore 11 1.78 7 6 5 11 NA 

Italy 09 1.45 8 8 NA 09 NA 

Australia 09 1.45 9 9 NA 09 NA 

Brazil 09 1.45 10 9 NA 09 NA 

New 

Zealand 

09 1.45 11 9 NA 07 NA 

Note- C-Country, TA-Total Authors, P-Percentage, Rank, SCA-Single Country Articles, ICA-

Internationally Collaborative Articles, FAA-First Authored Articles, CAA-Corresponding Authored 

Articles, NA-Not Applicable. 
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List of influential authors 

Of the 617 studies, 872 authors were identified as contributing to the field of creativity 

and innovation in an organizational context. This list of the most influential authors is 

presented below in Table 7 where they are ranked by the number of publications. Findings 

show that out of 617 articles, a total number of 184 articles (29.82%) were written by the 

identified most influential authors. Some of the articles are the result of collaborative 

efforts and some by single authors. From the data presented below we can determine that 

the most productive and influential author in the domain of creativity and innovation is 

Amabile Teresa with 32 articles (5.18%) out of the total 617 publications. The second 

most productive author is Damanpour with 30 articles (4.86%) out of the total number 

studies. The contribution of other authors such as, Shalley (2.75%), Gilson (2.26%), and 

Stenberg (2.26%) have shown significant growth over a period of time. 

 

Table 7   List of Influential Authors of Creativity and Innovation field 

S PA TC P R FA

A 

CAA SA

A 

AAI C HI 

1 Amabile, 

T. 

32 5.18 1 28 04 03 Harvard 

Business 

School 

USA 10 

2 Damanpou

r, F.  

30 4.86 2 22 08 02 Rutgers 

Business 

School 

USA 9 

3 Shalley, C.  17 2.75 3 08 09 NA Georgia 

Institute of 

Technology 

USA 5 

4 Gilson, L. 14 2.26 4 06 08 NA University of 

Connecticut 

USA 4 

5 Sternberg, 

R. 

13 2.10 5 08 05 02 Cornell 

University 

USA 4 

6 Lubart,T 13 2.10 6 09 04 NA Tufts 

University 

USA 4 

7 Tushman, 

M. 

11 1.78 7 05 06 02 Harvard 

Business 

School 

USA 3 
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8 Zhou, J. 09 1.45 8 06 03 01 Rice University USA 3 

9 Leavy, B. 08 1.29 9 05 03 01 Dublin City 

University 

Ireland 3 

10 Anderson, 

N. 

08 1.29 1

0 

05 03 02 Brunel 

Business 

School 

UK 3 

11 West, M. 07 1.13 1

1 

04 03 01 Brown Univers

ity 

USA 3 

12 Liu, F.  07 1.13 1

2 

03 04 NA Lund Universit

y 

Sweden 3 

13 Schneider, 

D. 

05 0.81 1

3 

02 03 NA University of 

Kassel 

Germany 2 

14 O'Reilly, 

C. 

05 0.81 1

4 

02 03 NA Stanford 

School of 

Business 

USA 2 

15 Ekvall, G. 05 0.81 1

5 

03 02 01 Swedish 

University 

Sweden 2 

        Total 184 29.8

2 

       

Note- S-Series, PA-Productive Authors, TC-Total Count, P-Percentage, R-Rank, SAA-Single Authored 

Articles, FAA-First Authored Articles, CAA-Corresponding Authored Articles, AAI-Author Affiliation 

Institute Name, NA-Not Applicable, HI-H Index 

 

Fig.2   Influential Authors of Creativity and Innovation field           
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Authorship pattern of creativity and innovation literature 

Table 8 below depicts the authorship pattern of the publications analyzed in the creativity 

and innovation field during the past 28 years (1990-2018). Table 8 classifies the 

frequency of output within the authorship pattern. The majority of scientific publications 

(98.69%) were produced by academics and scientific researchers. Table 8 identifies that 

the majority of the scholarly articles (36.57%) were written by three authors as detailed 

in row 1.  241 publications (26.35%) were contributed by two authors as detailed in row 

2 of Table 8. Publications authored by 9 contributors represent the least number of articles 

(0.98%). 

