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ABSTRACT This article reports new rankings of journal research productivity for PhD-
granting political science departments during the past three decades. Using data on all
authors and articles published in 19 leading general and subfield political science journals
from 1990 to 2018, we compiled a count of department publications in these journals,
weighted by the number of authors, department faculty size, and journal impact measures
reported by Garand et al. (2009). We find that there is a discernible ranking of political
science departments in terms of journal research productivity. The observed rankings are
strongly but imperfectly related to the U.S. News & World Report (2022) reputational
rankings of political science departments. We do find, however, that some political science
departments have higher or lower levels of research productivity than would be suggested
by their reputational rankings.

There is always considerable debate among political
scientists about how we should evaluate and rank
political science departments, particularly those
that grant the doctorate. How do we measure the
relative positioning of doctoral programs in political

science? Which standards do we use to differentiate departments
in terms of their quality? Perhaps the best-known approach
involves reliance on reputational or impressionistic measures of
department quality, best represented in the regular rankings of
departments within disciplines (including political science) by U.
S. News & World Report (USNWR) (2022) and in a previous
iteration of analyses by the National Research Council (NRC)
(1993). This approach involves contacting disciplinary experts
(e.g., department chairs and graduate advisors) and asking them
to rate doctoral programs on typically a five-point scale. The mean
rating for each department becomes the measure of perceived
quality. Of course, these ratings are highly subjective, but

subjective assessments represent real views about the reputations
of various political science programs. Other scholars have adopted
an approach that uses “objective”measures of department quality,
such as publications in leading scholarly journals (Ballard and
Mitchell 1998; Garand and Graddy 1999; Hix 2004; McCormick
and Rice 2001; Peress 2019; Teske 1996); citations (Peress 2019);
job placements and graduate training (McCormick and Rice 2001);
and other available indicators that represent what departments
actually produce rather than how others subjectively perceive
those departments.

Of course, wemight expect to see a strong relationship between
what departments produce of value and how others in the disci-
pline perceive the quality of those departments. Simply stated, we
would expect that departments with productive faculty members
who regularly publish their work in the leading scholarly outlets
also would be those departments ranked most highly in terms of
reputation. The relationship between department research pro-
ductivity and reputation measures has not been ignored by polit-
ical scientists. Most of the prevailing work on the topic relates to
the 1993 NRC ratings of PhD-granting political science depart-
ments (Garand andGraddy 1999; Jackman and Siverson 1996; Katz
and Eagles 1996; Lowry and Silver 1996). For instance, Garand and
Graddy (1999) find that publications in leading political science
journals have strong and significant effects on the reputations of
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PhD-granting political science departments beyond the effect of
department citations.

Our study contributes to this body of research by reporting the
first set of results from a large-scale project on department
research productivity in 19 leading general and subfield political
science journals from 1990 to 2018. We compile a count of
department publications in these journals, weighted by the num-
ber of authors, department faculty size, and journal impact mea-
sures reported by Garand et al. (2009). Based on these results, we
present a new ranking of journal research productivity for
120 PhD-granting political science departments, and we show
how this measure is strongly but imperfectly related to the
USNWR (2022) reputational ratings of PhD programs in political
science.1

DATA AND METHODS

The data used in this study are from a large-scale project
involving the collection of data on each article published in
19 political science journals from 1960 to 2018 (Garand, Qi, and
Magana 2023). With the assistance of a team of undergraduate
and graduate research assistants in the past decade, the lead

author compiled the following data on each article published
during this time period, as well as for each coauthor: (1) year
published; (2) university name; (3) author name; (4) issue
number within year; (5) starting and ending page numbers;
(6) total number of coauthors; and (7) individual author posi-
tions (e.g., first author, second author). We used the university-
name variable to code whether a given coauthor was affiliated
with a PhD-granting department at the time of publication.
We truncated the dataset to include only those coauthors
affiliated with a PhD-granting department. Using these
data, we were able to count the number of articles—for each
journal and in total—that were designated as having a coauthor
affiliated with each of the 120 PhD programs in the United
States.

Table 1 presents descriptive information about the journals
used in our study. In selecting journals, we focused attention on a
combination of factors: (1) journals highly ranked among Amer-
ican political scientists on the Garand et al. (2009) journal impact
rankings; (2) general journals that regularly publish articles
across political science subfields; and (3) highly ranked subfield

Our study contributes to this body of research by reporting the first set of results from a
large-scale project on department research productivity in 19 leading general and subfield
political science journals from 1990 to 2018.

