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Is there a g factor in academic creative performance? 
 

 
Pontus Fahlman 

 
 
     People's	cognitive	abilities	are	characterized	by	a	general	factor	of	intelligence,	initially	intuited	
by	 Charles	 Spearman's	 (1904)	 observation	 that	 school	 children	 tend	 to	 have	 overall	 high	 or	
overall	low	marks	in	many	school	subjects,	rather	than	low	in	some	and	high	in	some.	In	the	realm	
of	 real-world	 creative	 performance,	 it	 is	 similarly	 argued	 that	 people	who	 produce	more	 also	
produce	with	higher	quality,	 in	other	words	a	positive	quantity-quality	manifold	rather	 than	a	
quantity-quality	tradeoff.	Likewise,	such	people	are	also	assumed	to	do	all	this	in	a	shorter	period	
of	time.	The	influential	creativity	scholar	Dean	Simonton	calls	these	principles	"more	bang	for	the	
buck"	and	 "faster,	better".	Here,	 I	 empirically	 test	both	 these	hypotheses	 for	a	group	of	highly	
creative	professionals,	matched	in	their	formal	level	of	achievement.	The	results	support	both	the	
“faster	better”	and	“more	bang	for	the	buck”	hypotheses	in	academia.	However,	the	strength	of	
the	correlations	fluctuates	between	disciplines,	which	raises	more	questions	of	where	the	line	is	
to	be	drawn	between	 individual	achievement	and	effects	coming	 from	differences	 in	academic	
cultures.	

	
Människors	 kognitiva	 förmågor	 karaktäriseras	 av	 en	 generell	 intelligensfaktor.	 Denna	
uppmärksammades	först	av	Charles	Spearman	(1904)	då	han	observerade	att	skolbarn	tenderar	
att	överlag	ha	höga	eller	låga	betyg	snarare än	en	blandning	av	höga	och	låga	betyg.	Vad	gäller	
faktisk	kreativ	prestation	har	det	föreslagits	att	personer	som	producerar	mer	också	producerar	
av	 högre	 kvalitet,	 så	 att	 det,	 med	 andra	 ord,	 finns	 ett	 positivt	 samband	mellan	 kvantitet	 och	
kvalitet,	snarare	än	ett	motsatsförhållande.	På	samma	sätt	antas	sådana	personer	göra	allt	detta	
på	 kortare	 tid.	 Den	 inflytelserika	 kreativitetsforskaren	 Dean	 Simonton	 kallar	 dessa	 principer	
”more	 bang	 for	 the	 buck”	 samt	 ”faster,	 better”.	 I	 denna	 studie	 testas	 båda	 dessa	 hypoteser	
empiriskt	för	en	yrkesgrupp	med	mycket	kreativa	personer,	matchade	med	avseende	på	formell	
prestationsnivå.	Resultaten	stöder	både	”faster,	better”	och	”more	bang	for	the	buck”-hypoteserna	
inom	 akademin.	 Dock	 varierar	 styrkan	 i	 korrelationerna	 mellan	 discipliner,	 vilket	 väcker	
ytterligare	 frågor	om	vad	som	är	 relaterat	 till	 individuell	prestation	och	olikheter	 i	 akademisk	
kultur.	

	
People's	cognitive	abilities	are	characterized	by	the	general	factor	of	intelligence,	initially	

intuited	by	Charles	Spearman's	(1904)	observation	that	school	children	tend	to	have	overall	
high	or	overall	low	marks	in	many	school	subjects,	rather	than	low	in	some	and	high	in	some.	
In	the	realm	of	real-world	creative	performance,	some	academics	always	seem	to	be	able	to	do	
so	much	more	than	others.	And	some	of	them	both	seem	to	get	more	done	and	to	produce	work	
that	is	of	higher	quality	than	their	colleagues.	Those	two	variables,	quantity	and	quality,	and	
the	connection	between	them	are	used	in	order	to	introduce	a	new	concept,	“general	creative	
performance”	(gCP).		