 

Table 8   Authorship Pattern of Literature on Creativity and Innovation 

S AP TP TA P CP 

1 Single authors 24 24 1.31 1.31 

2 Two authors 241 482 26.35 27.66 

3 Three authors 223 669 36.57 64.23 

4 Four authors 57 228 12.46 76.69 

5 Five authors 37 185 10.11 86.80 

6 Six authors 17 102 5.57 92.37 

7 Seven authors 7 49 2.67 95.04 

8 Eight Authors 9 72 3.98 99.02 

9 Nine authors 2 18 0.98 100 

10 Ten authors 0 0 0.00 0.00 

 Total 617 1829 100 100 

Note-S-Series, AP-Authorship Pattern, TP-Total Papers, TA-Total Authors, P-Percentage, CP-Cumulative 

Percentage 
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Fig.3   Authorship Pattern of Literature on Creativity and Innovation 

                                             

 

                         

Single vs. multi authored research publications 

To evaluate the authorship pattern in terms of single versus multi authored literature 

output in the creativity and innovation field during the period of study, the degree of 

collaboration is used. This is calculated using the ratio of collaborative research 

papers to the number of research papers in the discipline during a specified period of 

time (Subryamanyam, 1983). The formula is expressed as follows: C=Nm/Nm +Ns 

 

C- Denotes the degree of collaboration in the discipline.  

Ns- Denotes the number of single authored papers in the discipline during the same year. 

Nm-Denotes the number of multi authored papers in the discipline published during the same year. 

Based on this equation as presented below, the degree of collaboration an analysis of the creativity and 

innovation domain is 0.98 

 

Table 9   Degree of Collaboration 

S SA P MA P TA TP DC 

1 24 1.31 1805 98.68 1829 100 0.98 

Note- S-Series, SA-Single Author, MA-Multiple Authors, P-Percentage, TA-Total Authors, TP-total 

Percentage, DC-Degree of Collaboration 

 

Institutional distribution of contributors 

Table 10 below indicates institution specific distribution of authors in the analyzed 

journals. Of 1,829 authors, 1,443 (78.89%) are university affiliated members or teaching 
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faculty members of various universities and college globally. The contribution of non-

academic institutions to analyzed journals is 18.58% of the total study.  

 

Table 10   Affiliation wise Distribution of Articles 

                 Affiliation           Academic            Non-academic           Unknown           Total of  

                                            Institutions              Institutions                                           Authors 

Distribution 

Frequency                              1443                        340                          46                       1829 

Percentage                             78.89%                  18.58%                     2.51%                 100% 

 

Table 11 below indicates the 20 most prolific institutions and their respective contribution 

to the creativity and innovation domain. 

 

Table 11   Institution wise Distribution of Contributors 

UN C TC 

 

P 

 

SIA IICA FAA CAA R 

 

Harvard University USA 67 10.85 34 33 55 12 1 

University of Michigan USA 37 5.99 22 15 19 18 2 

Stanford University USA 32 5.18 26 06 19 13 3 

University of North Carolina USA 29 4.70 14 15 17 12 4 

University of California USA 29 4.70 18 11 22 07 4 

Yale University USA 27 4.37 22 05 22 05 5 

Pennsylvania  State 

University 

USA 23 3.72 11 12 09 14 6 

University of Washington USA 17 2.75 05 12 04 13 7 

Oxford University UK 17 2.75 13 04 13 04 7 

University of Manchester UK 17 2.75 09 08 05 12 7 

University of Texas USA 13 2.26 05 08 04 09 8 

University of Arizona USA 13 2.10 07 06 03 09 9 

City University of London UK 12 1.94 02 10 02 10 10 

Colorado State University USA 11 1.78 05 06 08 03 11 

Columbia University USA 10 1.62 09 01 10 NA 12 

Minnesota University USA 09 1.45 09 NA 09 NA 13 

Monash University Australia 09 1.45 06 03 06 03 13 
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Sheffield University New 

Zealand 

09 1.45 07 02 05 04 13 

Nang Technological 

University 

Singapore 08 1.29 06 02 06 02 14 

Illions University Chicago 08 1.29 05 03 04 04 14 

Note- UN-University Name, C-Country, C-Count, P-Percentage, SIA-Single Institution Articles, IICA-

Inter Institutionally Collaborative Articles, FAA-First Author Articles, CAA-Corresponding Author 

Articles, 

 

Fig 4   Institution wise Distribution of Contributors 

                                

As can be seen in Table 11, of the 20 prolific institutions, thirteen are from the USA; three 

are from the U.K and there is one each from Australia, New Zealand, Singapore and 

Chicago respectively. Harvard University (7.45%) is the most productive institution in 

the field of creativity and innovation in the organizational context. Of the 20 prolific 

institutions identified in Figure 4 above, almost 65% are U.S. based. 

