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The authors of the updated 2008 report thank mesnifethe Slovak academic community
and academic officials who pointed out possibleccu@acies in the report to the Academic
Ranking and Rating Agency (hereinafter “ARRA”). &fta detailed examination, some of them
turned out to be justified while several were inmagy. We also thank the members of the Board
of Advisors of ARRA, in particular the chairpersBrof. lvan Stich, the members of the Board of
Trustees and other collaborators for their commetigsussions, analyses and reviews.

In two cases, the inaccuracies were reflectedercticulation of faculties’ scores. In these
cases, they were without impact on their final ragkin the third case of the SV2 indicator of the
TECH group, the point values were changed for TeehrUniversity of KoSice's Faculty of
Metallurgy and Slovak University of Technology'sdaéty of Chemical and Food Technology
(FCHPT STU). The correction resulted in Technicalvdrsity of KoSice’s Faculty of Metallurgy
moving from fifth to seventh position in the finelnking of faculties in the TECH group. For
FCHPT STU this meant an even greater lead on tkensgebest faculty in the group and
strengthening its first position.

The criteria and assessment methodology are ansdgoprevious ARRA reportsvhich
provide more detailed description and justificatibbereof. Discussions with Don Thornhill and
Lewis Purser, the World Bank experts, contributiggiiicantly to methodology specification and
dividing the faculties into six groups. The infortioa about faculties’ scientific production has
been obtained using the method developed by Prefivir Kell in collaboration with Prof.
Miroslav Urban. The collection and initial analysi$ data should be credited to doc. Neva
PiSatova. This and other work was significantly tciinuted to by ARRA Executive Director,
Michal Pova an, and ARRA Project Managers, Katafiegha Hudecova and Maria Palenikova.

ARRA uses data from the reports of the MinistryEofucation of the Slovak Republic and
from the Institute of Information and Prognose<nucation. For humanities and social science
faculties of the group, this data was combined wvdi#ta of their publications not included in
international databases that were obtained frosethégher education institutions’ annual reports.
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1. About ARRA

ARRA is an independent civil association establishe 2004 by Prof. Ferdinand
Devinsky, Prof. Jan PisSut, Renata Kralikova, angjJBarta with the objective of assessing the
quality of Slovak higher education institutions. tlme course of its existence, it prepared and
published four reports assessing Slovak higheradhrcinstitutions. In its beginnings, ARRA was
assisted by dr. Don Thornhill and dr. Lewis Purd&¥grld Bank experts. After their departure,
ARRA continued its international collaboration anés at the birth of an informal group of
ranking agencies, International Ranking Expertsupr@dREG). At the annual meeting of the
Group in Shanghai in October 2007, ARRA became unding member of the International
Observatory on Academic Ranking, a formalised gmugypand ARRA representative, Prof.
Ferdinand Devinsky, was elected a member of itsribig Committee. Later on, Michal Fedak and
doc. Ivan Ostrovsky became members of ARRA and baea making significant contributions to
its work. ARRA relies on the professional knowledwed extensive experience of personalities
associated in the Board of Advisors chaired by Pteén Stich. The quality of ARRA is
contributed to by the Board of Trustees led by fi¢adlar, the members including important
personalities from the non-academic environment.
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3. Summary

ARRA presents the fourth assessment of Slovak higteacation institutions which relies
on a detailed analysis of publicly available andfiable data on their scientific activity, teacker
financial management, grants, and PhD studies.

The main finding is that Slovak higher educatiostitotions are mostly stagnating; in
many cases their results deteriorate, particularlgomparison with the best ranking faculties in
individual groups. This is reflected in a generdibyver point score for most of the faculties
assessed.

The scientific production of Slovak higher educatinstitutions is increasing only slightly.
What is alarming is the partial comparison of Slowgher education institutions with the Czech
ones that until recently formed a single educasgstem. Only few Slovak faculties compare
favourably; in several areas the differences amreaus. Noteworthy is Slovak University of
Technology’s Faculty of Chemical and Food Techngl@§rCFT STU”) that not only compares
favourably even to Czech technical universities déxudeeds the best Czech technology faculty by
more than a third in an especially important cigtierconcerning citations per creative worker. All
other faculties lag behind.

Institutions that depart from this unflatteringrideand that are succeeding in substantially
changing their situation should be recognised. GoaseUniversity’s Faculty of Economic and
Social Sciences, Treim University of Alexander Dulek’s Faculty of Industrial Technologies,
and University of SS Cyril and Methodius’ Facultyy Matural Sciences gradually change their
profiles from predominantly educational institusowith a minimum, rather random scientific
production, and achieve success as measured bpkSkigndards. It can be shown by a more
detailed examination that they succeed in doinglso thanks to collaboration with important
scientific institutions. We believe that this exdenpiill attract other faculties as well. There is a
moderate growth in scientific production among itradally strong faculties, for example, at
Comenius University’s Faculty of Mathematics, Phgsind Informatics, where this is attributable
to collaboration too, but at an international leaetl in major projects.

