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One of the internationally recognized journals that publishes and spreads literature concerning the 
relation between organizations and innovation and how creativity and imagination is organized is 
‘Creativity and Innovation Management’ (CAIM). To date there has been only one attempt to analyze 
the corpus of publications in this journal from 1992-2000. As no further historical analysis of CAIM 
has been done after it, the purpose of this paper is to present a content analysis and verify some of the 
trends within published articles for the last 12 years. This study is conducted by analyzing the content 
of latest 360 CAIM articles (published from 2000 to 2012). Data collection and analysis are 
performed by utilizing Publish-or-Perish software and also, Excel statistical analysis tools. This 
methodology uses a multi-approach to content analysis by interpreting the text in titles and abstracts 
to evaluate several elements, for instance the authorship characteristics, geographical contributions or 
the nine themes previously proposed and visible in the CAIM journal. The study outcomes in addition 
to the descriptive statistics that provide an overview of the research contributions, intend to gain 
insights in two important aspects. First, this study confirms how the articles categorized in the nine 
themes have behaved in the last 12 years. Second, the study reveals that some trends in the literature 
came from emerging markets economies (EME), which has not been raised so far, as the relation of 
author’s countries and the themes of their publications in the EME context. 
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Introduction 
 
The journal of Creativity and Innovation Management (CAIM) has contributed on 
disseminating research on organizing innovation since 1992. It is highly respected journal in 
the innovation management field as it has helped to fill the gap between theory and practice 
of organizing imagination and innovation. According to the aims and scope stated by the 
journal, CAIM focuses on how to challenge and facilitate creative potential, and how then to 
imbed this into result oriented innovative business development (CAIM home page, 2012). 
Thus the journal seeks to contribute by publishing studies with a focus on inspiring 
leadership, efficient structural arrangements and support facilities, which are crucial to 
organization’s success.  
So far, there has been only one attempt to analyze historically the themes from past articles 
published in this journal. Rickards and Moger (2006), the two founding editors of CAIM, 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1 The three authors have contributed equally. 



	  

examined the research contributions to this journal from volumes 1 to 9 (1992-2000). They 
carried out a thematic analysis by revisiting some of the most remembered articles and 
focusing on the concept of leadership as an integrating concept for creativity studies. Their 
study revealed nine overlapping themes where leadership plays an important part in the 
production of creative and innovative insights. Since then, no systematic historical analysis 
has focused either on analyzing further volumes of CAIM or on using the nine themes 
mentioned by Rickards and Moger (2006) to evaluate them in more recent publications. 
Therefore, the aim of this paper is to review articles from volumes 9 to 21 from CAIM and 
present a content analysis of them as well as identifying the trends from years 2000 to 2012. 
Based on similar content analyses (Coudounaris, Kvasova, & Leonidou, 2009; Botha, 
Lilford, & Pitt, 2011; Wiid, du Preez, & Wallström, 2012), we center our study on a) the 
authorship characteristics, which includes the most prolific authors based on their outputs and 
also b) the characteristics of the articles, including which has been the most influential 
articles based on the number of citations. In addition we considered two other elements to 
analyze; c) the contribution by theme, based on the nine themes mentioned by Rickards and 
Moger (2006) to use a more objective parameter to drive the categorization of all the articles, 
and d) the geographical contribution, with an emphasis on the contribution by coming from 
emerging market economies.  
This paper is organized in the following structure: First, a brief literature review on content 
analysis is conducted in order to gain some ideas about content analysis in general and 
content analysis of previous studies about CAIM in particular. After that, a detailed 
description of the methodology employed to collect and analyze the data is presented. This is 
followed by a description and discussion of the results along with their corresponding graphs. 
Finally, the conclusions resulting from this study are presented together with some guidelines 
for future research. 
 
