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Abstract

The ranking of the study programs offered by the Romanian universities became a widely
debated topic in the past two years in the context of the recent policy changes that followed the
enforcement of the new Law of Education. In this paper we propose a simplified ranking
methodology and use it to evaluate the political science and international relations departments
in the Romanian universities. We also compare our results with the official ranking produced in
2011 by the Ministry of Education.

The methodology for ranking political science departments in Romania

Academic work is increasingly assessed by appealing to indicators intended to measure
the output of academics at the individual level and the overall achievements of university
departments or even institutions taken as a whole. This is particularly true in the case of Romania
where the first comprehensive national evaluation of the performance of higher education
institutions was completed in 2011. The evaluation process was carried out by the Ministry of
Education, with the technical support of the European University Association1. The purpose of
the evaluation process was two-fold: first, to establish a classification of all universities with
respect to their research and teaching capacity into one of three broad categories and, secondly,
to offer a ranking of all study programs existing in Romanian universities into five ranking
classes (with A representing the top performing study programs and E the opposite). In this
manner, the first ranking of (inter alia) Romanian political science programs was produced. The
results of the ranking were included in the new Methodology for the financing of the public

1 The main documents detailing this process are Government Decision no 789/ 03.08.2011 concerning the evaluation
methodology for the purpose of university classification and study program ranking  (available at
<http://chestionar.uefiscdi.ro/docs/hg789.pdf>, last accessed on 15.10.2012) and, in particular, MoEOrder no 5212/
26.08.2012 concerning the methodology used for processing the data collected from the universities (available at
<http://www.edu.ro/index.php/articles/16066> last accessed on 15.10.2012). This latter document provides the
detailed indicators, weights and formulas used by the Ministry in order to complete the classification and the ranking
process. The official document presenting the final rankings for all domains can also be found at
<http://chestionar.uefiscdi.ro/docs/programe_de_studii.pdf>, last accessed at 15.10.2012.
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universities proposed by the National Council for The Financing of Higher Education (CNFIS).
According to it, the amount of funds allocated to a university for each of the students enrolled in
a given program was correlated with the ranking class in which the university’s programs were
included2.

It should be mentioned that during the evaluation process carried out by the MoE, data
pertaining to all international relations study programs were submitted within the domain of
political science, thus yielding a single common ranking for both disciplines.In order to have
sufficient comparability to the national ranking, we too focused on both disciplines and
aggregated data in a corresponding manner.

One more fact should be explicitly mentioned. According to the official MoE ranking, all
the study programs at the bachelor, master and doctorate level offered by a university in a
domain (like, e.g., political science), were placed in the same class. However, universities
develop a large variety of internal mechanisms to manage these study programs. In some
universities all the programs in the field of political science are offered by one department
(included in a single faculty), while in other universities the political science programs are
associated with more departments and more faculties3.Similarly, our methodology does not
primarily concern academic departments, conceived simply as formal administrative structures in
universities. Nonetheless, since both the official ranking and the alternative one we propose are
heavily supported by data concerning the teaching and research staff reported by the universities,
we decided tospeak about rankings of the academic departments, understood as generic
structures in the universities which are mainly responsible for the study programs offered in a
given field like political science.

Our study seeks to compare the results of the national ranking of study programs done in
2011 for the field of Political Science and International Relations with results obtained by using
a simplified methodology4. Our main effort was driven by the idea that a few, but synthetic and
pertinent indicators suffice for purposes of comparison and may yield results fairly similar to the
official ranking. The official methodology evaluated four dimensions (research, teaching,
relation to external environment and institutional capacity5) and usednearly70 individual
performance indicators for a retrospective period of 5 years. This is a substantial leap even in
contrast with the methodology used by the Romanian Agency for Quality Assurance in Higher
Education for provisional authorization and accreditation of study programs, a methodology
which only uses 43 indicators6.

However, the methodology we propose assesses the two major components, education
and research, with a total of only 9 indicators7. (Note that indicators grouped under the criterion

2 See MoE Order no 3998/05.05.2012.
3 In the case of some universities a very difficult task is to identify the relevant formal administrative structures and
the proper staff involved in political science programs.
4 The relevant data used to construct the ranking presented in the paper are available at www.csap.ro.
5 The associated weights that were used in the official ranking process for the political science domain are as
follows: research - 0.50; teaching - 0.25; relation to external environment - 0.20; institutional capacity - 0.05.
6See Romanian Agency for Quality Assurance in Higher Education “Methodology for External Evaluation”,
<http://www.aracis.ro/fileadmin/ARACIS/Proceduri/Methodology_for_External_Evaluation.pdf>, last accessed
15.10.2012
7We also considered a peer-review component aiming to evaluate the reputation of different departments among the
academics in the field. A questionnaire was developed and data began to be collected, but the process has not yet
been concluded. In order not to have results biased due to a statistically inadequate sample size and through
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“education” include aspects of the relation of the universities with the environment,as well as a
measure of their institutional capacity.) Table 1 summarizes the criteria and indicatorswe used in
our ranking process, together with the individual and global weights attached to each.

