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here is no rhadamanthine solu-

tion to the problem of comparing
the research performance of depart-
ments, and there is no shortage of
interest in the topic. Institutionally,
a favorable ranking provides gradu-
ate and faculty recruitment benefits.
Individually, rankings provide an
outlet for the competitive spirit lurk-
ing behind good academic manners.
Here, we provide a measure of po-
litical science department productiv-
ity that, while not capturing the
whole of the story, has some advan-
tages over other rankings.

The recent National Research"
Council’s (NRC) rankings of re-
search doctorate programs in the
United States has generated some
critical analyses by political scien-
tists. The principal component of
the NRC’s rankings was department
reputation, constructed from the
perceptions of faculty evaluators in
the spring of 1993 (National Re-
search Council 1995). Analyses of
the NRC rankings demonstrated
that some of the more important
factors accounting for the variation
in reputation are department size
and the overall reputation of the
university (Katz and Eagles 1996;
Jackman and Siverson 1996; Lowery
and Silver 1996). In other words,
there are extraneous influences on
these reputation-based rankings that
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complicate their interpretation, at
least as indicators of faculty quality
and productivity.

The NRC study had data on num-
ber of publications, but, noting that
these data do not control for journal
quality, Miller, Tien, and Peebler
(1996) focused on publications in
the American Political Science Re-
view, as well as on citations. While a
welcome supplement to the reputa-
tional analyses, their focus on the
discipline’s preeminent journal itself
represents an overcorrection for the
problems with the NRC data. This
ranking leaves out much high-quality
research. As with any discipline, po-
litical science has a broad range of
refereed journals, several of which
can claim a visibility and authority
comparable to the American Political
Science Review. These journals are
included in this analysis.

In this way we follow the lead of
Welch and Hibbing (1983; see also
McCormick and Bernick 1982),
although with a somewhat different
list of journals. Drawing on Ga-
rand’s rankings (1990), political
science journals that achieved a
mean rating by a random sample
of political scientists of 6 or above
on a 0 = poor to 10 = outstanding
scale, and a proportion familiar
score of 0.5 or above, are included
in the analysis. Thus, our analysis
is based upon articles published in
American Political Science Review,
Journal of Politics, American Jour-
nal of Political Science, World Poli-
tics, Comparative Politics, British
Journal of Political Science, Western
Political Quarterly/Political Research
Quarterly, Polity, and Political Sci-
ence Quarterly.! Faculty publica-
tions in the form of articles, re-
search notes, and controversies
(APSR) are included for the period
1986-96, discounting for the num-
ber of coauthors. Thus, a depart-
ment receives a 1 for each article,

research note or controversy au-
thored by one of its faculty, .5 if
coauthored (with someone from a
different department), and so on.

Table 1 presents the department
research performance rankings.
Departments are ranked by a
weighted total publication score over
the average number of full-time fac-
ulty members over this period
(WTFAC). Relatively small differ-
ences in the publication scores can
lead to rank changes for the top
fifty, but the best or most productive
five departments do separate quite
clearly from the rest.

Publications are weighted for the
quality of the journal. For this qual-
ity weighting, we employ Garand’s
“journal impact” measure (1990).
For faculty size, we averaged the
data reported for each department
in the American Political Science
Association, Graduate Faculty and
Programs in Political Science (1986,
1992, 1995). Per capitizing publica-
tions is necessary to control for the
distortion of sheer faculty size on
the measurement of faculty research
performance.

How does this measure of re-
search performance compare with
the perceptions of research perfor-
mance reported in the NRC study?
While most of the top fifty publish-
ing departments are in the NRC top
50, only one graduate program re-
ceives the same ranking by either
measure, and there is no statistically
significant relationship between the
two measures.? Examining column
five (CHANGE), one can see the
impact of the more objective mea-
sure. Some universities, including
Cal Tech, Carnegie-Mellon, Texas
A&M (the leading department by
raw publication score), the Univer-
sity of New Mexico, Marquette, and
West Virginia, were unranked by the
NRC. For others that were included,
like SUNY-Stony Brook, lowa,
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Table 1
The Top 50 Political Science Departments

Rank University WTFAC NRC CHANGE TOTAL FACSIZ PUBFAC WTOT
1 California Inst. of Tech 44.01 — =) 19.07 6.00 3.18 264.03
2 SUNY Stony Brook 41.47 34 {+32) 5275 17.33 3.04 718.61
3 Rochester 31.20 11 (+8) 49.23 2166 2.2¢ 675.69
4 lowa 29.92 25 (-21) 49.89 21.838 2.29 653.09
5 Houston 24.71 33 (+28) 58.24 30.50 1.91 783.70
6 Carnegie Mellon 2107 — ) 9.15 6.00 1.58 130.62
7 Michigan State 21.45 27 (+20) 44.29 28.66 1.55 614.80
8 Texas A&M 21.42 — =) 65.00 40.00 1.68 856.68
9 Stanford 19.97 5 (—4) 39.74 26.33 151 525.79