 

List of the most influential journals 

A list of the most influential journals in the field of creativity and innovation is presented 

in descending order in Table 12 below. It can be determined from Table 12 that 50 articles 

(7.94 %) of the total literature published in the Creativity and Innovation domain are 

found in the European Journal of Innovation Management. Other influential journals such 

as the Academy of Management Journal (5.67%), the Harvard Business Review (5.34%) 
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and the Creativity and Innovation Management Journal (7.61%) have also contributed 

significantly to the domain of creativity and innovation. It should noted that among all 

the journals examined, the top fifteen journals listed in Table 12 represent 55.42% of the 

total creativity and innovation literature analyzed. 

 

Table 12   Most Influential Journals in the Literature of Creativity and Innovation 

S JN HI IF(2017) C PF 

(Issues) 

TC P R 

1 European Journal of 

Innovation Management 

50 1.385 UK 04  49 7.94 1 

2 Creativity and Innovation 

Management 

47 1.553 UK 04 47 7.61 2 

3 Academy of Management 

Journal 

266 6.70 USA 06 35 5.67 3 

4 Harvard Business Review 154 38.13 USA 06 33 5.34 4 

5 International Journal of 

Innovation Management 

29 NA USA 08 27 4.37 5 

6 Innovation: Management, 

Policy and Practice 

20 0.91 UK 03 23 3.72 6 

7 Journal of Knowledge 

Management 

90 3.48 UK 08 23 3.72 6 

8 Journal of Management 176 8.08 USA 08 21 3.40 7 

9 Journal of Applied 

Psychology 

235 4.63 USA 12 19 3.07 8 

10 R&D Management 86 1.80 USA 05 19 3.07 8 

11 Leadership Quarterly 120 3.30 USA 06 17 2.75 9 

12 Thinking Skills and 

Creativity 

30 1.33 Netherlands 04 10 2.10 10 

13 Journal of Organizational 

Change Management 

59 1.26 UK 07 10 2.10 10 

14 International Journal of 

Productivity and 

Performance Management 

42 2.74 UK 09 09 1.45 11 

 Total     342 55.42  

 Note- S-Series,  HI-H Index, IF- Impact Factor, JN-Journal Name,  C-Country, TC-Total Count, PF-

Publication Frequency, P-Percentage, R-Rank 
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Fig.5   Influential Journals in the Literature of Creativity and Innovation 

     

 

Distribution of citations 

Google scholar citations were considered for calculating the number of citations received 

by publications in this domain. As Table 13 below indicates, 322 articles (52.18%) 

received more than 100 citations. There were a further 117 articles (18.96%) that received 

less than 10 citations.  

Table 13   Distribution of citations received by articles 

S RC F P 

1 0-10 117 18.96 

2 10-20 68 11.02 

3 20-30 34 5.51 

4 30-40 8 1.29 

5 40-50 8 1.29 

6 50-60 12 1.94 

7 60-70 9 1.45 

8 70-80 10 1.62 

9 80-90 12 1.94 

10 90-100 17 2.75 

11 More than100 322 52.18 

 Total 617 100 

Note- S-Series, RC- Range of Citations, F-Frequency, P-Percentage 

Note-Google scholar citations received by the articles considered for the analysis of this table.         
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Fig.6   Distribution of citations received by articles 

 

 

 

Author self-citations 

While analyzing research articles, it was determined that a tendency for self-citation is 

increasing and hence a further analysis of all 617 articles was made to determine the 

distribution of author self-citation.  These results are presented in Table 14 and Figure 7 

below, while Table 15 below presents a list of highly self-cited articles.  Davarpanah and 

Aslekia’s (2008) research article was used as a reference for self-citation analysis. Self-

citations were measured based on the percentage of an author’s previous publications 

being cited in a further publication whether as either first or co-author. The data below 

shows that out of 617 articles, 287 articles were self-cited representing (46.51%) of the 

analyzed articles. The rate of self-citations ranged between 1 to 8 times.  