Table 1

Sample Information: Years of Coverage, Number of Articles Including an Affiliate of a PhD
Department, and Number of PhD Department Authors

Journal Name Years Number of Articles Number of Authors Garand et al. Ranking

American Journal of Political Science 1960–2018 2,005 3,383 2

American Political Science Review 1960–2018 2,178 3,344 1

American Politics Quarterly/Research 1973–2018 890 1,524 19

Comparative Political Studies 1968–2018 1,031 1,538 7

Comparative Politics 1968–2018 681 839 8

International Organization 1960–2018 962 1,313 5

International Studies Quarterly 1967–2018 970 1,506 10

Journal of Conflict Resolution 1960–2018 1,295 2,116 11

Journal of Politics 1960–2018 2,389 3,877 3

Legislative Studies Quarterly 1976–2018 704 1,147 12

Perspectives on Politics 2003–2018 410 609 9

Political Analysis 1989–2018 368 713 14

Political Behavior 1979–2018 615 1,092 20

Political Research Quarterly 1960–2018 1,985 3,010 13

Political Science Quarterly 1960–2018 815 965 28

Political Theory 1973–2018 611 630 16

Polity 1968–2018 696 835 32

Social Science Quarterly 1968–2018 1,824 3,284 26

World Politics 1960–2018 750 965 6

Totals 1960–2018 21,179 32,690 —

Notes: The number of authors represents the number of affiliates of PhD-granting departments that published in these journals. The number of articles reflects those with at least one
coauthor from a PhD-granting department.
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or specialty journals. We suggest that the list of journals is a
reasonable representation of a wide range of high-visibility and
reputable scholarly outlets for scholars publishing in various
subfields and methodological traditions.

Using the dataset with author- and article-level data for
PhD-affiliated coauthors, we created a summary dataset for
PhD-granting political science departments, with variables
representing (1) the number of first-, second-, third-, fourth-,
and fifth- or more-authored articles published by PhD depart-
ment affiliates for each of the 19 scholarly journals; (2) the
Garand et al. (2009) journal-impact score for each journal,
representing the combined reputation and familiarity impact
among political scientists in the United States; and (3) the mean
number of faculty in each PhD-granting department from 1990
to 2018. We weighted each article by the number of coauthors
and journal impact, summed the total for each department, and
created both per-faculty and total author-/journal-weighted
measures of research productivity in these 19 journals for
120 PhD-granting political science departments. A more
detailed summary of our data and methodology is in online
appendix 1.

EMPIRICAL RESULTS

Table 2 presents the measures of research productivity for
120 PhD-granting political science departments, ranked by our
per-faculty author- and journal-weighted summed publication
measure. For comparison purposes, the table also lists the raw-
total author- and journal-weighted publications measure and the
2021USNWR ranking. As shown in the table, there is considerable
face validity to these rankings. The leading political science
department in terms of research productivity in 19 major political
science journals is Harvard University, followed by Ohio State
University, Stanford University, Washington University at
St. Louis, Yale University, University of California at Davis,
Princeton University, Rice University, University of California at
San Diego, and New York University. In general, there are few
surprises, with prestige departments (i.e., Harvard, Stanford, and
Princeton) ranking very highly. However, some departments
ranked lower in terms of reputation—for example, Ohio State
(17th), UC–Davis (25th), and Rice (28th)—thereby earning
research productivity rankings above their reputational rankings.
All of these departments—along with Columbia University
(ranked 11th on this list) had at least 80 journal publication points
per faculty member from 1990 to 2018. Departments that were
ranked from 12th to 27th all had at least 65 journal publication
points per faculty member and included a mix of highly regarded
private universities (e.g., University of Chicago, University of
Rochester, University of Pennsylvania, Emory University, and
DukeUniversity) as well as a range of respected public universities
(e.g., University of Minnesota, University of Illinois, Stony Brook
University, and Texas A&M University). Conversely, toward the
bottom of the list are political science departments with either
newer PhD programs (e.g., Florida International University), PhD
programs that have been discontinued (e.g., University of New
Orleans), or other relatively underfunded or underdeveloped PhD
programs.

There are surprises in the list. Some universities seemed to
overpunch their weight, with higher per-faculty journal publication

rankings than what was suggested by their reputational rankings
among political scientists. This list would include political science
departments housed in public universities, including the Univer-
sity of Iowa (ranked 14th on the productivity list, with a USNWR
ranking of 46); Florida State University (16th and 41st); Louisiana
State University (24th and 81st); University of Houston (29th and
50th); University of New Mexico (31st and 81st); University of
Missouri (32nd and 68th); University of Wisconsin, Milwaukee
(37th and 68th); University of Kentucky (38th and 76th); and
University of North Texas (38th and 59th), among others. In some
cases, these are poorly funded departments with relatively small
faculties but with strong norms of research productivity. These
universities may be able to hire productive faculty members at
junior ranks but are unable to retain them over time. When the
productive faculty leave to take positions elsewhere, these produc-
tive departments lose the reputational points that come with
having productive senior faculty. In other cases, these may be
departments housed inmediocre universities, with the “halo effect”
(i.e., the overall reputation of a university props up the reputation
of a given department) acting in reverse by dragging the reputa-
tions of these productive departments below what they otherwise
would be. In other cases, small faculty size may be impairing the
overall scholarly impact of these departments. As shown in table 2,
inmost cases, the productive departments withweaker reputations
exhibit a substantial gap between per-faculty and raw-total publi-
cation counts.