 

Literature Review 
 
Scientific journals are an essential instrument for academicians and researchers to divulge 
their research and publish their work officially. Therefore, there has always been an interest 
by academia to understand how these journals behave and what they publish. For this reason, 
the activity of doing a content analysis of a journal in order to investigate its characteristics 
and try to look for some trends inside the journal is pursued and appreciated by scholars. 
While it is not a rule of thumb, the longer years a journal has been published, the more 
interesting results a content analysis could yield. For example, a journal with 20 years history 
of publication could show more distinct trends than a journal with only 5 years of 
publications. Considering these assumptions and the need to evaluate the status of some 
academic journals, several scholars have done content and trend analysis of some journals. 
While some of these studies have similar patterns, others use different structure and 
methodology. All of them vary in the scope and analysis, as this is dependent on the context 
of the journal that is being examined. 
For example, Coudounaris et al. (2009) did a content analysis of Management International 
Review for a 15 years period (1992-2007), analyzing 360 articles and identifying key trends 
in the evolution of the journal. They analyzed the journal in relation to 5 elements, which 
include the nature of the authorship, most prolific authors, characteristics of the articles, most 
influential articles and specific thematic areas within the articles. In a very similar way, 



	  

Botha et al (2011) conducted a content analysis of the three top South African management 
journals during a 15 years period (1996-2010) with the difference that instead of focusing on 
the element of most influential articles, they emphasize the most prominent universities and 
departments i.e. academic institution appearances. More recently Wiid et al (2012) performed 
a content analysis of the journal Marketing Intelligence & Planning for a 21 years period 
(1990-2010) in order to identify trends. In the same way than the other authors previously 
mentioned, they address four elements on the 856 articles examined: nature of authorship, 
most prolific authors, most influential articles and research themes within published articles. 
Examples of content analysis more related to innovation, creativity and entrepreneurship are 
also available. One example is provided by McElwee and Atherton (2005) who analyzed the 
International Journal of Entrepreneurship and Innovation over a period of 5 years (1999-
2003). While their analysis only includes 5 years of publications the contribution of their 
work is associated to the emphasis to identify theoretical and methodological trends and 
themes within the publications. They address four main elements, which include methods of 
data analysis, epistemological frameworks, dominant academic disciplines and geographical 
location. Another example is the work by Merino, do Carmo and Alvarez (2006) who studied 
a 25 years period of publications in the International Journal of Technological Innovation, 
Entrepreneurship and Technology Management (Technovation). They showed how the 
journal had evolved as well as its orientation, style and readability by addressing elements 
like thematic profile, impact publications and authorship of papers. 
Nevertheless for the purpose of this paper the most important example of a trend analysis is 
the work by the Rickards and Moger (2006) who focused on the journal of Creativity and 
Innovation Management (CAIM) for a period of 8 years (1999-2000). They analyzed 
thematically some of the most relevant articles during this time span using leadership as an 
integrating concept. Their results are presented based on nine clear themes reflecting the aim, 
scope and department of the CAIM. While their work did not center in a systematic content 
analysis of the articles per se, this paper will use their contribution of the nine themes 
proposed (detailed in the next section) to categorize the publications in CAIM. By doing this, 
we base our study on a list of themes accepted by this journal in order to be coherent with 
past research but also contribute to extend and confirm how these themes have evolved. 
 
 

Methodology 
 
 
Data collection  
 
Content analysis was the main method used in this study. Content analysis or sometimes 
referred to as desk research is a research technique that involves analyzing data and 
information given in written documents and existing literature (Pershing, 2007) . The written 
documents or literature may refer to journal articles, conference papers, notes, cases studies, 
empirical studies, texts, and other form of published research. Thus, the aim of using desk 
research technique is to gain more knowledge and insight about problem under investigation. 
Since the objective is of this paper is to analyze the research trends for Creativity and 
Innovation Management journal, this method sweets research objective of this paper. 
We collected data from 360 articles published in the journal in during the past 12 years 
(2000-2012). However, other forms of published work such as editorial reviews, book 