 

Authors self-citation distribution 

The Table 14 collated data indicates that there were 173 publications (60.27%) with self-

citations that were further cited once and 16 (5.57%) publications with self-citations 

further cited more than five times. 
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Table 14   Distribution of Authors Self Citations 

C TC P 

1 173 60.27 

2 54 18.81 

3 27 9.40 

4 17 5.92 

5 07 2.43 

6 06 2.09 

7 01 0.34 

8 02 0.69 

Total 287 100 

Note-C-Number of Times Cited, TC-Total Count, P-Percentage                                             Note-Google 

scholar citations considered for the analysis of this table  

 

 

Fig.7    Distribution of Author Self-Citation 
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Table 15   List of highly self-cited articles 

S P(T) P(A) P(JN) TC Y 

1 The nature of creativity.  J.Sternberg Creativity Research 

Journal 

30 2006 

2 Innovation and creativity in 

organizations: A state-of-the-science 

review, prospective commentary, and 

guiding framework 

N.Anderson 

K.Potocnik 

J.Zhou 

Journal of 

Management 

18 2014 

3 The dynamic componential model of 

creativity and innovation in 

organizations: Making progress, 

making meaning.   

T.Amabile 

M.Pratt 

Research in 

Organizational 

Behavior 

17 2016 

4  Managing for innovation: The two 

faces of tension in creative climates.  

S.G.Isaksen G. 

Ekvall 

Creativity and 

innovation 

management 

16 2010 

5 Organizational designs and 

innovation streams.  

M.Tushman 

K.Wood 

G.Westerman 

C.O’Reilly 

Industrial and 

Corporate Change 

15 2010 

6 Measuring climate for work group 

innovation: development and 

validation of the team climate 

inventory.   

M.A.West 

N.R.Anderson 

Journal of 

Organizational 

Behavior. 

15 1998 

7  Open innovation and organizational 

boundaries: task decomposition, 

knowledge distribution and the locus 

of innovation.   

K.Lakhani,  H. 

Lifshitz-Assaf 

M.Tushman 

Handbook of 

economic 

organization: 

Integrating economic 

and organizational 

theory 

10 2013 

8 Innovation in top management 

teams.   

M.A.West 

N.R.Anderson 

Journal of Applied 

psychology 

10 1996 

9 Interactive effects of growth need 

strength, work context, and job 

complexity on self-reported creative 

performance.   

C.Shalley 

L.Gilson 

T.Blum 

Academy of 

Management journal 

09 2009 

http://www.ijicc.net/
http://www.ijicc.net/
http://www.ijicc.net/


    International Journal of Innovation, Creativity and Change.  www.ijicc.net  

Volume 5, Issue 1, November, 2019 

 

85 

 

10 Managerial innovation: Conceptions, 

processes and antecedents.   

F. Damanpour 

D. Aravind 

Management and 

organization review 

08 2012 

Note- S-Series, P (T)-Title of Paper, P (A)-Paper Authors Name, P (JN)-Paper Published Journals Name, 

TC-Times Cited, Y-Year 

 

Most cited articles 

A citation-based methodology is widely recognized and accepted as an effective measure 

of quality assessment of a publication as it contributes significantly to the accumulation 

and development of knowledge (Tranfield, Denyer, and Smart, 2003; Saha, Wang etal., 

2016). A citation-based analysis identifies the influence and usability of the research 

publications by the relevant community, academic and industry experts. The top 10 highly 

cited papers are listed in Table 16 below. Robert et al., (2004) have the most highly cited 

paper with 2618 citations, followed by Damanpour, F. (1991) with 2517 citations. The 

majority of the highly cited studies were published by the top ten influential authors noted 

in Table 5.  