Table 1 Criteria, indicators and associated weights used in our ranking process

Criteria Indicators
Individual

indicator weights
Criteria global

weights

Research

Successive g-index of department 0.77

0.50Research projects / department staff
ratio

0.10

PhD students / total students ratio 0.13

Education

Department size index 0.40

0.50

Staff / student ratio 0.20
Graduate / undergraduate student
ratio

0.10

ERASMUS students / total students
ratio

0.10

ARACIS confidence score for study
programs

0.10

ARACIS confidence score for the
university

0.10

Research, the first component of our methodology,is evaluated by appealing to three
indicators: the successive g-indexof the department, the ratio of research projects tothe
department staff and the ratio of PhD students to the total number of students. Although the latter
two are fairly intuitive and straightforward, the first requires some explanation. As we have seen
in our general discussion regarding rankings, the bibliometric component they use refers to
citations of published academic work, usually articles from journals indexed in major
international databases like Thompson-Reuters’Web of Science or Elsevier’s Scopus. Indeed,
until recently, the numbers of publications, citations and various impact factors have been the
standard bibliometric instruments used for the assessment of research output8.In recent years,
however, classical bibliometric indicators such as these are no longer the sole criteria for
assessing scientific productivity and performance. In particular, after the introduction of
scientific impact indices like the Hirsch h-index in 2005, it too has become a widely used
bibliometric indicator and has become so popular that it is currently included in the online
platforms of both Thompson-Reuters and Elsevier.

The h-index was introduced by Jorge Hirsch with a fairly simple underlying logic: “A
scientist has index h if h of his or her Np papers have at least h citations each and the other (Np–
h) papers have ≤ h citations each” (Hirsch, 2005: 16569).A more intuitive way of understanding

disproportionate representation of some departments that did answer, we decided not to include this reputational
component in our analysis.
8While the methodology used in the official ranking in Romania did not directly use citations in the measurement of
the scientific research component, it did however incorporate the relative influence score of articles, the number of
publications in journals indexed by ISI Web of Knowledge (with and without impact factor), the number of
publications in journals indexed in international databases as well as six other numeric indicators dealing with other
types of publications.
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this would be to have in mind the list of papers by an author arranged in decreasing order of their
number of received citations and see the h-index as the cut-off value where the n-th paper has at
least n citations9. Because of its intuitive nature and simplicity, the h-index immediately
triggered a wave of discussion regarding its possible application beyond the level of individuals,
most notably for journals (Braun et al, 2006), but also for institutions (Prathap, 2006).

Although several of its features attracted praise, some of its properties were considered
less desirable. In particular, its insensitivity to very highly cited work (something Hirsch himself
had acknowledged) prompted some authors to introduce other scientific impact indices. One
example is the g-index, proposed by Leo Egghe. The g-index of a researcher is defined as “the
highest number g of papers that together received g or more citations” (Egghe, 2006: 8).
Egghe’s main argument in favor of this new indexwas its higher sensitivity and, therefore,
greater discriminative power10.

We can now define the successive g-index for a department, as used in our ranking
process: it is simply a g-index of the second order, calculated on the bases of the g-index (of the
first-order) of each of the staff members of a department11. In other words, in order to calculate it
we first determine each individual author’s g-index and then calculate the successive (second
order) g-index based on the initial results, treating first-order g-indices of the department
members in the same manner asthe number of citations is treated in the calculation of the first-
order g-index12. Just like the original index introduced by Egghe for individual researcher, the
successive g-index (for departments) also has greater discriminative power than other
comparable alternatives.

Moreover, in order to have a maximum degree of differentiation, we appealed to an even
more complex indicator, the rational successive g-index, as defined by Richard Tol (Tol, 2008:
151)13. We decided to adopt it for evaluating the research output of departments because it has
the advantage of allowing differentiation between departments that would otherwise have an
identical score based on the simple successive g-index14 (which is a natural number)15.