	  

chapters, and technical notes were excluded from the analysis in order to keep insight on 
peer-reviewed published papers. A two-stage process was used for the data collection and 
content analysis. The first stage was reading (directly from the journal’s website) and taking 
notes for every single paper and then essential data were inserted into an Excel sheet for 
further statistical analysis. The second stage was to use Publish or Perish software as well as 
research engines such as Google scholar and Scopus in order to obtain other kinds of 
statistical data such as citation index. The objective was to create a database that include all 
relevant information such as paper title, author(s), year, volume number, issue number, 
institution, geographic area, citation index, and themes. Then, we doubled checked the 
resulting database for any missing information. Figure 1 presents a summary of the 
methodological approach that we used to collect and analyze data.     
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 1: Methodology used to collect and analyze data 
 
 
Method of analysis  
 
Due to the fact that the journal of Creativity and Innovation Management lacks ‘keywords’ in 
all its published papers, it was difficult to identify the research streams or trends in this 
journal. Therefore, we categorized all papers into already identified themes for the same 
journal.  As seen in Table1, Rickards and Moger (2006) identified nine themes. They used 
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these themes to analyze the content of the same journal for the previous decade. Therefore, 
categorizing the articles into those nine themes was the first step in analyzing our data. The 
second step in analyzing data was to use statistical approach and graphical representations. 
The aim of this method is to visualize the key findings of our analysis. 
 
Table 1: Themes used to categorize the published articles in Creativity and Innovation Management journal (Source: adapted from Rickards 

and Moger, 2006). 

Theme number Theme name 

Theme 1 Leadership learning and knowledge systems 
Theme 2 Empowerment and distributed leadership for innovation and change 
Theme 3 Creative problem-solving 
Theme 4 Innovation leadership and entrepreneurship 
Theme 5 Leadership in turbulent environments 
Theme 6 Change-centered leadership 
Theme 7 Structural supports and hindrances to creativity 
Theme 8 Strategic planning and leadership 
Theme 9 The social construction of creativity 

  
 
Results and Discussion 
 
In this section, the result of analyzing 360 articles of CAIM during past 12 years (2000-2012) 
using is discussed in detail. With the aim to provide an easier and clearer view of the trends 
we use 3 periods with a time span of 4 year each i.e. 2000-2004, 2005-2008, 2009-2012. 
 
Authorship characteristics 
The majority of article published between the selected time-period were written in average by 
2.12 authors per paper. Interestingly, this average has slightly increased from 1.95 (2000-
2004) to 2.27(2004-2008) and 2.38 (2009-2012) in the chosen time span. While 85.5% of the 
authors published in this journal were members of academia, 13% of the papers were 
recorded as the result of non-academic contribution (i.e. institutions) in CAIM. Among the 
total number of papers 4.17% of articles were the result of the academia and institution 
cooperation and there was no information available for 1% of published papers (Table 2). 
 
 

Table 2: Contribution from academia and institutions in CAIM 
 

Academic institution appearances No. Percentage 
University 308 85.56% 
Institution 47 13.06% 
Institution + University 15 4.17% 
N/A 5 1.39% 
Sum 360 100% 

 
 
On a different level, analyzing the results indicated a decline in the number of papers 



	  

published individually. The study revealed that number of single author papers decreased 
from 38% to 14% after 12 years, while two authors paper numbers increased from 37% to 
50% (Table 3, Figure 2, Figure 3). This increase of authorship has been seen so far in other 
relevant studies doing content analysis of scientific journals (Botha, Lilford, & Pitt, 2011; 
Coudounaris  et al., 2009). Interest in teamwork and knowledge system formation is not only 
limited in the change in authorship patterns. Based on our analysis, it could be also noticed 
through authors’ interest in analyzing leadership topic and styles, which will be discussed in 
detail in “theme contribution” section.    
 

Table 3: Number of authors per paper shown in 4 years time span. 
 