In	 his	 study,	 Simonton	 (2014)	 wanted	 to	 examine	 “creative	 performance,	 expertise	
acquisition,	 individual	 differences	 and	 developmental	 antecedents”.	 He	 started	 out	 by	
examining	different	professions	in	order	to	see	how	creative	performance	(CP)	is	manifested	in	
different	ways.	What	was	found	was	that	some	individuals	seemed	to	get	“better,	faster”	and	
also	get	“more	bang	for	the	buck”.	It	also	seemed	that	the	two	were	connected	because	those	
who	got	”faster,	better”	as	in	having	the	ability	to	reach	a	high	level	of	expertise	in	a	shorter	
period	of	time	also	tended	to	produce	”more	bang	for	the	buck”,	that	is,	to	get	more	done	at	
their	level	of	expertise.	

With	inspiration	from	these	extraordinary	experts	Simonton	(2014)	conducted	his	paper	
with	the	thought	that	“something	is	very	seriously	missing	in	the	basic	expertise	acquisition	
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framework”.		With	this	in	mind,	he	started	working	with	an	earlier	structural	model	of	scientific	
eminence	(Feist,	1993).	Figure	1	depicts	the	model,	which	incorporates	“variable	clusters”	with	
the	 variables	 “genetic	 factors”	 (GF),	 “environmental	 factors”	 (EF),	 “cognitive	 ability”	 (CA),	
“dispositional	traits”,	(DT)	and	“deliberate	practice”	(DP).	The	output	of	all	of	these	variables	
coincides	 in	 “creative	 performance”	 (CP)	 which	 according	 to	 Simonton’s	 definition	 is	
“productivity,	 impact,	 peer	 recognition,	 major	 awards,	 and	 historiometric	 eminence”.	
Simonton’s	(2014)	conclusion	is	that	the	variables	in	the	model	he	is	using	in	reality	are	affected	
by	more	than	two	of	the	other	variables	at	the	same	time.	Most	importantly	that	(GF)	and	(EF)	
influence	each	other.	The	present	study	examines	whether	Simonton’s	two	hypothesis	“faster,	
better”	and	“more	bang	for	the	buck”	apply	to	academia.	The	measure	of	quantity	is	the	amount	
of	publications	an	author	has	and	the	measure	of	quality	is	the	amount	of	citations	and	impact	
factors,	both	of	which	are	criteria	in	(CP).		

	
	

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure	1.	Feist’s	model	of	creative	performance.	The	model	is	hierarchical,	higher	factors	
affect	lower	factors.			

Tests	of	these	hypotheses	requires	a	group	of	individuals	that	are	in	some	sense	equal	in	
expertise,	otherwise	the	level	of	expertise	will	act	as	a	confounding	variable.	For	example,	if	we	
compared	children	and	adults,	or	academics	and	non-academics,	they	will	differ	along	a	range	
of	experiences	and	abilities	 that	would	affect	both	quality	and	quantity.	However,	 it	 is	quite	
difficult	to	assess	people’s	level	of	expertise	in	a	valid	way,	and	it	is	even	more	difficult	to	obtain	
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a	 suitable	 sample	 with	 data	 that	 somehow	 quantify	 both	 the	 quality	 and	 quantity	 of	 their	
production.	Domains	that	come	to	mind	are	sports,	academia,	and	the	military.	They	all	attempt	
to	measure	individuals’	performance	accurately	and	objectively,	according	to	well-defined	and	
valid	criteria.	

The	present	study	uses	a	sample	whose	homogeneity	is	determined	by	their	formal	level	of	
expertise,	in	terms	of	being	promoted	to	full	professor.	Moreover,	both	the	quantity	and	quality	
of	their	accomplishments	are	available	through	reliable	resources,	in	terms	of	the	number	of	
scientific	papers	they	have	published,	the	impact	factor	of	the	journals	they	are	published	in,	
and	the	number	of	citations	they	have	attracted.	The	h-index	is	also	included.	This	index	uses	
the	amount	of	publications	and	citations	as	its	tool	of	measurement.	Only	publications	with	at	
least	enough	citations	to	match	the	amount	of	publications	is	included.	In	order	to	control	for	
accumulation	 of	 citations,	 additional	 indices	 are	 used	 in	which	 citations	 are	 divided	 by	 the	
number	of	years	passed	since	papers	are	published.	