9For example, if an author has 4 papers, each with 20, 10, 5 and 2 citations, her h-index would be 3 because her third
most cited paper has 5 (>3) citations, but it would not be 4 because her forth paper only has 2 (<3) citations; in other
words, the third paper has at least 3 citations (in this case more), but the fourth does not have at least 4 citations.
10This can readily be seen with reference to our previous example: the same hypothetical author with an h-index of 3
would have a g-index of 6 because 37 (the sum of the citations for all 4 papers) is greater than 36.
11 The idea of a successive g-index was first described and used by Richard Tol, “A Rational, Successive G-Index
Applied to Economics Departments in Ireland”, Journal of Informetrics, 2/2 (2008), 149-155.
12 Suppose for example that a hypothetical department consists in only 5 members; if inspection of each reveals g-
indices of 9, 4, 2, 2 and 2, then the successive g-index of this department would be 4 because the cumulative score
of the first 4 members (17) is greater than 4 ; it could not be 5 because the cumulative score of all the 5 members
(19) is not greater than or equal to 5 .
13 In formal terms, Tol defines the successive g-index as a solution to ≥ , where refers to the
researchers in a department (denoted by their first order g-index); Tol then defines the rational successive g-index

( ∆) as ∆ = + ( ) , which, by definition, is ≥ , but < + .
14 Suppose we want to compare the hypothetical 5 member department described above (with members having g-
indices of 9, 4, 2, 2 and 2) with another 5 member department whose members have g-indices of 9, 9, 2, 2 and 2.
Comparison based on the simple successive g-index would yield a tie, as both departments have a g-index value of
4, although there is clearly a difference between them. Comparison with the aid of the rational successive g-index,
however, yields a more differentiating outcome: the first department has a g value of 4.33, but the second has 4.88,
therefore reflecting the greater contribution made by one of its researchers.
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In calculating the first order g-indices of the political science department members we
used Anne Harzing’s Publish or Perish program (Harzing, 2007) which has the Google Scholar
database as a source for citations measurement. This database was also comparatively used by
Tol&Ruane who reported good correlation between its results and the ones obtained when
appealing to other major platforms like Web of Science, Scopus and EconLit (Ruane &Tol,
2007: 310). Google Scholar was also used by Aaltojärviet al. (2008) in their analysis of
sociology departments and the Publish or Perish interface to Google Scholar has itself already
been used in a number of studies dealing with evaluation of journals (Hodge & Lacasse, 2011)or
the evaluation of academic departments (Altanopouloua et al, 2012)that found it to be a
particularly useful tool due to screening options not directly available in Google Scholar. This
program also has the advantage of a direct option to calculate g-indices for individual authors.

We need to acknowledge some important limitations of both the database we constructed
and of the program used.  Most notable are the problem of self-citation, which is not properly
dealt with, and the issue of multiple references to the same item. When computing individual g-
indices for the political science department staff we did not attempt to correct for either of these
based on the assumption that they are randomly occurring events that would not substantially
alter the final results. Due to the nature of the g-index, we also did not restrict results to any
specific time window: all items retrieved by the Publish or Perish software were factored into
the g-index for all individuals, thus taking into account the entire output produced for each. In
additions, due to data management issues, we did not distinguish between single-authored papers
and multiple-authored papers, allowing for multiple-authored papers to be factored into the
calculation of each individual g-index.

We computed these indices only for the full-time staff members whose main teaching
position is within a particular university. In order to ensure that we correctly selected the
members of the staff, we used the personnel lists submitted by the universities themselves to
ARACIS, the Romanian Agency for Quality Assurance in Higher Education, for the
authorization and accreditation of the study programs within the fields of political science and
international relations. However, since the ARACIS evaluations are done every five years and
the dates when these staff lists were submitted varied, we cross-referenced these lists with the
lists of full-time staff members posted on the websites of universities, where these were
available, and added the additional staff in the two fields to the initial lists. In cases where it was
not possible to find lists of staff members on the websites, or where the lists were combined for
several different fields in the Social Sciences and we could not discern who are associated with a
Political Science or International Relations department, we chose to keep the ARACIS lists
because we considered them more reliable. Nonetheless, despite our best efforts, given the
complexity of the task we acknowledge that our final lists may not be fully correct in all cases.
There is invariably at least a small degree of mobility between institutions that cannot be
properly documented.