10 Georgia 19.74 445 (+34.5) 45.16 29.00 1.56 572.41

11 Ohio State 19.28 17 (+6) 49.48 34.00 1.46 655.45

12 New Mexico 18.46 — ) 2333 15.66 1.49 289.02

13 UC-Irvine 18.45 32 (+19) 29.40 21.00 1.40 387.55

14 UC-Riverside 18.29 61 (+47) 21.66 14.33 151 262.11

15 Emory 17.78 36 +21) 26.05 20.66 1.26 367.27

16 Rice 17.61 53 (£37) 20.08 14.00 1.43 246.54

17 North Texas 17.20 84 (+67) 29.73 22.00 1.85 378.41

18 Florida State 17.03 38 (+20) 28.61 2133 1.34 363.20

19 Minnesota 16.88 13 (—6) 35.26 2733 1.29 461.26

20 Indiana 15.91 20 0 37.65 30.50 123 485.35

21 UC-Davis 15.63 46 (£ 25 29.48 24.00 1.28 375.07

22 Harvard 15.51 1 (- 21) 58.90 48.66 1.21 754.72

e North Carolina 15.17 18 { b 43.39 38.33 1.13 581 .35

24 UC-Los Angeles 14.94 8 {- 16 49.50 45.00 1.10 672.21

25 UC-San Diego 14.80 9 (-16) 33 58 30.50 1.10 451.29

26 Kentucky 14.70 54 (+28) 23.19 20.83 1.14 298.88

27 Louisiana State 14.17 74 (+47) 21.83 19.66 1.1 278.67

28 Washington St. Louis 14,13 24 (—4) 21.44 20.50 1.05 289.65

29 Nebraska 13.85 63 (+34) 20.80 18.50 142 256.27

30 Marquette 13.45 - ) 16.50 17.00 .97 228.69

3 Arizona 13.44 35 (+4) 32.97 33.00 1.00 443.46

32 New Orleans 13.14 88 (+56) 16.33 16.00 1.02 210.18

33 Michigan 12.80 3.5 (- 29.5 48.14 51.66 .93 661.42

34 Yale 12.41 3.5 (—30.5 30.96 33.00 94 409.61

35 Arizona State 12.39 43 (+8) 25.99 26.00 1.00 322.02

36 Columbia 12.30 16 [ 20 41.57 40.00 1.04 491.95

af Wisconsin-Milwaukee 12.20 51.5 (+14.5) 24.57 24.50 1.00 298.96

38 Pittsburgh 12.13 31 (7 30.82 30,33 1.02 367.82

39 West Virginia 11.83 — (—) 18.16 18.33 .99 216.93

40 Duke 11.69 14 (—26) 2631 30.00 .88 350.63

41 George Washington 1168 47.5 (+6.5) 21.08 23.50 .90 212,22

42 UC-Berkeley 11.81 2 (—40) 33.89 39.66 .85 448.40

43 Colorado 1147 39 (—4) 28.14 32.00 .88 357.41

44 Wisconsin-Madison 10.09 10 (—34) 32.98 41.00 .80 413.51

45 Cornell 9.92 15 (30 23.47 29.66 .79 29417

46 New York University 9.41 56 (+10) 18.47 25.00 .74 236.29

47 Princeton 9.09 7 (—40) 3r.30 48.33 i 439.14

48 Georgetown 8.65 37 (=11 25.40 34.50 .74 298.43

49 UC-Santa Barbara 8.56 41 (- 8) 14.08 21.00 .67 179.83

50 South Carolina 8.41 57 (+7) 30.99 46.33 67 389.44

NRC = 1993 NRC rankings for political science departments

CHANGE = Number of places up or down, our rankings versus the NRC

WTFAC = WTOT/FACSIZE = Department score for publications per faculty member, controlling for journal quality
TOTAL = Raw score for number of publications in top journals

FACSIZE = Average number of political science faculty, 1986-96

PUBFAC = TOTAL/FACSIZ = Publications per faculty member

WTOT = Publications weighted by Garand’s (1990) journal impact score
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Houston, Rice, the University of
California, Riverside, North Texas,
or Louisiana State, the NRC rank-
ings are a lamentable understate-
ment of the research performance
of their political science faculties.
These are exactly the type of depart-
ments that the earlier analyses of
the NRC rankings (Katz and Eagles
1996; Jackman and Siverson 1996;
Lowery and Silver 1996) suggest
would be undervalued by the

Notes

1. We focused on political science journals
to reduce the likelihood of including the pub-
lications of non-political science faculty, while
recognizing that journals from other disci-
plines (American Sociological Review) and in-
terdisciplinary journals (Social Science Quar-
terly) achieve good ratings. It is likely that
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