The	first	hypothesis,	based	on	Simonton’s	model,	is	that	authors	with	faster	development	
or	 progress	 also	 produce	more	 and	 better	 research,	 as	 reflected	 by	 a	 negative	 correlation	
between	 the	 time	 from	PhD	 to	professor.	 Increasing	numbers	of	publications	per	unit	 time,	
more	citations	per	publication	and	year,	and	publications	in	journals	with	higher	impact	factors	
did	also	follow	the	if	the	grade	of	PhD	and	full	professor	was	reached	earlier	in	life.	

The	second	hypothesis,	based	on	Simonton’s	model,	is	that	academic	authors	that	are	more	
productive	also	exhibit	higher	quality	in	their	work.	The	prediction	is	that	there	is	a	positive	
correlation	between	productivity,	in	terms	of	number	of	publications	per	unit	time,	and	impact,	
in	terms	of	citations	per	publication	and	year	as	well	as	publications	in	journals	with	higher	
impact	factors.	

Method	
Academic	authors	

Swedish	universities	have	the	tradition	that	every	academic	that	becomes	a	professor	 is	
celebrated	in	a	ceremony.	This	is	fortuitous	for	the	purposes	of	present	study,	because	every	
ceremony	 is	 accompanied	 by	 a	 booklet	 that	 presents	 all	 the	 new	 professors	 with	 a	 brief	
biography,	which	typically	includes	their	field	of	research,	discipline,	birth	year,	and	when	they	
received	 their	 PhD.	 These	 booklets	 are	 readily	 found	 in	 PDF	 format	 at	 the	 universities’	
webpages.	 As	 mentioned	 in	 the	 Introduction,	 a	 homogeneous	 group	 is	 desirable	 to	 assess	
whether	 there	 is	 a	 true	 correlation	 between	 variables	without	 influence	 from	 confounding	
variables,	at	 the	same	time	as	 it	 is	desirable	 to	 include	several	distinct	groups	 to	assess	 the	
generalizability	of	such	correlations.	A	listing	of	the	disciplines	found	in	the	booklets	from	the	
six	major	Swedish	universities	showed	that	medicine	was	by	far	the	most	frequent	discipline,	
followed	 by	 biology,	 chemistry,	 economics,	 education,	 engineering,	 law,	 linguistics,	 physics,	
political	science,	and	psychology,	all	of	which	were	represented	by	at	least	30	newly	promoted	
professors.	 As	 30	 is	 considered	 the	 approximate	 limit	 above	 which	 to	 compute	 reliable	
correlations,	the	remaining	disciplines	were	excluded.	Economy,	engineering,	and	the	natural	
sciences	seemed	inappropriate	for	the	present	purpose	because	of	great	variation	in	subject	
matter	 and	 impact,	 which	 risks	 incurring	 confounding	 variables.	 Quite	 different	 but	 yet	
sufficiently	represented	disciplines	on	these	grounds	were	education,	law,	linguistics,	medicine,	
political	 science,	 and	 psychology.	 Education	 and	 medicine	 are	 different	 faculties,	 and	
psychology	 and	 political	 science	 both	 belong	 to	 the	 faculty	 of	 social	 sciences.	 Linguistics	
typically	belong	to	the	humanities,	but	sometimes	to	the	social	sciences,	and	law	belongs	either	
to	 business	 or	 to	 a	 faculty	 of	 law.	 Thus,	 this	 selection	 was	 deemed	 optimal	 for	 providing	
variegation	 across	both	 faculties	 and	 subject	matter.	Authors	belonging	 to	 these	disciplines	
were	listed	in	an	Excel	file,	each	was	given	a	random	number,	the	list	was	sorted	according	to	
the	 random	 number,	 and	 the	 first	 authors	 were	 selected	 in	 a	 similar	 proportion	 of	 each	
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discipline.	The	selected	sample	consisted	of	227	academics	employed	at	Swedish	universities	
that	had	become	full	professor	between	the	years	2008	and	2014. 

Bibliographic	publications	and	citation	data	from	Web	of	Science	

The	 main	 sources	 of	 data	 were	 Thomson’s	 Web	 of	 Science	 (WoS)	 for	 the	 authors’	
publications	 and	 citations,	 and	 Thomson’s	 Science	 Citation	 Index	 for	 the	 journals’	 impact	
factors	(IF).	All	data	sources	used	are	obtainable	online.		 