15 An alternative we considered in the earlier stages of our research was a composite hg-index which would be
calculated as the maximum number such that there are at least h individuals with a g-index of at least g in a given
department. Such a measure would, however, prove fairly insensitive to high g-indices and would therefore not
discriminate much between departments with medium g-indices and those where some staff members have higher
than average g scores.For example, in our previous illustration, the composite hg-index of the hypothetical 5
member departments is 2, completely ignoring the high g-index of the first members. Note also that the hg-index we
originally considered is different from the hg-index proposed by Alonso et al. (“HG-Index: A New Index to
Characterize the Scientific Output of Researchers Based on the H- and G-Indices”, Scientometrics, 82/2 (2010),
391–400) which, for an individual, is simply a geometric mean of her h-index and g-index.
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The following clarification should also be made: as pointed out by Sinha and Macri, there
are two approaches that can be used to measure the research output of departments: a stock
approach which assigns articles to an academic’s present affiliation and a flow approach which
gives credit to the institution with which the author was affiliated at the time of publication
(Sinha&Macri, 2002: 137). We used the stock approach, partly acknowledging the validity of the
two authors’ argument that publications are a type of human capital which an academic carries
with him or her to any institution, partly because the use of the alternative approach would have
complicated the empirical efforts of data collection to an unmanageable degree.

For the number of research projects, we extracted data on the submitted projects from the
lists of the Executive Agency for Higher Education, Research, Development and Innovation
Funding (UEFISCDI)16, the Romanian national body responsible for managing the national
competitions for research funds. We analyzed three years (2007, 2008 and 2009) and three types
of projects: the “Young Teams” and “Post-Doctoral Research” projects funded under the Human
Resources Development line, and the “Ideas” projects funded through the Exploratory Research
Projects competition. Note that the indicator takes into account only the submitted projects,
irrespective of whether they have received funding. Although we admit that the number of
successful research projects would have been a more relevant indicator, data on which projects
were funded were not available for the competitions previous to 2011; the marks each project
received do not provide sufficient information, since funding is not given over a cut-off value,
but depending on the available budget. In addition, implementation of the projects was also
difficult to assess, given that some grants were discontinued after projects began due to lack of
funding. Finally, the data indicates that only some of the members of departments under
consideration (and only in some universities) participated in these competitions; therefore, the
practice of elaborating research projects is not yet so widespread that it would render irrelevant
an indicator measuring submissions.

The three types of projects selected are most relevant for our study due to the fact that
they are rather complex projects involving research teams, and due to the conditions these grants
impose on project directors wishing to apply (they must have completed a PhD, must have the
institutional support of a university, and must also meet a series of requirements concerning
scientific activity and output). Although there are a few other types of projects funded through
national grants, these were not included because they addressed Romanian researchers from
abroad, individual PhD level research (as for example small travel or research grants for one PhD
student), or were specifically addressed to technical or medical fields. We also excluded the
international research projects, because the participation of Romanian universities is generally
modest, especially in the fields discussed here, and it would have therefore been an indicator
which distorted the results, giving a premium only to the extremely few universities involved in
such projects.

Education is the second component of our proposed methodology. Itcomprisessix
indicators:  a score for department size, the staff/student ratio, the ratio of MA students to those
at BA level, the number of ERASMUS students (both incoming and outgoing, BA and MA)
within the total number of BA and MA students, and scores for the ARACIS evaluations of the
BA study program, on the one side, and for the overall institutional quality assessment of a
university, on the other.  Data regarding the number of students are derived from the official

16 See <http://uefiscdi.gov.ro/Public/cat/568/FINANTARE-CDI.html>, last accessed on 15.10.2012.



7

information submitted in 2011 by the universities during the national evaluation process17 and all
refer specifically to the field of political science and international relations18.

The department size index was measured on a 5-point scale: the score for departments
with more than 4 professors supervising PhD programs was set to 5; the score for the
departments with at least four professors was set to 4;for departments with at least three
professors or associate professors it was set to 3; if a department included at least two lecturers
or associate professor or professors it received score 2, and departments where none of these
conditions were met received score 1.It is important to observe that the size of a department is
not a purely quantitative indicator: it includes information about the “quality” of the teaching
staff as given by their academic titles. This entails that two departments with a similar number of
staff may largely differ in size, as defined here.

The ARACIS score for BA programs was calculated as a weighted average of the number
of study programs, with a weight of 1 for authorized and accredited programs with “(full)
confidence”, and 0.5 for those with “limited confidence”. Similarly, the overall institutional
evaluations were measured on a 4-point scale, where 4 stand for “high degree of confidence”, 3
for “confidence”, 2 for “limited confidence” and 1 for “lack of confidence”. Data for the two
indicators were collected from ARACIS.