 

Table 16   List of highly cited research articles 

S NA A Y TC R 

1 Diffusion of innovations in service 

organizations: systematic review and 

Robert, etal. 2004 2618 1 

2 Organizational innovation: A meta-

analysis of effects of determinants and 

moderators 

Damanpour, F. 1991 2517 2 

3 Assessing the work environment for 

creativity 

Amabile, etal. 1996 1803 3 

4 Determinants of innovative behavior: A 

path model of individual innovation in the 

workplace 

Scott, etal. 1994 1495 4 

5 A model of creativity and innovation in 

organizations 

Amabile, T. M. 1988 1449 5 

6 Toward a theory of organizational creativity Woodman, etal. 1993 1433 6 

7 The effects of personal and contextual 

characteristics on creativity: Where should 

we go from here? 

Shalley, etal. 2004 823 7 
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8 Measuring climate for work group 

innovation: development and validation of 

the team climate inventory 

Anderson, etal. 1998 737 8 

9 When job dissatisfaction leads to creativity: 

Encouraging the expression of voice 

Zhou, etal. 2001 723 9 

10 Managing strategic contradictions: A top 

management model for managing 

innovation streams. 

Smith, etal. 2005 627 10 

Note-S-Series, NA-Name of Articles, A-Authors, Y-Year, TC-Total Citation Received, R-Rank Note-

Web of Science citations counted for the analysis of this table.                                                                     

Note- ‘Creativity’ and ‘Organizational Creativity’ are used interchangeably, ‘Innovation and 

Organizational Innovation’ used interchangeably  

 

Discussion  

The purpose of this study was to conduct a scientometric analysis of the creativity and 

innovation domain during the past 28 years, in order to bring a depth of understanding to 

the field, and its contribution to academia since 1990. For this study, 617 articles 

published for the past 28 years across a range of different databases were analyzed. A 

number of implications emerged from this analysis that warrant further discussion as 

pertains to the identity of the creativity and innovation domain and are next discussed 

below as implications 

 

Implication I: the Creativity and Innovation domain is very diverse 

During the analysis, 1829 authors from 149 unique institutions were identified. The 

domain has attracted the attention of an incredible number of researchers from a variety 

of both academic and non-academic institutions. On the one hand, a number of very 

productive institutions and contributors were identified in the analysis however, the top 

twenty universities and top fifteen academics generated only 56%, and 30% of the total 

research output, respectively. Therefore, there is no single university or person producing 

the most research in this domain. Rather, it is the cumulative contribution of a large 

variety of researchers from different academic and non-academic institutions that shape 

the Creativity and Innovation scholarly domain. 
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Implication II: the Creativity and Innovation domain has been showing signs of 

academic prosperity 

As a scientific discipline, creativity and innovation is prospering. There are three major 

indicators of this evolution: changes in co-authorship patterns, the use of an inquiry 

method and the changing role of practitioners. With respect to co-authorship patterns, a 

clear trend towards the publication of multi-authored manuscripts (98.69%) was 

observed. Specifically, there was a significant drop in single-authored papers, 1.31 % of 

the total number of studies. Prior scientometric studies argue that co-authorship patterns 

are an important phenomenon reflecting the prosperity of a scholarly domain (Mooghali 

etal, 2012).  Initially, as the domain prospers, the competition for journal space decreases 

and acceptance rates increase, therefore, inputs from different researchers are requisite to 

improve the quality of each research publication and ensure success in achieving 

publication. Further, researchers may gradually establish their personal research networks 

leading to higher co-operation, the degree of collaboration was found to be 0.98 in this 

analysis. 

 

With regard to inquiry methods (though not discussed in this paper) the use of qualitative 

data, without empirical or literature support was considerable (6.82%). Over the time 

period studied there has been an improvement in the use of pure theoretical approaches, 

such as the development of conceptual frameworks, models, principles, indices, metrics, 

or tools, which form the basis for future research. At the same time, an increase in 

empirical studies, such as survey methods, the use of secondary data and interviews, 

reflects a further trend towards scientific prosperity. When a new scholarly domain exists, 

its theoretical foundations need to be recognized through empirical testing and this trend 

is evident in the creativity and innovation domain. 