Data	were	collected	in	the	following	manner.	A	file	was	downloaded	for	each	author.	Each	
file	was	then	merged	into	one	Excel-file	in	order	to	manipulate	all	data	together.	Impact	factors	
(IF)	for	each	journal	was	added	from	a	list	downloaded	from	citefactor.org	which	was	published	
in	2015	(SCI2015JCR).	The	file	contained	the	two	large	indexes	from	Web	of	Science	(WoS)	SCIE	
(Science	citation	index	expanded)	which	covers	science	medicine	and	technology	and	the	SSCI	
(Social	 sciences	 citation	 index)	 which	 covers	 social	 science.	 Cross-references	 between	 the	
downloaded	 file	 and	WoS	was	 conducted	 and	 proved	 to	match.	 In	 addition,	 I	 obtained	 the	
overall	indices	for	each	author:	Total	number	of	publications,		

The	data	search	 in	WoS	was	conducted	 in	 the	 following	manner.	Settings	 for	 the	search	
motor	was	set	to	”all	databases”	and	years	was	initially	set	to	”all	years”	(1945-2016).	At	first	
the	author’s	name	was	inserted	in	the	search	field	like	this,	firstname-lastname.	If	this	yielded	
satisfactory	results	meaning	the	author’s	name	could	be	found	in	all	publications	in	the	results	
list	and	the	titles	of	works	found	matched	the	authors	field	search	ended	and	a	citations-report-
file	was	downloaded.		

If	the	first	search	gave	one	or	very	few	results	the	second	search	was	modified	by	replacing	
the	 first-name	 from	 the	 search	 field	 with	 only	 the	 beginning	 letter	 of	 the	 first	 name	 in	
combination	with	the	last-name.	If	this	still	did	not	give	a	satisfactory	amount	of	results	only	
the	last	name	was	entered	to	the	search	field.	If	that	did	not	work,	the	search	was	ended	and	
the	author	was	not	included	in	the	sample.			

If	the	search	findings	were	very	large	or	incoherent	the	following	procedure	was	conducted.	
First	the	author’s	field	of	study	was	selected	in	the	search	engine	in	combination	with	the	full	
name.	WoS	divides	these	into	”Science	technology”,	”Social	science”,	and	”Arts	humanities”.	If	
not	satisfactory	a	new	search	was	made	with	the	author’s	full	name	in	combination	with	their	
field	of	 study,	 such	as	 ”education”.	 If	none	of	 these	procedures	gave	 satisfactory	 results	 the	
search	was	ended	and	the	author	was	excluded	from	the	sample.	

The	Science	Citation	Index	file	found	at	citefactor.org	did	not	comprise	all	journals	in	which	
the	authors	had	published	their	work.	For	the	19	percent	not	found,	a	secondary	web-based	
search	was	conducted.	Most	of	 the	missing	 journals	were	 found	on	ResearchGate,	and	some	
were	found	on	the	journals’	websites.	As	IFs	for	journals	fluctuate	over	the	years	a	single	year	
had	 to	 be	 set,	 and	 2014	was	 chosen	 as	 the	 reference	 year	 because	 that	 is	 the	most	 recent	
complete	 set	 of	 IFs	 available.	 The	 results	 from	 the	 web	 search	 were	 divided	 into	 three	
categories.	 

The	web-based	 search	was	done	with	 the	Google	 search	engine,	using	a	 string	with	 the	
journal’s	name,	”impact	factor”,	and/or	”journal”.	If	an	IF	for	2014	was	found,	it	was	added	to	
the	IF	variable.	If	an	IF	was	found	for	other	years	but	not	for	2014,	the	variable	was	left	empty	
to	distinguish	 it	 from	a	 journal	with	a	confirmed	zero	IF.	URL’s	 from	every	data	source	was	
added	to	the	data	file	in	order	to	be	traceable. 

Ethical	considerations	

The	data	in	this	study	are	only	reported	on	the	group	level,	and	the	names	or	identifying	
variables	of	individual	authors	are	not	disclosed.	