There also are surprises in the other direction on the list. Some
departments have lower levels of journal-research activity than
would be suggested by their reputation, as measured by USNWR
ratings. This would include the University of California at Berke-
ley (ranked 28th in terms of per-faculty journal impact but fourth
in reputation by USNWR); University of Michigan (35th and
fourth); University of North Carolina (40th and 11th); University
of California at Los Angeles (41st and 11th); Massachusetts Insti-
tute of Technology (42nd and sixth); University of Texas (43rd and
19th); Northwestern University (45th and 19th); Cornell Univer-
sity (46th and 15th); Syracuse University (77th and 50th); Univer-
sity of Massachusetts (81st and 56th); and Johns Hopkins
University (90th and 41st).

There are many reasons why PhD-granting departments
with a strong reputation might have a lower level of per-faculty
journal-research activity. Whereas faculty members in many
departments are research active in publishing both books and
articles in leading scholarly journals, some higher-prestige
political science departments may be either book driven or
prioritize publishing fewer high-impact, high-citation articles
over numerous journal publications with lower citations and
impact. Hence, the level of journal-research activity may reflect
the mix of books and the type of journal articles published by
the faculty and other affiliates. For high-prestige departments
with large faculties, the research impact also may be realized
more in the total publications in leading journals than in the
per-faculty publication rates. However, it also is possible that
there are political science departments housed in prestigious
universities that have a strong reputation based more on the
halo effect than on research productivity in leading scholarly
journals and presses.

Table 2 also reports the raw total of author- and journal-
weighted publications and the relevant ranking of each PhD-
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Table 2

Ranking of US Political Science Departments, Per-Faculty and Raw Author- and Journal-
Weighted Publications in 19 Major Political Science Journals, 1990–2018, with 2021 U.S. News
& World Report Ranking

Publications (Author-/Journal-Weighted) U.S. News

University Per Faculty Rank Raw Rank Score Rank

Harvard University 109.92 1 5,550.76 1 4.8 2

Ohio State University 98.53 2 3,374.52 6 3.9 17

Stanford University 97.59 3 3671.80 4 4.9 1

Washington University, St. Louis 95.49 4 2,397.81 14 4.2 11

Yale University 95.37 5 3,923.79 3 4.6 6

University of California, Davis 92.04 6 2,324.01 16 3.7 25

Princeton University 85.62 7 4309.49 2 4.8 2

Rice University 82.20 8 1,424.76 46 3.5 28

University of California, San Diego 81.58 9 3,059.26 7 4.4 8

New York University 80.87 10 2,358.58 15 4.0 15

Columbia University 80.73 11 3,621.50 5 4.4 8

University of Minnesota 79.72 12 2,320.82 17 3.7 25

University of Chicago 78.79 13 2476.41 12 4.2 11

University of Iowa 77.68 14 1,812.64 36 3.1 46

University of Rochester 77.40 15 1,625.37 38 3.8 19

Florida State University 77.24 16 1,913.75 30 3.2 41

Stony Brook University 75.54 17 1,359.70 49 3.5 28

Texas A&M University 73.92 18 3,021.62 8 3.5 28

University of Pennsylvania 71.05 19 1,859.20 31 3.8 19

University of Pittsburgh 70.68 20 1,846.59 33 3.3 37

Emory University 70.66 21 1,968.28 28 3.8 19

Indiana University 68.59 22 2,014.83 25 3.5 28

University of Illinois 68.46 23 2,002.60 26 3.6 27

Louisiana State University 66.65 24 1,458.03 44 2.2 81

Pennsylvania State University 65.76 25 2,082.47 23 3.4 34

Duke University 65.24 26 2,292.61 18 4.3 10

Vanderbilt University 65.21 27 1,527.78 41 3.8 19

University of California, Berkeley 64.31 28 2,673.52 11 4.7 4

University of Houston 63.66 29 1,855.09 32 2.9 50

University of Georgia 62.64 30 1,973.17 27 3.2 41

University of New Mexico 62.22 31 942.13 62 2.2 81

University of Missouri 61.90 32 1,160.63 54 2.4 68

University of Colorado 61.15 33 1,796.31 37 3.1 46

University of Wisconsin, Madison 61.02 34 2,169.62 22 3.9 17

University of Michigan 61.01 35 2943.56 9 4.7 4

Michigan State University 60.31 36 2,023.68 24 3.3 37

University of Wisconsin, Milwaukee 60.21 37 1,189.14 53 2.4 68

University of North Texas 60.19 38 1,489.70 43 2.6 59

University of Kentucky 57.76 39 902.57 63 2.3 76

University of North Carolina 57.06 40 2,246.88 19 4.2 11

University of California, Los Angeles 56.42 41 2,428.14 13 4.2 11

Massachusetts Institute of Technology 55.96 42 1,438.94 45 4.5 7

University of Texas 53.12 43 2,691.64 10 3.8 19

University of Washington 52.28 44 1,575.76 40 3.4 34

Northwestern University 51.35 45 1,814.50 35 3.8 19

Cornell University 51.06 46 1,576.63 39 4.0 15
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Tabl e 2 (Continued)