As outlined in Table 1, our methodology yields two intermediate scores – one for
research and one for education – which are then aggregated into a final score for each university.
The research score represented 50% of the total score and, within it, the successive g-index has a
weighting of77%, while the projects/total staff ratio has a weight of 10% and the ratio of PhD
students within the total student population has a weighting of 13%. Within the education
component,also weighted globally at 50%, the department size index constitutes 40%, the
staff/student ratio 20%, and each of the other three indicators 10%.  Based on the total scores,
universities were ranked from A to E in the same manner that was specified by the official
methodology used in the national evaluation exercise. First, each department’s score was divided
by the highest score obtained out of all departments in order to compute the ratio of its score to
the highest possible. Secondly, departments were included in a ranking class based on the ratio
of their score to the highest one obtained, following 5 distinct intervals: departments with a ratio
to the highest score higher than 73% were ranked in class A; those with a ratio less than 73% but
above 50% were ranked in class B; those with a ratio less than 50% but above 30% were ranked
in class C; those with a ratio less than 30% but above 10% were ranked in class D; finally, class
E comprises the departments witha ratio to the highest scoreless than 10%. We retained this
procedure and the corresponding ranking intervals, as outlined by the official methodology used
in the national ranking process, largely for comparative purposes.

At the time we initiated our research we found political science and/or international
relations study programs in 26 Romanian universities. Table 2 presents these universities in
alphabetical order.  The four universities that are highlightedwere not included in our study for
the following reasons: three of them („Bogdan-Vodă” University, „Sapientia” Hungarian

17 Available at http://chestionar.uefiscdi.ro/public5/index.php?page=punivlist, last accessed on 15.10.2012.
18 As already mentioned, data for 5 years were submitted by the universities. We did not, however, aggregate the
data for the entire 5 year window. Instead, we took into consideration data in accordance with the duration of the
study programs corresponding to the Bologna system (3-years undergraduate; 2-MA; 3-PhD). Therefore, in the case
of undergraduate and PhD students, only data for the academic years 2007-2008, 2008-2009 and 2009-2010 were
taken into account, and in the case of MA students only those from the academic years 2008-2009 and 2009-2010
were counted.
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University of Transylvania and the „Titu Maiorescu” University ) could not be included because
they did not submit data for the political science domain during the national evaluation process
and therefore no comparable data could be obtained for several of the indicators we used; this is
a consequence of the fact that at the time of the evaluation the political science and/or
international relations study programs within these universities had not yet been accredited and
were therefore not included in the evaluation process. The fourth („Mihail Kogălniceanu”
University from Iaşi) was disregarded due to the fact that its political science study program has
been discontinued. This left us with a total of 22 departments to analyze.

A final note regards the way we counted the staff members. In calculating the ratio
indicators relating to staff members (namely the staff/student ratio within the education
component and the projects/staff ratio within the research component) we only counted those
individuals with a title of lecturer and higher. Furthermore, we only counted them if they held the
academic title of PhD. University assistants were not included in the calculation of the two ratio
indicators. All staff members were, however, irrespective of their position or title, taken into
account when computing the successive g-index of the departments. Overall, data for more than
500 individuals were retrieved with the Publish or Perish software19.

Table 2. Romanian universities with political science and/or international relations
programs

1 „Alexandru IoanCuza” University – Iaşi
2 „Andrei Şaguna” University – Constanţa
3 „Babes-Bolyai” University – Cluj-Napoca
4 „Bogdan-Vodă” University – Cluj-Napoca
5 „ConstantinBrâncoveanu" University – Piteşti
6 „ConstantinBrâncuşi” University – TârguJiu
7 „Danubius” University – Galați
8 „DimitrieCantemir” Christian University – Bucharest
9 „Hyperion” University –Bucuresti

10 „Lucian Blaga” University – Sibiu
11 „MihailKogălniceanu” University – Iasi
12 National School of Political and Administrative Studies – Bucharest
13 „NicolaeTitulescu” University – Bucureşti
14 „Ovidius” University – Constanţa
15 „Petre Andrei” University – Iaşi
16 „PetruMaior” University – TârguMureş
17 „Sapientia” Hungarian University of Transylvania
18 „SpiruHaret” University – Bucharest
19 „Stefan cel Mare” University – Suceava
20 „TituMaiorescu” University – Bucharest
21 University of Bucharest
22 University of Craiova
23 University of Oradea
24 University of Piteşti
25 „VasileGoldis” West University – Arad
26 West University of Timişoara

