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Abstract  

International universities rankings have become a focus in recent years, since the results have great impacts 
on universities and call attention of governments, organizations, and the public around the world. The ranking 
results have been regarded as certain criteria for quality and competitiveness of universities. However, there 
are many organizations conducting on ranking activities from different perspectives. This study focuses on total 
ranking results reported by evaluation organizations and attempts to compare ranking results of each single 
ranking indicator in a bibliometric approach. This study discusses and figures out if there is any relevance or 
consistence among various ranking results. According to the preliminary results, the rankings reported in 2009 
by Shanghai Jiao Tong University and the Higher Education Evaluation and Accreditation Council of Taiwan 
have moderate correlation in Kendallôs coefficient of concordance and strong correlation in Spearman rank 
correlation coefficient. Furthermore, the ranking results between total ranking and ranking of single indicator in 
each evaluation organization have correlation to a certain degree.  

 
Introduction 

Due to the globalization of higher education, the quality and competitiveness of universities have become 
important issues for the general public (Altbach, 2006; Hazelkom, 2008). Ranking activities have started up 
with the intense competition among universities. In the year of 2003, Shanghai Jiao Tong University of China 
announced an international universities ranking called ñAcademic Ranking of World Universitiesò (ARWU), and 
this made a very beginning of global ranking for universities.   

In recent years, many organizations in England, Spain, Taiwan, Russia, and France have conducted on 
international universities rankings from different aspects (Cybermetrics Lab, Centro de Ciencias Humanasy 
Sociales, Consejo Superior de Investigaciones Científicas, 2009; Higher Education Evaluation and 
Accreditation Council of Taiwan, 2009; MINES ParisTech, 2010; RatER,2010; Shanghai Ranking Consultancy 
& Shanghai Jiao Tong University, 2009; The Times Higher Education Supplement & Quacquarelli Symonds, 
2009). Four rankings for world universities out of many others are well-known: ñAcademic Ranking of World 
Universitiesò (ARWU) implemented by Shanghai Jiao Tong University of China, ñWorld University Rankingsò 
(WUR) implemented by Times Higher Education in England, ñWebometrics Ranking of World Universitiesò 
(WRWU) implemented by Cybermetrics Lab in Spain, and òPerformance Ranking of Scientific Papers for World 
Universitiesò (PRSPWU) implemented by the Higher Education Evaluation and Accreditation Council of 
Taiwan.  

As a matter of fact, the general public, faculty, students, governments, and companies have taken a serious 
look at these ranking results and regarded them as some kind of criteria for educational quality. However, 
these rankings were carried out using different methodologies in various perspectives. For example, the 
ranking indicators designed by Shanghai Jiao Tong University emphasize excellent academic achievement; 
the Higher Education Evaluation and Accreditation Council of Taiwan emphasizes academic achievement 
based on publications of research outputs; the Times Higher Education emphasizes the reputation of 
universities; Cybermetrics Lab uses Webometric approach to investigate the dissemination and sharing of 
academic information in Internet.  

Bibliometrics, an important research field of library and information science, is widely applied in many 
aspects, such as periodical selection, evaluation of collections and bibliographies, the historical and 
sociological development vein, and the productivity and use of documents (Lawani, 1981). The application of 
bibliometrics has been also extended to universities rankings and has resulted in related discussions (Weingart, 
2003; Van Raan, 2005; Van Raan, Moed, and Van Leeuwen, 2006).   

World universities rankings have provoked some issues, especially the objectivity and suitability of ranking 
indicators in evaluation organizations (Altbach, 2006; Marginson, 2007; Ioannidis, Patsopoulos, Kavvoura, 
et.al., 2007; Billaut, Bouyssou, and Vincke, 2010; Vo, Sreeram, and Vo, 2010). However, it seems that 
discussions of ñranking indicatorsò receive much more attention than those of ñranking resultsò. Hence, this 
study aims to examine the ranking results reported by different evaluation organizations, i.e., ARWU, WUR, 
and PRSPWU, in bibliometrics approach, and attempts to investigate if there is any relevance or consistence 
among these ranking results. 
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Research Design 
The methodology of secondary data analysis is used in this pilot study and two statistical tests are applied as 

well. Due to a problem of data gathering for WRWU, only three independent rankings for top 200 world 
universities in 2009 are used as research objects, i.e., ARWU, WUR, and PRSPWU. Two main research 
questions of this study are shown as follows. 

 ̧ Compare differences among total rankings reported by ARWU, WUR, and PRSPWU in 2009;  
 ̧ Compare differences among each world university rankingôs total ranking and its single indicator ranking 

reported by ARWU, WUR, and PRSPWU in 2009, respectively. Be noted that not every indicator is 
analyzed; only bibliometric indicators are examined. Table 1 shows these bibliometric indicators. 

 
Table 1. Bibliometric Ranking Indicators 

Name of Ranking Bibliometric Ranking Indicators Code 

ARWU 

Highly cited researchers in 21 broad subject categories AHiCi 

Articles published in Nature and Science ANS 

Articles indexed in Science Citation Index-expanded, and 
Social Science Citation Index 

APUB 

WUR Research Excellence Wavci 

PRSPWU 

Number of articles of the last 11 years P11N 

Number of articles of the current year PCN 

Number of citations of the last 11 years P11ci 

Number of citations of the last 2 years P2ci 

Average number of citations of the last 11 years P11avci 

H-index of the last 2 years P2H 

Number of highly cited papers PHiCiN 

Number of articles of the current year in high-impact journals PHimjN 

 
Before carrying out analyses for various ranking results, the overlapped universities listed in the top 200 

universities reported by the three evaluation organizations have to be figured out. Secondly, examine each 
bibliometric ranking indicator (as shown in Table 1), and transform original scores into ranking orders. Thirdly, 
reassign the original total ranking orders to make ranking orders successive. Finally, Spearman rank 
correlation coefficient and Kendallôs coefficient of concordance are used to find out if there exists any relevance 
or consistence among the ranking results. Figure 1 shows the research procedure. 
 

 
Figure 1. Research Procedure 
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