Publications (Author-/Journal-Weighted) U.S. News

University Per Faculty Rank Raw Rank Score Rank

George Washington University 50.54 47 2,236.39 20 3.3 37

University of California, Riverside 49.64 48 943.23 61 3.0 48

University of California, Irvine 49.18 49 1,389.43 48 3.2 41

Binghamton University 49.16 50 962.07 60 2.6 59

University of Maryland 47.95 51 1,947.90 29 3.5 28

University of Kansas 46.83 52 1,004.22 58 2.4 68

University of Alabama 46.46 53 822.93 67 1.9 98

Georgetown University 46.15 54 2,221.17 21 3.4 34

University of Notre Dame 45.77 55 1,825.82 34 3.3 37

University of South Carolina 45.04 56 1,413.22 47 2.5 63

University of Buffalo 44.99 57 732.66 72 2.2 81

University of Virginia 43.95 58 1,506.82 42 3.5 28

Arizona State University 42.82 59 1,338.10 50 2.8 54

University of Southern California 41.46 60 1,036.50 57 — —

Georgia State University 40.53 61 897.41 64 2.3 76

Brown University 40.34 62 983.33 59 3.2 41

University of Mississippi 40.19 63 628.02 76 2.1 89

Boston University 39.52 64 810.26 68 2.6 59

Texas Tech University 39.11 65 826.80 66 0.1 89

Rutgers University 38.98 66 1,325.26 51 3.0 48

University of Nebraska 38.07 67 723.39 73 2.6 59

University of Florida 37.30 68 1,143.84 55 2.9 50

American University 33.30 69 1,322.37 52 2.7 56

Southern Illinois University 33.09 70 579.03 80 1.8 99

University of California, Santa Barbara 32.41 71 722.32 74 2.7 56

University of Arizona 32.26 72 1,138.48 56 2.9 50

Loyola University, Chicago 31.83 73 615.47 78 1.8 99

University of Oklahoma 30.92 74 753.64 70 2.4 68

University of Albany 30.67 75 719.16 75 2.2 81

University of Tennessee 29.04 76 622.27 77 2.1 89

Syracuse University 26.86 77 747.16 71 2.9 50

University of New Orleans 26.73 78 285.16 97 1.5 114

University of Connecticut 26.55 79 876.30 65 2.4 68

University of Oregon 24.77 80 463.53 86 2.3 76

University of Massachusetts 24.69 81 772.60 69 2.7 56

West Virginia University 22.91 82 451.59 87 1.8 99

Washington State University 22.42 83 448.31 89 2.1 89

Tulane University 22.28 84 415.88 92 —

University of Illinois, Chicago 21.10 85 432.60 90 2.2 81

Claremont Graduate University 20.99 86 419.81 91 2.8 54

Purdue University 20.94 87 518.25 82 2.5 63

Temple University 20.48 88 471.07 85 2.4 68

University of Texas, Dallas 19.89 89 529.02 81 2.2 81

Johns Hopkins University 19.88 90 448.64 88 3.2 41

Kent State University 19.28 91 366.24 93 1.6 109

University of Utah 19.24 92 494.70 83 2.1 89

Brandeis University 16.82 93 235.52 103 2.3 76

Miami University 16.16 94 352.75 94 — —

University of Nevada, Las Vegas 15.41 95 241.46 101 2.1 89
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granting political science department. The per-faculty measure
accounts for productivity differences due to department size,
and the total raw measure (arguably) captures the broad impact
that department faculty members and other affiliates collec-
tively have on scholarly communication in the discipline. The
gap closes somewhat between the total research productivity
measure for 19 leading scholarly journals and the USNWR
ranking, particularly for larger political science departments.
All but two of the top 10 departments on the USNWR reputa-
tional measure were ranked within the top 11 departments in
terms of total author- and journal-weighted publications in
our 19 political science journals. The two exceptions are
Duke University (ranked 10th by USNWR and 18th on total
journal research productivity) and Massachusetts Institute of
Technology (ranked seventh and 45th). Although there are
other surprises and numerous discrepancies, the rankings of
political science departments in terms of total author- and
journal-weighted publications in 19 political science journals
seem to fit more closely with USNWR rankings.

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN JOURNAL RESEARCH
PRODUCTIVITY AND DEPARTMENT REPUTATION

What is the connection between per-faculty publications in
19 leading political science journals and the reputation of PhD-
granting political science departments?Wemight assume that the
most prestigious departments also would be the most productive.
Exploring this question would be done best in the context of a full
multivariate model (e.g., Garand and Graddy 1999), but a full
complement of data for important independent variables is not
available. Instead, we show the simple bivariate relationship
between per-faculty journal research productivity and department
reputation.