 

Implication III: explicit role of Academics 

An overall analysis of 617 papers published from 1990 to 2018 shows that academics 

have dominated the field with a contribution of 80% of the total studies.  Non-academics 

constituted 18.58% of all authors. In fact, it was key academics who have provided the 

long standing impetus for the creativity and innovation domain (e.g. Amabile Teresa at 

Harvard University, Damanpour at Rutgers Business School, Shalley at Georgia Institute 
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of Technology, etc.). Many of the initial academic papers were conceptual and empirical 

and not practice-based. Gradually the creativity and innovation domain has captured the 

attention of academics and practitioners from across a range of disciplines, which have 

also begun to contribute to the body of knowledge.  

 

Implication IV: a minority of countries produces the most research output 

In this study, 49 contributing countries were acknowledged. The five leading countries 

(USA, UK, China, Taiwan, and Canada), in terms of quality of research output, generated 

65% of the entire research output. Forty percent of all research was generated by the USA 

alone. This suggests that the production of scholarly creativity and innovation research is 

not distributed globally but that rather, a handful of countries accounts for the majority of 

publications. A further conclusion is that the USA has 65% of the prolific institutions 

presented in this paper and that as a result productivity from the USA is higher than other 

countries.  

 

Implication V: the comparison of the most productive countries, institutions and 

individuals 

Of the total studies analyzed, 50% of the research output was contributed by the USA and 

UK. Further, most of the productive institutions in the list emerged from these two 

countries as indicated in Table 4. Harvard University, University of Michigan, and 

Stanford University have contributed most significantly and consistently to the creativity 

and innovation domain. An inference can be drawn from the analysis of country and 

productive institution that, the USA has the maximum research output as a result of 

having the highest number of productive institutions. Of further note is that the USA’s 

policy framework also supports research in the creativity and innovation domain.  

 

Implication VI: there are many authors, especially academics, who contributed only 

once to the body of knowledge 

A large proportion of all authors (82%) of the 617 papers published have only a single 

work in the publications examined in the investigation of the Creativity and Innovation 

domain. However, given that the overall contribution of practitioners has been gradually 

declining, it is likely that future authors within the creativity and innovation domain will 
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eventually be represented by academics with higher publication frequencies. Therefore it 

is predicted that the overall proportion of all authors with only a single work will decline. 

 

Implication VII: scholarly creativity and innovation output may potentially 

contribute to the wealth of nations 

During this study, a number of smaller, very productive countries were discovered to be 

initiating publication in this domain. The more recent focus of smaller nations to the 

creativity and innovation domain suggests that innovation driven research activities may 

potentially offer a competitive advantage and help develop knowledge-intensive 

economies. It is noted that most of these countries are non-English speaking. At the same 

time, their academics have significantly contributed to the creativity and innovation 

domain. In conclusion, a large obstacle confronting the studies in the creativity and 

innovation domain concerns the communication gap between researchers and 

practitioners. Although this domain’s research community has come a long way since the 

early 1990s, bridging the theory/practice divide continues to present a challenge.  

 

Conclusion 

In conclusion, this analytical study of publication productivity consisting of 617 articles 

published during the period (1990-2018) in the creativity and innovation field, finds that:  

• 90% of the articles were in English language  

• the majority of the sources of the journals were referenced in English  

• English is the dominant language of global information in this domain  

• in the context of citation tendency, the articles written in English cite English 

articles only 

• the majority of the research publications in this domain are published in the USA 

and UK with only a few published in Canada, Singapore, Australia, New Zealand 

and China. 

This analysis of author productivity in the creativity and innovation domain found that 

Amabile (5.18%) and Damanpour (4.86%) have made the most significant contribution 

during the past 29 years as determined by their citations in other publications.  Other 

significant contributors to the domain include Shalley, Gilson, Lubart, and Woodman. 
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The analysis of institutions demonstrating research productivity in the domain determined 

that 78.89% were academic publications with the number of research contributions from 

university staff members being much higher than that of non-academic institutions 

(18.58%). Further, distribution of publications by institution reveals that of the top twenty 

prolific institutions, thirteen (65%) were from the USA with Harvard being recognized as 

the most productive institution in the domain of Creativity & Innovation.  

 

An analysis of the subject areas in this domain reveals that business management 

(26.61%) and creativity and innovation (21.53%) are the most popular research areas 

among the authors. Recently, the role of innovation and organizational factors has begun 

to incite attention on a global scale. The creativity and innovation domain was found to 

be integrated in the organizational factors like knowledge management, leadership style 

and learning orientation. 