Number 
of 

Author 

2000-2004 2005-2008 2009-2012 2000-2004 2005-2008 2009-2012 Percentage 
in total - 
360 papers No. No. No. Percentage Percentage Percentage 

1 45 45 12 38.79% 27.11% 15.38% 28.3% 
2 44 61 38 37.93% 36.75% 48.72% 39.7% 
3 17 39 18 14.66% 23.49% 23.08% 20.6% 
4 7 13 6 6.03% 7.83% 7.69% 7.2% 
5 3 7 4 2.59% 4.22% 5.13% 3.9% 
6 0 1 0 0.00% 0.60% 0.00% 0.3% 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Figure 2: Trends of average number of authors over the past 12 years according to Table 3. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



	  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 3: Comparison of number of authors with respect to the themes 
 
 
In summary, a total of 653 authors have published in CAIM over the past 12 years. Table 4 
lists the top five authors that have published in this journal including the total number of 
published papers and the their latest year of publication. This shows that both, Alexander 
Styhre and Oliver Gassmann, have been the most prolific authors being the only authors who 
have published in CAIM journal more than six articles during the last 12 years. 
 

Table 4: Most prolific authors from 2000 to 2012 

Name 
No. of 

Publication 
Latest year of 

publication 
Alexander Styhre 8 2011 
Oliver Gassmann 7 2012 
Jan Buijs 5 2009 
Ming-Huei Chen 4 2009 
Martin G. Moehrle 4 2010 
Remko Van Der Lugt 4 2007 
Olaf A.M. Fisscher 4 2012 

 
 
Characteristics of the articles  
The average number of pages during the past 4 years (2009-2012) have shown slightly 
increase in comparison with the years before (2000-2008). This increase can be seen in 
almost all the nine themes identified for the purpose of this study (Figure 4 and Table 5).  
 

Table 5: Average number of pages per paper over the past 12 years 

2000-2004 2005-2008 2009-2012 
10.98 10.75 13.80 



	  

 
Figure 4: Average number of pages of CIAM articles with respect to each theme 

 
 
Using the software ‘Publish or Perish’ provided us with valuable results concerning citation 
of the published papers through the past decade. As shown in even though less time has 
passed since 2005-2008 in comparison with 2000-2004, the numbers of papers’ citations are 
greater which implies a quality enhancement and fame increase of CAIM journal. The most 
cited paper with a total number of 154 times cited during the past 12 years is the paper titled 
“Working Together Apart? Building a Knowledge-Sharing Culture for Global”, which main 
contribution fits within the 1st theme ‘Leadership learning and knowledge systems’.  This 
paper, published in 2004, is the outcome of the contribution between two academic 
environments located in USA and Malaysia and written by 3 authors (Zakaria, Amelinckx, 
and Wilemon, 2004).  
In addition, we have also evaluated how the citations trend has changed in respect to each 
theme, which is discussed in detail in the next section. 
 

Table 6: Total number of Citation of CIAM articles with respect to each theme 

Theme 2000-2004 2005-2008 2009-2012 
Theme 1 165 846 19 
Theme 2 540 1044 66 
Theme 3 287 384 14 
Theme 4 535 338 6 
Theme 5 66 20 28 
Theme 6 95 46 1 
Theme 7 426 99 84 
Theme 8 213 150 9 
Theme 9 224 165 24 

Sum 2551 3092 251 
 



	  

 
Theme contribution 
As we discussed, in compilation of what has been done by Rickards and Moger (2006), we 
classified the published articles of CAIM into the nine recognized themes. The main 
argument for this classification is that leadership studies lie behind the most researches in the 
field of innovation and creativity and by tracking their trends could provide new level of 
details (Rickards and Moger, 2006). The published articles were categorized based on the 
content and focus of each paper. In some cases, however, an article provided insights into 
more than one theme that has been taken into consideration classified accordingly (Figure 5).  
The obtained outcome indicated that these nine themes do not follow same trends over the 
years. Consequently, the change of the research direction could be tracked by following the 
trend of each theme. As it is depicted in Figure 6, over the last decade the authors became 
more interested and focused on the first and second research themes. This vein of research 
includes learning and knowledge system as well as innovation and change. Conspicuously, 
this alteration implies change of scholars’ attention toward team based leadership and 
knowledge systems and how scholars’ focus is changing in accordance to the globalized 
industries and technologies.  
 