Figure 1 presents a scatterplot of the relationship between
per-faculty author- and journal-impact weighted publications (x-
axis) and the USNWR department reputational measure. The
figure shows that there is a reasonably strong positive relation-
ship between these two variables, which suggests that depart-
ment reputation is associated with per-faculty journal research
productivity. Simply stated, departments with high per-faculty

Table 2 (Continued)

Publications (Author-/Journal-Weighted) U.S. News

University Per Faculty Rank Raw Rank Score Rank

Colorado State University 15.28 96 274.97 99 2.0 96

Wayne State University 14.85 97 325.16 95 1.7 103

University of California, Santa Cruz 14.59 98 233.46 104 2.1 89

City University of New York 14.50 99 594.36 79 2.5 63

Baylor University 14.14 100 197.98 107 1.7 103

Northeastern University 13.23 101 319.49 96 2.5 63

University of Cincinnati 12.29 102 207.17 106 1.7 103

University of Idaho 11.82 103 126.68 112 — —

University of Missouri, St. Louis 11.82 104 208.82 105 1.8 99

New School for Social Research 11.50 105 152.73 110 2.2 81

Northern Illinois University 10.69 106 237.90 102 1.7 103

Catholic University of America 10.33 107 148.05 111 1.6 109

Florida International University 10.27 108 281.09 98 1.6 109

University of Delaware 9.99 109 248.42 100 2.2 81

Western Michigan University 9.62 110 168.92 109 1.6 109

George Mason University 9.13 111 471.86 84 2.3 76

University of Nevada, Reno 8.31 112 116.40 115 1.7 103

University of Dallas 7.91 113 55.39 117 1.6 109

Boston College 7.70 114 180.36 108 2.4 68

Northern Arizona University 6.55 115 122.75 113 1.5 114

Idaho State University 6.42 116 61.31 116 1.3 118

University of Hawaii 6.22 117 119.77 114 1.7 103

Clark Atlanta University 6.14 118 38.89 118 1.3 118

Howard University 0.99 119 17.35 120 2.4 68

Teachers College, Columbia University — — 38.66 119 2.0 96

There are many reasons why PhD-granting departments with a strong reputation might
have a lower level of per-faculty journal research activity.
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publication rates in 19 leading political science journals are more
likely to having higher USNWR ratings than those with lower
publication rates. We generate predicted values on the depen-
dent variable (represented by the regression line) based on the
following ordinary least squares (OLS) regression estimates:

Reputation= 1:606þ0:029 Journal Research Productivity
� �

21:80ð Þ 17:65ð ÞR2 = 0:664 zstatistics in parenthesesð Þ

Departments that are above the regression line are more highly
evaluated by USNWR than what would be suggested by their
journal-based research productivity; those departments below
the line are less highly evaluated than their research productivity
would suggest. This is all based on a simple bivariate model—no
doubt there are other variables that predict reputational ratings
that must be considered.

One way to ascertain the degree to which political science
departments are ranked more or less highly than their journal
research productivity suggests is to compare department rankings
on the USNWR rating with department rankings on both the per-
faculty and the raw total of author- and journal-weighted publi-
cations. Online appendix table A1 presents these comparisons,
ranked by differences in prestige rankings and the raw-total
publication rankings.2 Small differences in rankings are inconse-
quential but larger differences suggest that a given department is
outperforming or underperforming its USNWR rating. As shown,
there are political science departments that are productive in terms
of publications in leading political science journals but that are not

highly rated by USNWR. These departments include Louisiana
State University (ranked 44th in total weighted publications,
ranked 81st by USNWR, for a ranking difference of 37); University
of Alabama (31); Texas Tech University (23); Loyola University at
Chicago (21); Texas A&M University (20); Southern Illinois Uni-
versity (19); University of NewMexico (19); University of Houston
(19); University of New Orleans (17); and George Washington
University (17). With the exception of Texas A&MUniversity and
perhaps George Washington University, few would suggest that
these are among the leading PhD-granting political science
departments in the country. However, in each case, there is a
political science department that is reasonably productive in terms
of publications in leading political science journals, despite having
a lower reputational ranking.

On the flip side of the equation, there are departments whose
relative reputations exceed their relative levels of journal research
productivity by at least 25 ranking points: Brandeis University
(ranked 76th by USNWR, 103rd in terms of journal research
productivity, for a difference of ‑27); New School for Social
Research (‑29); Northeastern University (‑33); Claremont Gradu-
ate University (‑37); Massachusetts Institute of Technology (‑39);
Boston College (‑40); Johns Hopkins University (‑47); and How-
ard University (‑52). As discussed previously, these gaps could be
due to various reasons, including a focus on book publication, high
levels of funding for excellent graduate education, and the halo
effect.

Moreover, the gaps between reputation and research produc-
tivity shift somewhat when author- and journal-weighted

Figure 1

Scatterplot for Relationship Between Per-Faculty Author-/Journal-Weighted Publications in
19 Political Science Journals and U.S. News & World Report Ratings of Doctoral Programs in
Political Science
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The relationship between per-faculty author- and journal-weighted publications and U.S. News & World Report ratings is represented by the following OLS regression estimates:

Reputation= 1:606þ0:029 Journal Research Productivityð Þ
21:80ð Þ 17:65ð ÞR2 =0:664 zstatistics in parenthesesð Þ

Z statistics are calculated based on heteroskedastic robust standard errors.
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publications are adjusted for faculty size. Two smaller PhD pro-
grams—Louisiana State University and the University of New
Mexico—have gaps between the USNWR reputational measure
and the per-faculty research productivity measure of at least
50 rating points. Other relatively small departments have gaps
of at least 30 points: University of Alabama (45); University of
Kentucky (37); University of New Orleans (36); University of
Missouri (36); University of Iowa (32); and University of Wiscon-
sin, Milwaukee (31). It seems apparent that several departments
with low prestige ratings that do particularly well in terms of
journal research productivity on a per-faculty basis.