 

The analysis of the journals referenced in this paper, shows that the Harvard Business 

Review (5.34%), Academy of Management Journal (5.67%), European Journal of 

innovation Management (7.94%) and Creativity and Innovation Management (7.61%) are 

the most influential and productive journals of the field.  This literature analysis identified 

that in the first decade of the study period only 13.45% of the total literature on creativity 

& innovation sourced was published and that during the last 29 years this domain has 

gained momentum with researchers, both academic and industry based.  

Of the total, 287 articles 46.51% demonstrated self-citation tendency with 79.08% of 

these articles including either one or two self-citations. There are only 9 articles (3.12%) 

where self-citation is used more than five times. Hence, the question arose as to what 

extent self-citation reflects the quality of research and if so, whether those measures are 

reliable in the sense that the authors might have deliberately used or manipulated the 

measurable impact of publication. The data on authorship patterns presented in this paper 

shows that almost 98.68 percent of studies are conducted by multiple authors. 

Collaboration is considered as a crucial aspect of research in the world of innovation 

driven by cut throat competition in a volatile business scenario. Data also shows that more 

than 50% of the authors have contributed only one or two articles to the domain. Further, 

data on reference distribution shows that almost 50% of the articles have between 60 to 
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80 references. Also the data on country wise classification shows that more than 50% of 

the studies were conducted in the US and UK. As presented in the tables above, the most 

productive institutions, authors and journals are from these two regions hence their 

contribution to the creativity and innovation domain literature is considered the most 

significant.  

 

Limitations of Study 

There were few limitations to this study. Firstly, only two databases were used to search 

the available literature, Scopus and the Web of Science. It is possible that some relevant 

research may not have been referenced throughout this study. Secondly, the filtering 

process adopted for this literature review may also resulted in the omission of some 

relevant research, such as the large stream of process factors and knowledge management 

based literature. Thirdly there is a need to take a more holistic approach with regard to 

business practices that supports innovation. The authors of this paper have not offered 

detailed propositions linking the elements, which would be the next logical step in further 

research of this nature. In future, it is recommended that scientometric study, such as that 

conducted in this paper, should be utilized during literature analysis in the domain of 

creativity and innovation. The use of different software in future studies in also 

recommended to enhance the clarity of the study.  A final proposal is that a high level 

multi- dimensional conceptual framework on organizational innovation be researched and 

published. 

 

 

References 

Andriopoulos, C. (2001). Determinants of organizational creativity: a literature 

review. Management decision, 39(10), 834-841. 

Adams, R., Jeanrenaud, S., Bessant, J., Denyer, D. and Overy, P(2016) ‘Sustainability‐
oriented innovation: a systematic review’. International Journal of Management 

Reviews, 18(2), 180-205. 

Antikainen, M. and Valkokari, K. (2016). A framework for sustainable circular business 

model innovation. Technology Innovation Management Review, 6 (7), 22-27. 

Baker, S. and Mehmood, A. (2015). ‘Social innovation and the governance of sustainable 

places’. Local Environment, 20 (3), 321-334. 

http://www.ijicc.net/
http://www.ijicc.net/
http://www.ijicc.net/


    International Journal of Innovation, Creativity and Change.  www.ijicc.net  

Volume 5, Issue 1, November, 2019 

 

92 

 

Bocken, N. M., Short, S. W., Rana, P., & Evans, S. (2014). ‘A literature and practice 

review to develop sustainable business model archetypes’. Journal of cleaner 

production, 65, pp.42-56. 

Bhattacharya, A. (2016). Reinterpreting Innovation and Innovation Measurement-A 

Theoretical Framework for Innovation in Organisations. Journal of Organisation and 

Human Behaviour, 5(4), 47. 

Biljecki, F. (2016). A scientometric analysis of selected GIScience journals. International 

Journal of Geographical Information Science, 30(7), 1302-1335. 

Camboim, S., Bravo, J., & Sluter, C. (2015). An Investigation into the Completeness of, 

and the Updates to, OpenStreetMap Data in a Heterogeneous Area in Brazil. ISPRS 

International Journal of Geo-Information, 4(3), 1366-1388. 