Source: Government Decision no. 707 from 18.07.2012

19 The process of data collection was carried out during the first two weeks of October 2012.
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Results and discussion

As we mentioned at the beginning of our paper, our main goal was to compare the results
of the national evaluation and ranking process conducted in the field of political science and
international relations with the results obtained by appealing to our substantially simplified
methodology. As already described in the previous section, our study included departments from
22 universities, all of which participated in the official ranking process. Table 3 shows the class
comparison between the official ranking and the one produced as a result of our research. In our
study the highest aggregate score was obtained by the political science and international relations
department of „Babes-Bolyai” University of Cluj-Napoca; therefore, consistent with the ranking
procedure used in the official ranking exercise, we computed the ratio of the score obtained by
all other departments against the score of this university in order to obtain values that would
allow grouping these political science departments into ranking classes.

Looking at the overall picture painted by Table 3, let us compare the different rankings
produced by the methodologies under comparison and their associated indicators. First, only 4
universities received the same ranking class in both cases: „Babes-Bolyai” University, the
National School of Political and Administrative Studies, the University of Bucharest and the
„Alexandru Ioan Cuza” University20. As for the other universities, 10 were promoted to a higher
class by our ranking process, but 8 others were demoted to a lower class. In general, the
magnitude of the changes arising from our proposed methodology is incremental in nature: out of
the 18 differing outcomes, 11 universities changed their class with strict proximity, either
moving up to the immediately higher class or moving down to the immediately lower class. In
the 7 other cases, differences are more visible: five universities ascended by two classes
(„Nicolae Titulescu” University21, „Petru Maior” University, „Andrei Şaguna”, „Vasile Goldis”
West University and „Constantin Brâncoveanu") and two descended by 2 classes (the University
of Craiova and the West University of Timişoara). We believe that the more noticeable
differences for these seven departments rest heavily on our use of the successive g-department
indicator. Nonetheless, we note that no extreme shifts occur (such as an A department falling to
D or E, or an E one moving up to the B class or even to A).

Table 3. Comparison between the official ranking of the political science departments and
the alternative ranking produced in our study

R
a
n
k

Political science departments
(host institutions)

Official ranking
class

Alternative
ranking class

Changes and
magnitude

1 „Babes-Bolyai” University A A ↔
2 National School of Political and

Administrative Studies A A ↔

3 University of Bucharest A A ↔
4 „NicolaeTitulescu” University D B ↑2
5 University of Oradea B C ↓1

20 The „ConstantinBrâncuşi” University came very close to maintaining a C ranking because its ratio to the highest
score was 0.296. Unfortunately, only rounding this number up to 0.3would actually have achieved this result.
21 The results for the “NicolaeTitulescu” University could be expected: in the official ranking it was heavily
downgraded because in 2011 it did not pass through the ARACIS institutional evaluation.
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6 „Lucian Blaga” University B C ↓1
7 „Stefan cel Mare” University B C ↓1
8 „PetruMaior” University E C ↑2
9 „Alexandru Ioan Cuza” University C C ↔
10 University of Craiova A C ↓2
11 „Petre Andrei” University D C ↑1
12 „Dimitrie Cantemir” University D C ↑1
13 „Spiru Haret” University D C ↑1
14 West University of Timişoara A C ↓2
15 „Andrei Şaguna” University E C ↑2
16 „Hyperion” University D C ↑1
17 „Vasile Goldis” West University E C ↑2
18 „Constantin Brâncoveanu"

University
E C ↑2

19 „Ovidius” University B C ↓1
20 „Constantin Brâncuşi” University C D ↓1
21 University of Piteşti E D ↑1
22 „Danubius” University C D ↓1

Another important result is that whereas in the official ranking 6 departments were
relegated to the E ranking class, our ranking produced no such result. In other words, none of the
scores obtained by the universities had a value less than 10% of the top score obtained by the
highest ranking department. We suspect this is the cumulative consequence of two specific
provisions in the official methodology: the first stated that all indicators used in the ranking
process would be multiplied with a coefficient of either 1, 0.70, 0.40, 0.15 or 0.10 according to
the confidence level awarded by ARACIS in light of the most recent institutional evaluation
process. The second provision was, however, more severe, stating that all indicators for the first
3 criteria in the official methodology (research, teaching and relation to external environment)
would also be multiplied with a coefficient of either 0, 0.90 or 1, depending on the number of
full-time staff members allocated to the study program under evaluation. The 0 weighting was
valid in cases where this full time staff number was below 5. Taken together, the two
globalcoefficients these two provisions stipulate undoubtedly had a substantially negative impact
on small departments that were part of institutions with weak ARACIS confidence levels22. The
fact that our methodology does not provide such severely penalizing measures might explain
whyno aggregate scores in our study dropped below the 10% threshold, although a few did come
close to it.