CHANGES IN JOURNAL RESEARCH PRODUCTIVITY OVER
TIME

Because we have data for the period from 1990 to 2018, we also can
consider changes in department research productivity in 19 leading
political science journals over time and the connection of those
productivity changes to the reputation of PhD-granting depart-
ments. Therefore, we divided our time frame into three decades
(i.e., 1990–1999, 2000–2009, and 2010–2018) and calculated both
per-faculty and total author- and journal-weighted publications
for each PhD-granting department for each decade. This allows us
to trace patterns of department journal research productivity over
time. Online appendix table A3 presents data on per-faculty
department publications for the entire period and for each of the
three decades; online appendix table A4 presents data on total
department publications for the same four periods. For the sake of
brevity, we do not describe these results in detail; however, these
two tables show that there is some movement in department

research productivity over time. For example, Harvard University
had the highest per-faculty journal research productivity over the
entire period from 1990 to 2018 but Harvard was ranked 12th in
per-faculty journal research productivity during the 1990s, fifth
during the 2000s, and first during the 2010s. In terms of total
publications, Harvard was ranked first for all years and for each of
the three decades.

Online appendix table A5 reports changes in per-faculty pub-
lications from 1990–1999 to 2010–2018. At the top of the list are
some of the prestige departments (e.g., Harvard University, Prin-
ceton University, and New York University); these are depart-
ments with very high rates of per-faculty journal productivity in
the most recent decade. Some departments (e.g., Harvard Univer-
sity andWashington University at St. Louis) had reasonably high
levels of per-faculty journal productivity in the 1990s and
increased their already-high level of productivity, whereas other
departments with lower levels of productivity in the 1990s (e.g.,
New York University and Southern Illinois University) exhibited
strong increases as they moved into the 2010s. Conversely, some
departments that were very productive in the 1990s (e.g., Stony
Brook University, Rice University, University of North Texas, and
University of Iowa) experienced a sharp decline in per-faculty
publications as they moved into the 2010s. However, most of these
departments retained reasonably high levels of per-faculty publi-
cations in the 2010s, even as they showed declines in journal-based
research productivity from the 1990s.

Is there some level of consistency in research productivity
across decades? Figures 2 and 3 are scatterplots of per-faculty
journal publications from the 1990–1999 to 2000–2009 periods and

Figure 2

Scatterplot of Relationship Between Per-Faculty Author- and Journal-Weighted Publications,
1990–1999 and 2000–2009

Per capita author- and journal-weighted publications, 1990s
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The relationship between 1990–1998 per-faculty author- and journal-weighted publications and 2000–2009 per-faculty author- and journal-weighted publications is represented by
the following OLS regression estimates:

Weighted publications=6:817þ0:823 Journal Research Productivityð Þ
4:67ð Þ 8:12ð ÞR2 =0:392 zstatistics in parenthesesð Þ

Z statistics are calculated based on heteroskedastic robust standard errors.
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the 2000–2009 to 2010–2018 periods, respectively. Figures 4 and 5
are the same scatterplots for the total journal publication mea-
sures. As shown in the two figures for per-faculty journal produc-
tivity, there is a positive relationship between productivity at time
t-1 and productivity at time t. There also is a positive relationship
between earlier and later research productivity, albeit with a fair
amount of variability—particularly among those departments with
the highest levels of research productivity in the earlier period. The
model fits are reasonable, but there is substantial room for move-
ment up or down among decades (i.e., R2=0.392 for the 1990s and
2000s; R2=0.598 for the 2000s and 2010s). It is interesting that the
relationships between earlier and later journal research produc-
tivity are stronger for total journal publications than for per-
faculty journal publications. As shown in figures 4 and 5, there
is a strong relationship between total journal publications in the
preceding and in the current decades. The model fits are stronger
for the 1990s and 2000s (R2=0.709) and particularly for the 2000s
and 2010s (R2=0.837) for total publication measures. Overall, the
figures reveal that research productivity in one period carries
over to the subsequent period; however, that relationship is
stronger for total journal publications than for per-faculty journal
publications.

What are the effects of levels of and changes in journal research
productivity on changes in a department’s reputation? To consider
journal publication effects on reputation changes, it is necessary to
have data on department reputations from early in our analytical
time frame (i.e., from the early 1990s) to go with our reputational
measure from the USNWR in 2021. USNWR data for a full set of

PhD-granting political science programs were not available in the
1990s; fortunately, there was an appropriate substitute: the 1993
NRC ratings of PhD-granting political science departments
(National Research Council 1993). The NRC ratings are based
onmean ratings of “scholarly quality of program faculty” for PhD-
granting departments by a sample of political scientists, measured
on a scale ranging from 0 (“not sufficient for graduate education”)
to 5 (“distinguished”). The evaluation scale is sufficiently similar
to the USNWR rating scale for inclusion of this variable in our
models to capture consistency of ratings over time.