Chen, C., Dubin, R., & Kim, M. C. (2014). Emerging trends and new developments in 

regenerative medicine: A scientometric update (2000–2014). Expert opinion on 

biological therapy, 14(9), 1295-1317. 

Chen, L., (2015). ‘Sustainability and company performance: Evidence from the 

manufacturing industry’ Vol. 67. Linkoping University Electronic Press. 

Crossan, M. M., & Apaydin, M. (2010). A multi‐dimensional framework of 

organizational innovation: A systematic review of the literature. Journal of management 

studies, 47(6), 1154-1191. 

El Khaled, D., Novas, N., Gazquez, J. A., & Manzano-Agugliaro, F. (2018). Dielectric 

and bioimpedance research studies: A Scientometric approach using the scopus 

database. Publications, 6(1), 6. 

Glänzel, W. (2015). Bibliometrics-aided retrieval: where information retrieval meets 

scientometrics. Scientometrics, 102(3), 2215-2222. 

Ghane, M. R. (2016). How accurate are cited references in Iranian peer‐reviewed 

journals?. Learned Publishing, 29(2), 77-82. 

Gunday, G., Ulusoy, G., Kilic, K., & Alpkan, L. (2011). Effects of innovation types on 

firm performance. International Journal of production economics, 133(2), 662-676. 

Houshyar, M., & Sotudeh, H. (2018). A Reflection on the Applicability of Google Scholar 

as a Tool for Comprehensive Retrieval in Bibliometric Research and Systematic 

Reviews. International Journal of Information Science and Management (IJISM), 16(2). 

Klijn, M., & Tomic, W. (2010). A review of creativity within organizations from a 

psychological perspective. Journal of Management Development, 29(4), 322-343. 

Lazzarotti, V., & Manzini, R. (2009). Different modes of open innovation: a theoretical 

framework and an empirical study. International journal of innovation management, 

13(04), 615-636. 

http://www.ijicc.net/
http://www.ijicc.net/
http://www.ijicc.net/


    International Journal of Innovation, Creativity and Change.  www.ijicc.net  

Volume 5, Issue 1, November, 2019 

 

93 

 

Low, M. B., & MacMillan, I. C. (1988). Entrepreneurship: Past research and future 

challenges. Journal of management, 14(2), 139-161. 

Martins, E. C., & Terblanche, F. (2003). Building organisational culture that stimulates 

creativity and innovation. European journal of innovation management, 6(1), 64-74. 

Masic, I., Begic, E., & Zunic, L. (2016). Scientometric Analysis of the Journals of the 

Academy of Medical Sciences in Bosnia and Herzegovina. Acta Informatica Medica, 

24(1), 4. 

Mooghali, A., Alijani, R., Karami, N., & Khasseh, A. A. (2012). Scientometric analysis 

of the scientometric literature. International Journal of Information Science and 

Management (IJISM), 9(1), 19-31. 

Mehrad, J., & Arastoopoor, S. (2012). Islamic World Science Citation Center (ISC): 

Evaluating scholary journals based on citation analysis. Acta Informatica Medica, 20(1), 

40. 

Nanda, T., & Singh, T. P. (2009). Determinants of creativity and innovation in the 

workplace: a comprehensive review. International Journal of Technology, Policy and 

Management, 9(1), 84-106. 

Sassmannshausen, S. P., & Volkmann, C. (2018). The scientometrics of social 

entrepreneurship and its establishment as an academic field. Journal of Small Business 

Management, 56(2), 251-273. 

Salajegheh, M., & Dayari, S. (2019). Comparing the Citations Counts and Altmetrics of 

the Top Medical Science Journals in Scopus. International Journal of Information 

Science and Management (IJISM), 17(1), 59. 

Şenel, E., & Demir, E. (2018). Bibliometric and scientometric analysis of the articles 

published in the journal of religion and health between 1975 and 2016. Journal of religion 

and health, 57(4), 1473-1482. 

Serenko, A., & Dumay, J. (2015). Citation classics published in knowledge management 

journals. Part I: articles and their characteristics. Journal of Knowledge 

Management, 19(2), 401-431. 

 

 

 

 

http://www.ijicc.net/
http://www.ijicc.net/
http://www.ijicc.net/