Results	
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The WoS search found no publications at all for 33 authors (14%), who were therefore excluded 
from the following analyses. Preferably all academics would have been included but this would have 
meant searching in other, more inclusive publication databases, which would have made the data 
inconsistent and challenged the validity of the results. The upper part of Table 1 lists the descriptive 
statistics across all authors, where it can be seen that all variables are heavily skewed. This reflects 
the intrinsic property of human performance data across individuals that Simonton (2014) describes. 
Specifically, most individuals produce very little, in the left of the distribution, and then the number 
of individuals levels off steeply for higher levels of performance in the right tail of the distribution. 
This violates assumptions for computing Pearson correlations, and the variables were therefore log10 
or inverse (x’ = x-0.1) transformed to achieve approximate normal distributions. The transformed 
variables are listed in the lower part of Table 1. 
 
Table	1.	Descriptive	statistics	for	all	variables	across	authors,	untransformed	in	upper	half	and	
transformed	in	lower	half	of	table.	

 N M Min Max SD Skew Kurt 
  Raw data 
Publ total 194 22.84 1 381 41.3 5.37 38.4 
Publ since PhD 189 1.10 0.03 13.36 1.78 4.11 21.59 
Publ year of life 194 0.41 0.01 6.35 0.71 4.92 32.95 
Cites total 194 509.43 0 13324 1392 6.21 48.32 
Cites/year 194 1.44 0 13.15 1.85 2.61 10.06 
Cites/publ 194 12.13 0 134.6 16.86 3.26 16.41 
IF 191 2.24 0 10.56 2.22 1.38 1.46 
H 194 6.73 0 53 8.11 2.10 5.99 

                                                 Transformed data 
Publ total 194 1.06 0.30 2.58 0.51 0.36 -0.50 
Publ since PhD 189 1.09 0.77 1.40 0.15 0.25 -0.65 
Publ year of life 194 1.21 0.83 1.53 0.17 0.24 -0.75 
Cites total 194 1.70 0 4.12 1.09 0.01 -1.09 
Cites/year 194 0.30 0 1.15 0.26 0.75 -0.12 
Cites/publ 194 0.83 0 2.13 0.52 0.01 -0.93 
IF  191 0.43 0 1.06 0.27 0.28 -0.78 
H 194 0.68 0 1.73 0.43 0.18 -0.90 
        
	
	

First,	 the	differences	between	the	disciplines	are	depicted	 in	Figure	2,	showing	the	total	
number	of	publications,	the	number	of	citations	per	publication,	and	the	h-index,	and	Figure	3,	
showing	the	total	number	of	citations,	the	number	of	citations	per	year,	and	the	journal	impact	
factor	(IF).		
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Figure 2. Total number of publications (1,000), the number of citations per publication, and h-

index for each discipline. 

 

Figure 3 shows the total number of citations, the number of citations per year, and the journal 
impact factor (IF).  
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Figure 3. Total number of citations, the number of citations per year, and the journal impact factor 
(IF) for each discipline.   

 

The first hypothesis, “better, faster” receives support from the generally negative correlations in 
Table 2 between speed indices (how early in life the academic received their PhD, became professor, 
and the time it took from PhD to professor) and quality indices (the amount of citations per 
publication, the h-index, and the journal IF). Note the exception that PhD to professor was positively 
correlated for medicine and across all disciplines.  

Specifically, quantity is the number of publications published until an academic becomes 
professor, and measures of quality are the numbers of citations of each publication and impact factors 
of the academic journals in which they are published. Higher impact journals tend to receive more 
citations and overall the analyses are made with control for impact factors. The amount of citations 
does also differ a lot between academic disciplines which could be a source of bias.  
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Table 2. Faster, better. Correlations between speed and creative performance quality variables, per 
discipline and across all disciplines.  
 