Moving to the overall distributions of departments in the two ranking processes,the
official ranking seems to have produced more balanced overall results than our own. During the
national evaluation, out of the 23 political science programs that were evaluated, 5 were ranked
within class A, 4 within B, 3 within C, 5 within D and the remaining 6 in E. Our results,
however, point toward a much more polarized situation: out of the 22 departments, only 3
received A class ranking, only one received B, 15 were ranked in class C and 3 in D. This

22Between the two, the second coefficient might have particularly dire consequences. Consider for example the
hypothetical case of a department with 4 members: because all the indicators of the first three criteria are multiplied
with 0, its aggregate ranking index is reduced from the very beginning to the value of only the fourth component
evaluated by the official methodology. Somewhat ironically for this situation, this fourth component (institutional
capacity) has a negligible weighting of only 0.05 in the final score.
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polarization is also readily apparent through comparison of the individual scores received by the
departments we studied. Figure 1 presents these scores for all 22 departments. From left to right,
each data point in the figure corresponds to the department rank presented in Table 3, in
precisely the same order as given by Table 3 (for example, the fourth point, with a score of 2.96
refers to the „NicolaeTitulescu” University; the sixteenth to “Hyperion”,etc.). Numbers below
the data points refer to the ratio of the particular university’s score against the highest score
obtained in our study.

Figure 1 illustrates another interesting aspect: there seems to be a high degree of
uniformity in the case of most departments. As the above figure shows, most of the departments
received a score ranging between approximately 1.6 and 3. What this means is that in terms of
the indicators used in our methodology, with the exception of the first three top departments
(University “Babeș-Bolyai” Cluj-Napoca, National School of Political and Administrative
Studies and the University of Bucharest), most Romanian political science (and international
relations) departments do not seem to differ substantially from one another. A particular subject
worth further investigation in this context would be the degree of differentiation of these
departments in terms of research productivity and visibility. This is all the more relevant given
the fact that emphasis on research was one of the driving forces in the national evaluation
process. As we have already mentioned in a previous footnote, within the official methodology,
the aggregated research component was weighted at 50% of the total score for all political
science programs. In the cases of natural sciences, the research component was weighted at 60%
and even in the case of humanities and arts it did not fall below 40%.
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Figure 2 illustrates the scores received in our study by each department only on the
research component given by the three indicators that were used to measure it and their
associated weights.These research scores are presented in decreasing order from left to right. In
the case of Figure 2, however, the order of the data pointsno longer (fully) corresponds to the
department ranks previously presented in Table 3. Each data point (department) is,however,
identified in Figure 2 by using the rank position previously given by Table 3. These
corresponding rank positions are given in parentheses under each data point (for example, the
eighth data pointin Figure 2 from left to right refers to the “Alexandru Ioan Cuza” University,
ranked 9 in Table 3) . The reader may therefore note that a ranking based solely on research
scores differs from the overall ranking given in Table 3 because the latter takes into account both
criteria proposed by our methodology23.

Figure 2 shows, again with the exception of the three top departments, an even greater
uniformity than the aggregate scores previously presented. As can be seen above, most
departments (16 out of the total 22) received a score between 0.77 and 1.54.What is also
remarkable about the figure above is the convergence of several separate clusters of political
science departments towards near perfectly identical scores. In particular, 10departments can be
observed converging at an overall score ranging between0.77 and 0.93, while a separate cluster
of 5 departments converge at a score ranging between 1.16 and 1.33. Given the surprising nature
of this finding we took a closer look at the three indicators used to assess the research component
and found that this significant homogeneity is almost fully attributable to the values the
departments received on the successive g-index indicator: the 5 departments clustered around the
score of 1.16–1.33 all have a rational successive g-index of 3 (or slightly higher, but below 4),
while the 10 departments clustered around the score of 0.77 to 0.93 all have a rational successive
g-index of 2 (or slightly higher, but below 3). This means that in the case of the first cluster of
departments, none had at least 4 staff members whose combined individual g-indices outweighed

23 We note in passing that there seems to be a fair (and somewhat predictable) correlation between the intermediate
score received by the universities for the education component and the one received strictly for the research
component. The data in our study point to a correlation of 0.74, significant beyond the 0.01statistical threshold;
however, given the fact that the number of cases under study is necessarily small (only 22 departments) the
corresponding (95%) confidence interval for the correlation value given above ranges between 0.44 and 0.88.
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(or at least equaled) a value of 16. For the second cluster, none of the 10 departments had at least
3 staff members whose combined g-indices outweighed(or equaled) a value of 9.