 

 
Figure 5: Contribution per theme within CAIM based on Rickards and Moger (2000) categorization. 

 
 



	  

 
Figure 6: Total number of citations from CIAM articles with respect to each theme 

 
 
Geographical Contribution 
During the selected period studied (from 2000 to 2012) an overall of 38 countries have 
published in CIAM. Countries such as Netherlands, UK, Sweden and USA have done the 
most significant contribution in terms of number of articles. This contribution is as high as 
50% of the total number of publications in the journal during the past 12 years. Noteworthy, 
there was no information at all concerning geographical location (i.e. not knowing if the 
author comes from academia or another organization) from 8 papers, which covers 2.2 % of 
the total number of analyzed papers. From a continental view, more than 75% of papers 
origin in Europe and this ranking is followed by America, Asia, Australia and Africa (Figure 
7). 
Differences could be found in specific attention of different countries concerning each theme. 
For instance, when it comes to the top 3 contributing countries in this journal, while 
Netherland articles main focus is towards the second theme (Empowerment and distributed 
leadership for innovation and change), most of Sweden and UK publications are categorized 
within the first theme (Leadership learning and knowledge systems). Figure 8 provides a 
summary of countries’ contribution concerning each theme. 
 
 



	  

 
Figure 7: Contribution by continent 

 
 
Articles coming from Emerging Markets Economies 
One of the relevant analyses that this study emphasizes is to see how many articles in CAIM 
are coming from Emerging Markets Economies (EME). The reasons to consider important to 
address this element is first because although other content analyses of journals consider 
geographic location when analyzing the publications, they only make a distinction between 
countries and regions in general. Second, in current global economy there is no doubt about 
the economic, financial and research contribution of developed countries. However less 
attention has been paid to evaluate and consider the contribution from emerging markets 
economies to other regions of the world. The same interest applies to academia and thus the 
need to analyze the contributions from this type of countries in CAIM is presented here. 
According to the OECD an emerging market economy is a country with social or business 
activity in the process of rapid growth and industrialization. Other terms like ‘rapidly 
developing economies’ or ‘big emerging markets’ are also found in practice and literature. 
For parsimony purposes within this analysis, we consider Emerging Markets Economies 
based on 3 different sources. These sources as well as the categorization of the countries from 
the CAIM articles analyzed are shown in Table 7.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



	  

 Table 7: List of countries considered as EME for the analysis in CAIM 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
One of the findings in this element of the journal is that only 4.31% of total publication is as 
the result of the contribution of EME during past 12 years, with no notable differences 
between publication rate of EME in years (Figure 8 and Figure 9). Interestingly, even among 
this number of papers, 43.5% of them is the result of contribution between EME and other 
recorded countries. The highest number of publication by EME recorded for 2006 with total 4 
published papers. This may suggest that CAIM has not reached the attention of EME scholars 
yet. To exemplify as of 2012, only contribution of two Chinese authors, as one of the most 
dominant emerging countries, can be recorded which in both papers Chinese authors are 
placed at the second authorship order. Noteworthy, in these two papers, the first authors are 
located in UK. However, even if the lead authors are not from EME, this does not mean 
studies focusing on emerging economies such as China or Brazil as the context of research 
are not of interest. As an example the paper titled, “Working with Guanxi: An Assessment of 
the Implications of Globalization on Business Networking in China” written by Hutchings 
and Murray in 2002 can be pointed that has been published by 2 Australian authors with an 
special focus on China (Hutchings & Murray, 2002).   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