 Age 

PhD 
Age 
prof 

Yr PhD to prof 

 
All disciplines N = 186 

Cites/publ -0.22 -0.07 0.13 
IF -0.22 -0.10 0.09 
h -0.25 -0.06 0.17 

 
Medicine N = 63 

Cites/publ -0.35 -0.15 0.12 
IF -0.42 -0.33 -0.06 
h -0.26 -0.09 0.11 

 
Psychology N = 18 

Cites/publ -0.17 -0.30 -0.19 
IF -0.27 -0.48 -0.31 
h -0.24 -0.54 -0.39 

 
Political science N = 26 

Cites/publ 0.17 -0.09 -0.28 
IF 0.01 0.02 0.02 
h -0.04 -0.21 -0.28 

 
Education N = 32 

Cites/publ -0.17 -0.26 -0.16 
IF -0.21 -0.20 -0.01 
h -0.27 -0.26 -0.02 

 
Law N = 14 

Cites/publ 0.20 0.07 -0.15 
IF 0.33 -0.11 -0.49 
h 0.22 -0.09 -0.35 

 
Linguistics N = 33 

Cites/publ -0.09 -0.16 -0.11 
IF 0.07 -0.12 -0.21 
h -0.18 -0.29 -0.20 

 
The second hypothesis, “more bang for the buck”, receives support by positive correlations between 
quantity indices (total number of publications, publications per year, and publications since PhD) and 
quality indices (total number of citations, citations per year, citations per publication, and journal 
impact factor). These are listed in Table 3, together with the h-index, which represents both quantity 
and quality. There is a clear pattern in that the correlations decrease the more variables are controlled 
for time (citations per year) and quantity (citations per publication). They remain positive and mostly 
statistically significant, however, except for linguistics 
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Table 3. More bang for the buck. Correlations between indices of quantity and quality of creative 
performance, per discipline and across all disciplines. Values in bold are significant. p <.05.  

 N publ N 
publ/yr 

N publ 
PhD 

h 

All disciplines N = 186 
Cites total 0.87 0.86 0.85 0.97 
Cites/yr 0.63 0.62 0.61 0.82 
Cites/publ 0.64 0.64 0.62 0.86 
IF 0.58 0.57 0.56 0.75 
h 0.90 0.88 0.87  

 
Medicine N = 63 

Cites total 0.86 0.89 0.86 0.95 
Cites/yr 0.37 0.42 0.39 0.61 
Cites/publ 0.41 0.47 0.44 0.66 
IF 0.18 0.23 0.21 0.42 
h 0.92 0.94 0.92  

 
Psychology N = 18 

Cites total 0.79 0.78 0.74 0.93 
Cites/yr 0.41 0.40 0.38 0.66 
Cites/publ 0.38 0.37 0.36 0.67 
IF 0.54 0.57 0.57 0.72 
H 0.90 0.90 0.85  

 
Political science N = 26 

Cites total 0.81 0.77 0.78 0.94 
Cites/yr 0.45 0.41 0.47 0.79 
Cites/publ 0.48 0.43 0.47 0.79 
IF 0.29 0.28 0.29 0.47 
h 0.83 0.81 0.83  

 
Education N = 32 

Cites total 0.86 0.89 0.86 0.95 
Cites/yr 0.37 0.42 0.39 0.61 
Cites/publ 0.41 0.47 0.44 0.66 
IF 0.18 0.23 0.21 0.42 
h 0.92 0.94 0.92  

 
Law N = 14 

Cites total 0.79 0.72 0.69 0.94 
Cites/yr 0.47 0.41 0.44 0.70 
Cites/publ 0.43 0.37 0.35 0.78 
IF 0.26 0.20 0.37 0.29 
h 0.82 0.77 0.72  

 
Linguistics N = 33 

Cites total 0.48 0.45 0.48 0.95 
Cites/yr 0.26 0.22 0.26 0.82 
Cites/publ 0.19 0.14 0.17 0.85 
IF 0.04 -0.00 0.05 0.59 
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H 0.42 0.41 0.44  

All correlations across disciplines are significant. Correlations are very strong between 
publications per year and the total amount of citations. In regard to individual disciplines the results 
do show weak spots in the linguistics discipline with zero and close to zero correlation between 
impact factors and amount of citations. Linguistics stands out from the other disciplines with fewer 
citations per publication and also considerably lower impact factors. Taken together it does make a 
weaker case for “more bang for the buck” in regard to that discipline.  

Discussion 

The goal of this study was to see if there is a gCP-factor in academia. By examining a group of 
highly trained academics on a comparable creative level, I attempted to evaluate Simonton’s (2014) 
hypotheses that some people simply get "faster, better" and also get ”more bang for the buck”. 