In order to test the stability of the ranking procedure we employed, we also ran a series of
8 distinct simulations based on incremental, 5% modifications to the global weights attached to
the education and research criteria. The two most extreme cases we considered had the following
global weights: case 1: education- 70%, research- 30%; case 8: education- 30%, research- 70%.
All other 6 cases considered intermediate values (for example 65%-45%,55%-45%, etc.)24.
These simulations prove our methodology yields rather stable results, especially concerning the
top four and the bottom two scoring departments. Also, none of these simulations yield results
that imply departments ranked in the E class.

Unlike the top and bottom departments, some of the overall scores and final ranking
classes of the other departments we presented in Table 3 are, however, less stable. In particular,
after running the simulations we noticed that higher weights attached to the research component
tended to produce a greater number of departments ranked in the D class (up to 11 in the extreme
case). Conversely, higher weights of the education component tended to cluster many
departments in class C (even up to 15).As we have already discussed, the final weighting of 50-
50 that we actually used (this is very similar to the official weighting) in our ranking process
yields 15 departments in class C. The reader may note that the information contained in the two
figures presented so far, one depicting the overall aggregate scores and the other the intermediate
scores for research, already cumulatively imply that there is also a high degree of uniformity
with regard to the scores obtained by the 22 departments on the intermediate score for education.
Indeed, in the case of the scores obtained on this dimension, the range of observed values only
extends from 0.53 to 1.30. This also better explains the somewhat contrasting results obtained in
the simulations. It seems that most of the departments analyzed are even more uniform in terms
of the education component than they are as far as research is concerned. This leads us to the
conclusion that research has a significantly more important role than the educational component
in differentiating between the departments analyzed, regardless of its attached weight.

Given the degree of uniformity depicted by Figures 1 and 2 above we considered that a
final digression from our primary goal of comparing ranking results was warranted: what is the
overall performance and visibility, as measured by the g-index, for the entire population of staff
members working in political science and/or international relations departments in
Romania?Figure 3illustrates the distribution of all 545 staff members investigated, according to
their individual g-index. Our findings are as follows: out of the 545 staff members for which we
collected data by means of the Publish or Perish software, only 268 have a g-index of at least 1
(basically meaning they have at least one paper with one citation), 166 have a g-index of at least
2, 89 have a g-index of at least 3, 60 have a g-index of at least 4 and only 39 have a g-index of at
least 5 or higher (which means that their publications were cited at least 25 times).

24 It is worth mentioning that the two most extreme weightings considered (70% research–30% education and the
reverse case) are incidentally the ones that would have produced the most numerous identical ranking classes with
respect to the official list (7 departments would have had the same ranking class as the one given by the MoE if
either weighting would have been used).
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Concluding remarks

Our paper focused on the manner in which different ranking methodologies, criteria and
indicators may affect the result of a ranking process. By devising a parsimonious methodology
based on a limited number of indicators we compared and ranked the political science and
international relations departments in the Romanian universities, in accordance with the
guidelines set out in the methodology used during the official ranking process carried out in
2011. Despite having used only 9 indicators (as opposed to the official ranking exercise that used
67), we obtained fairly comparable overall results: several departments maintained their ranking
class and most of the others shifted their rank by a single position. The ranking scores we
obtained also pointed both to a high polarization (three top universities received a very high
score) and also to a high degree of uniformity among the other departments. We make no claim
that outside the indicators specifically used in our study this is necessarily true. The official
ranking has certainly shown that more variability is possible and the addition of further
indicators to our own methodology might indeed point towards greater differences existing
between the various departments analyzed.

Nonetheless, for the time being it was not our intention to develop an exhaustive set of
indicators meant to distinguish between all the numerous aspects that make up the activity of a
department. To the contrary, our methodology appealed to indicators we consider both pertinent
and synthetic in nature. It also weights the research component, particularly evaluated by means
of the rational successive g-index. Given the high sensitivity of this indicator, we would have
expected to see greater differentiation between the departments analyzed. The fact that, with the
exception of the top three universities, this was not the case indicates a degree of homogeneity
between the departments that invites further study, possibly through comparison with
departments from other study fields.
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