	  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 8. Contribution by Emerging Markets Economies	  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

      Figure 9. Contribution by Emerging Markets Countries 
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Conclusion 
 
In this study a total of 360 articles published in CAIM between 2000 and 2012 were surveyed 
and analyzed. We believed that the both groups of journal community and the editorial teams 
will benefit of this study. Researchers could use the information presented to plan, develop 
and target their own papers to be included in CAIM or other similar journals. The Editorial 
teams could benefit by considering the results of this analysis when deciding on future 
directions for the journal for example, on how to improve the quality and scope of the 
journal. 
We noticed that in this journal the trend towards submitting a single-authored article has 
decreased and the opposite has occurred to articles including more than one author. This 
could be explained based on how new technologies have supported globalization in almost 
any human activity and thus scholarly activities are not the exception. This new technologies 
would probably support and enhance the communication of interdisciplinary authors which 
can be located in different locations and work equally effective. Another finding from our 
study are the increase of publications coming from countries other than USA and UK, being 
Netherlands and Sweden the ones with more significant contribution to the journal. Likewise, 
we found an increasing trends towards more papers published from emerging market 
economies, being Taiwan the most prolific country on this categorization. Noteworthy, 
recorded contribution of EME in CAIM is limited to 4.31% of total published papers, among 
which 43.5% are as a result of cooperation between EME and non-EME countries. 
Based on the ranking and citations of individual authors, we noticed that the most prolific 
authors are Alexander Styhre, Oliver Gassmann, and Jan Buijs. Regarding the characteristics 
of the papers we noticed that the average number of pages per paper has maintained stable for 
the first 8 years with occasional but not frequent exceptions and increased in average about 3 
pages during the last four years. In addition we mentioned which published article during the 
studied time span have been the most relevant based on the citations. We also found that the 
articles that could be categorized in the theme of ‘Leadership learning and knowledge 
systems’ and ‘Empowerment and distributed leadership for innovation and change’, had 
20.5% and 19.4%, respectively, of the total share of articles published during the past 12 
years. This is not a surprise as the ideas related to networks, knowledge system and 
distributed group work have increased in academic research in the last years not only in 
innovation journals but also in social sciences in general.  
Regarding limitations, we are aware that the period covered is only 12 years and thus this 
time span might be not enough to trace with certainty trends and draw proper conclusions for 
the whole life of the journal Creativity and Innovation Management. Another limitation we 
acknowledge is the absence of the analysis of research strategies or other characteristics from 
the articles e.g. the number of tables/graphs used, which might be an interesting indicators to 
see the evolution of a journal. Additionally, we join the viewpoint from Coudounaris et al 
(2009) that the software Publish or Perish could have an inherent limitation due that is uses 
Google Scholar to obtain raw citations. By doing this it is possible that a citation from an 
unpublished material like a report, a master thesis or other documents are included in the 
results. For this reason we tried to reduce the risk of obtaining false data by collecting 
manually most of the information by ourselves. Although some minor inconsistencies could 
exist, we believe that this study provides a good content analysis of this journal, which in turn 
expands the literature and knowledge about creativity and innovation management fields.  
All in all, we believe that with this study we support the task of assessing where CAIM 



	  

journal has been and where it is, which in turn provides some indication of the possible future 
direction of the publication and of the field it represents. This analysis identified key trends 
of verified previous proposed themes that have influenced the evolution of Creativity and 
Innovation Management journal. As we mentioned, this study will be of value to academics 
who are seeking to publish on this journal or in others with similar scope and aim. Finally, we 
also think that our findings will be of great interest to be presented during a conference where 
the journal CAIM receives support and where it is being used as a mean to publish papers 
presented in the conference, for example in IAMOT20132. Moreover, we believe that by 
looking into the element of the articles and authors coming from emerging markets 
economies could provide interesting insights to academics and practitioners outside the usual 
publishing countries found in Creativity and Innovation Management journal. 
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