Table 3 reports the results from regression models in which
2021 USNWR ratings are depicted as a function of 1993 NRC
ratings, per-faculty weighted journal publications (Part A) and
weighted total publication (Part B). We estimate two models in
each of Part A and Part B: the first with total publications from
1990 to 2018 as an independent variable and the second with
separate measures for the decades 1990–1999, 2000–2009, and
2010–2018. As shown in the table, there was considerable inertia
in subjective evaluations of department reputations from 1993 to
2021. The 1993 NRC rating variable has a strong positive effect on
2021 USNWR ratings in all four models, suggesting that a depart-
ment’s reputation has considerable stability over time—beyond
the effects of journal research productivity. Simply stated, depart-
ments with a strong reputation in the early 1990s also tend to have
a strong reputation in 2021, even factoring in the effects of their
relative research productivity. Furthermore, we find that journal
publications for the time frame from 1990 to 2018 has a strong
positive effect on 2021 USNRW ratings, for both per-faculty

Figure 3

Scatterplot of Relationship Between Per-Faculty Author- and Journal-Weighted Publications,
2000–2009 and 2010–2018

Per capita author- and journal-weighted publications, 2000s
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The relationship between 2000–2009 per-faculty author- and journal-weighted publications and 2010–2018 per-faculty author- and journal-weighted publications is represented by
the following OLS regression estimates:

Reputation=3:009þ0:0:625 Journal Research Productivityð Þ
3:51ð Þ 11:84ð ÞR2 =0:598 zstatistics in parenthesesð Þ

Z statistics are calculated based on heteroskedastic robust standard errors.
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Figure 4

Scatterplot of Relationship Between Total Author- and Journal-Weighted Publications, 1990–
1999 and 2000–2009

Author- and journal-weighted total publications, 1990s
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The relationship between 1990–1998 author- and journal-weighted total publications and 2000–2009 author- and journal-weighted total publications is represented by the following
OLS regression estimates:

Reputation=40:284þ 1:101 Journal Research Productivityð Þ
1:67ð Þ 13:56ð ÞR2 =0:709 zstatistics in parenthesesð Þ

Z statistics are calculated based on heteroskedastic robust standard errors.

Figure 5

Scatterplot of Relationship Between Total Author- and Journal-Weighted Publications,
2000–2009 and 2010–2018

Author- and journal-weighted total publications, 2000s
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The relationship between 2000–2009 author- and journal-weighted total publications and 2010–2018 author- and journal-weighted total publications is represented by the following
OLS regression estimates:

Reputation= 11:423þ0:947 Journal Research Productivityð Þ
0:63ð Þ 21:79ð ÞR2 =0:837 zstatistics in parenthesesð Þ

Z statistics are calculated based on heteroskedastic robust standard errors.
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weighted publications (b=0.011, z=5.60) and total weighted pub-
lications (b=0.0004, z=4.87). This suggests that PhD-granting
political science departments with a strong record of research
productivity in 19 leading scholarly journals have a strong
USNWR reputation, beyond the effect of previous reputations as
captured by the 1993 NRC ratings. Moreover, there is a “what have
you done lately for me” component to a department’s reputation.
Research productivity in the most recent decade (2010–2018) has a
stronger effect on 2021USNRW ratings than research productivity
in the immediately preceding decade (2000–2009). However, the
later decade does retain some effect for both measures of our
dependent variable. Overall, journal research productivity pro-
motes stronger departmental reputations.

Finally, do departments undergoing rapid change in journal
research productivity over time experience a shift in their subjec-
tive reputation that is commensurate with the direction of change?
Table 4 presents estimates for an OLS regression model in which
2021 USNWR ratings are depicted as a function of 1993 NRC
ratings, per-faculty weighted publications (1990–2018) (Model 1);
weighted total publications (1990–2018) (Model 2); change in per-
faculty weighted publications from the 1990s to the 2010s (Model
1); and change in weighted total publications from the 1990s to the
2010s (Model 2). Again, we find that 1993 NRC ratings are a strong
predictor of 2021 USNWR reputational ratings, and both per-
faculty weighted publications and weighted total publications

have strong positive effects as well. However, to our point, we
also find that departments that earn a substantial increase in per-
faculty weighted journal publications (b=0.014, z=2.82) and in
weighted total journal publications (b=0.0005, z=3.25) from the
1990s to the 2010s also exhibit a significantly higher USNRW
rating than those departments with no change or with a decrease
in journal research productivity. Indeed, our results also suggest
that departments that exhibit a decrease in research productivity
also would experience a lower department reputation.