Both hypotheses received support, “faster, better” is supported for the age the academics received 
their PhD and when they became full professor, but not for the time to proceed from PhD to 
professor”. “More bang for the buck” received support as more publications were followed by more 
citations, higher h value and publications in journals with higher IF. These results showed the highest 
correlations between amount of publications and h value with medicine at the peak and linguistics at 
the bottom. However, the same patterns could be seen in all disciplines.    

It	could	be	argued	that	the	present	indices	of	creativity	lack	validity	because	some	academic	
authors	simply	have	not	yet	been	recognized.	It	could	also	be	the	case	that	they	have	conducted	
a	great	deal	of	research	but	have	fallen	behind	in	reporting	on	it	due	to	other	duties	in	their	
occupation.	 Simonton	 (2009)	 discusses	 Kuhn’s	 (1970)	 claim	 that	 there	 are	 two	 kinds	 of	
scientists:	 Those	 who	 perform	 “normal	 science”	 as	 in	 puzzle-solving	 within	 the	 current	
accepted	 paradigm	 and	 “revolutionary	 scientists”	 who	 work	 to	 replace	 the	 established	
paradigm	with	a	new	one.	The	“revolutionary	scientist”	plays	with	higher	stakes	in	terms	of	
academic	recognition	only	to	receive	praise	if	being	able	to	actually	prove	the	ruling	paradigm	
to	be	wrong.	It	is	not	impossible	that	there	would	be	”revolutionary	scientists”	in	this	study’s	
sample.	What	would	 speak	against	 this	 is	 that	most	of	 them	already	are	at	 the	end	of	 their	
careers	and	have	most	likely	produced	the	larger	part	of	their	work.		

There	have	been	attempts	to	distinguish	between	creative	research	and	abundant	but	dull	
research.	Sidiropoulos,	Katsaros,	and	Manolopoulos	(2014)	aims to do this with their Perfection 
index. This index attempts to account for the number of citations per article, rather than just the overall 
number of citations. According to Sidiropoulos et al. (2014), some people publish a lot of work that 
is not being recognized because they are not thinking creatively. Whether an academic author who 
does not get published in journals with a high IF or receive a lot of citations is merely a “mass 
producer” or a “revolutionary scientist” is therefore difficult to say. This is a source of bias in this 
study that is hard to control for.  Many academics who do “normal science” are usually more cited, 
but revolutionary scientists sometimes make a big breakthrough that changes the paradigm of the 
whole field. The top ten authors in this sample having the least amount of citations in relation to their 
published papers have consequently barely been recognized by the research community. All had 
published more than 10 papers, but none of them had more than three citations, which must be seen 
as quite remarkable. An explanation to this could be that five of them were in the linguistics discipline 
which has a h value that is quite low compared to the other disciplines in the sample. A part from the 
linguistics discipline there was also one cognitive scientist and four academics from didactics or 
pedagogy. If instead looking at these findings only from the perspective of individual performance it 
could be suggested that their work has simply not been influential enough simply because it is 
repetitive, and only reinvents studies and reproduces results. 

Academia does probably host a large portion of people with high gCP just because that is where 
they get most out of their abilities. If they remain in academia could then be due to possible Matthew 
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effects (Merton,	R.	K.,	1968). However, it is quite possible that many high gCP people are doing work 
in domains that is below their ability. Many would argue that people with a high gCP would be of the 
best use within academia or other occupations demanding high cognitive skills. This would be the 
best use of their cognitive abilities, and hence to the greatest benefit for society as well as fulfilling 
for the individual. Both the benefits of society and for the individual would mean higher quality of 
life in general. 

In conclusion, referring back to g (IQ) it is well established that a person’s genetic makeup affects 
how he or she will choose and design her environment, which in turn affects how well many of the 
cognitive abilities and dispositional traits develop. The results show that there are higher citations 
and impact factors in medicine than the other disciplines in this study. Academic disciplines have 
many things that differentiate them from each other. These differences include funding and 
differences in praxis when conducting research. Also the results show that the disciplines do have 
different starting points, explicitly meaning that citations and IF’s in absolute numbers fluctuate 
between them. What is important to see though is that every discipline follow the same pattern.   
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