CONCLUSION

This article contributes to previous research on the rankings of
PhD programs in political science. Previous studies have differ-
entiated rankings based on subjective evaluations (e.g., U.S. News
& World Report 2022 and National Research Council 1993) from
those based on “objective” evaluations linked to research produc-
tivity, job placement of graduate students, and other performance-
based criteria (Ballard and Mitchell 1998; Garand and Graddy
1999; McCormick and Rice 2001; Teske 1996). For our study, we
used data on every article published in 19 leading general and
subfield political science journals from 1990 to 2018 to build
rankings of PhD-granting political science departments based
on both their per-faculty and total publications. We weighted
publications by the number of authors and by journal impact, as
measured by Garand et al. (2009). We found that there is a

Tabl e 3

OLS Regression Estimates for Models of the Effect of Journal Publications and Previous
Reputational Ratings on 2021 U.S. News & World Report Rankings

Model (1) Model (2)

Variable b z b z

A. Per-Faculty Weighted Publications

National Research Council Rating 0.705 12.17*** 0.684 10.68***

Per-Faculty Weighted Publications (1990–2018) 0.011 5.60*** — —

Per-Faculty Weighted Publications (1990–1999) — — −0.004 −0.70

Per-Faculty Weighted Publications (2000–2009) — — 0.013 3.05**

Per-Faculty Weighted Publications (2010–2018) — — 0.022 2.76**

Intercept 0.500 3.82*** 0.559 3.91***

N 87 83

R2 0.8560 0.8742

F 281.47 113.90

Prob(F) 0.0000 0.0000

B. Total Weighted Publications

National Research Council Rating 0.592 8.28*** 0.614 9.32***

Weighted Total Publications (1990–2018) 0.0004 4.87*** — —

Weighted Total Publications (1990–1999) — — −0.0003 −1.21

Weighted Total Publications (2000–2009) — — 0.0004 1.84*

Weighted Total Publications (2010–2018) — — 0.001 2.94**

Intercept 0.828 5.82*** 0.847 6.33***

N 87 85

R2 0.8742 0.8934

F 226.25 113.90

Prob(F) 0.0000 0.0000

Notes: ***prob<0.001; **prob<0.01; * prob<0.05. Z statistics are calculated based on heteroskedastic robust standard errors.
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reasonably strong relationship between research productivity and
reputational rankings, the latter as based on the latest reputational
measure from U.S. News & World Report (2022). There are cases in

which departments with relatively high (low) journal research
productivity have low (high) reputational rankings, which sug-
gests that some research-active departments have weaker reputa-
tions than would be suggested by their publication record.

Of course, most evaluative measures of department perfor-
mance have their limitations, and ours is no exception. We were
unable to include data on book publications in measuring depart-
ment research productivity, and there will be disagreement about
which journals should be included in a journal-based productivity
measure. Moreover, we weighted journal publications by the
number of coauthors and journal impact, and we reported mea-
sures for both per-faculty and total weighted journal publications.
All of these choices reflect competing values associated with
different measures of research productivity. We suggest that our
choices are reasonable, but we recognize that a measure of depart-
ment research productivity will generate disagreement. In the
spirit of resolving those disagreements, our summary data are
available to interested scholars to consider the effects of different
choices on department research productivity measures.

SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIALS
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NOTES

1. We focus our attention in this study on research productivity and reputational
rankings for PhD-granting departments. There are highly productive political
science departments that do not grant the doctorate; however, we limit our
analyses to PhD-granting departments for two reasons: (1) most previous research
on department research productivity is based on PhD-granting departments
(i.e., Garand and Graddy 1999; Jackman and Siverson 1996; Katz and Eagles
1996; Lowry and Silver 1996; McCormick and Rice 2001; Peress 2019; Teske
1996); and (2) reputational measures from USNWR (various years) and NRC
(1993) are limited to PhD-granting departments. A study of research productivity
by departments that do not grant the doctorate is part of our future research
agenda.

2. Online appendix table A2 also presents the residuals from the model predicting
USNWR ratings as a function of per-faculty department journal research produc-
tivity. Negative residuals indicate that a department reputation is rated
below what is predicted by its research productivity; positive residuals indicate
that a department reputation is rated above what is predicted by its research
productivity. The results from online appendix tables A1 and A2 are fairly similar,
so we focus our discussion on the ranking differences presented in online appendix
table A1.

We found that there is a reasonably strong relationship between research productivity and
reputational rankings, the latter as based on the latest reputational measure from U.S.
News & World Report.

Table 4

OLS Regression Estimates for Models of the Effect of Journal Publications, Changes in
Publications, and Previous Reputational Ratings on 2021 U.S. News & World Report Rankings

Variable

Model (1) Model (2)

b z b z

National Research Council Rating 0.665 11.24*** 0.611 9.38***

Per-Faculty Weighted Publications (1990–2018) 0.011 6.41*** —

Weighted Total Publications (1990–2018) — — 0.0003 3.79***

Change in Weighted Publications (1990s–2010s) 0.014 2.82** 0.0005 3.25***

Intercept 0.595 4.37 0.846 6.34***

N 84 85

R2 0.8699 0.8922

F 197.13 149.63

Prob(F) 0.0000 0.0000

Notes: ***prob<0.001; **prob<0.01; *prob<0.05. Z statistics are calculated based on heteroskedastic robust standard errors.
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