Conversely, the promising development of certacultees of Trnava University, which
was pointed out by the 2007 report, failed to bentamed. The lead these faculties gained on
other newly created institutions has been elimoh&bea considerable extent.

It can generally be concluded that globally, thisra correlation between the size of the
scientific production and PhD studies. Scientificabuccessful academicians establish their
scientific schools by guiding PhD students. As lbarseen on the example of J. Selye University’'s
Faculty of Reformed Theology, apart from some ekoep, this correlation does not apply to
Slovakia at all. The exceptions quite certainlyiude Slovak University of Technology’s Faculty
of Chemical and Food Technology that has been mgnkist among technical science faculties
since ARRA started its assessments, the numbés plblications in scientific journals and their
citations being complemented by the number of PlaDents and PhD graduates at the faculty.



ARRA

An unambiguously positive trend in several facsltis the growing number of foreign
students. The strong growth can be seen partigidgdiComenius University’s Jessenius Faculty of
Medicine, Faculty of Medicine, and Faculty of Phaaoy, and Slovak University of Technology’s
Faculty of Mechanical Engineering and Faculty o¥ilCEngineering. There is a steady high
percentage of foreign students — about 20% — dttineersity of Veterinary Medicine.

For the first time, a private higher educationtitmion was subject to a full-fledged
assessment. Among faculties of medicine and heakh&t. Elizabeth University of Health and
Social Sciences reached very good results in seedtaria and is comparable to faculties of
public higher education institutions. The assess$mtso included nine more faculties of public
higher education institutions that have existedtifwee years and satisfy the condition of at least
one completed cycle of a bachelor degree programme.

This year, problems with credibility of data colied by the Ministry of Education of the
Slovak Republic (the “MoEdu SR”) occurred. An aduhtl check using other sources showed that
not all data obtained by the MoEdu SR was collegextisely and that there were differences
between reality and MoEdu SR’s data. This was #se @articularly for Comenius University’s
Faculty of Philosophy (“FiF UK”). Due to lack ofntie between the finding and the publishing of
the assessment report, these differences werethetted. Should the deficiencies in MoEdu SR’s
data affect the ranking of faculties, ARRA will arfn about the changes.
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4. Introduction — changes, additions, findings

ARRA is submitting the fourth report assessing kiglkducation institutions and their
faculties. The assessment was made on the basifoahation for 2007. Thanks to already four
continuous years of assessment, in this report, ARRamines also the basic trends in higher
education in Slovakia. Another view has been addddis analysis, in which the best faculties of
Slovakia’s higher education institutions are corspato similar faculties in the Czech Republic.
ARRA will prepare a more detailed comparison infilowing year, however, the initial findings
in most cases are not encouraging for Slovakiagaibn system.

ARRA'’s ambition is to include private higher eduoatinstitutions in the assessment. In
the 2007 report already, St. Elizabeth UniversityHealth and Social Sciences was assessed in
certain selected criteria as a pilot. In this répdhis university is subject to full-fledged
assessment, being included in the group of mediwélhealthcare faculties, and not scoring poorly
at all among them. ARRA plans to asses all pritégéer education institutions and compare them
to the public ones; it even considers this to be ohthe fundamental objectives of its activity.
However, private institutions are not obliged tdlpeh information to such an extent as public
higher education institutions. Therefore they moslib not satisfy the basic condition of public
availability and verifiability of data used in tlassessment. St. Elizabeth University of Health and
Social Sciences, however, satisfied this conditmal is a proof that these difficulties can be
overcome. Private higher education institutionspdymhave to provide more information about
themselves to the public.

The list of institutions under assessment was éurédxtended by as many as nine faculties
of public higher education institutions. After siying the condition of at least three years’
existence, the assessment included three faculfiek Selye University in Komarno, the PU
Faculty of Management, the PU Faculty of Sports,Klu Faculty of Health in Ru omberok, the
UKF Faculty of Central European Studies, the STWulRg of Informatics and Information
Technology, and the TU KoSice Faculty of Aeronasitic

Since the very formation of ARRA, there were distoss about the assessment of
humanities and social science faculties. Many pegags and scientists from these areas were
pointing out that they were discriminated againsttieir faculties’ quality assessment, as
information on publications was accepted exclugiiebm WoK. Again, ARRA assesses social
science and humanities faculties using a slightbgliited methodology, taking into consideration,
in criterion VV1, also the publications of authdrem these faculties that are not covered by
international databases. This modification doesaffifeict their ranking significantly, but it enables
distinguishing among faculties with zero recordsnternational databases. ARRA continues to
work on enhancements to an assessment methodd@al soience and humanities faculties, but
this is a very challenging task that will requirena time and discussions. Publication and citation
traditions of other faculty groups are such tha& WioK database sufficiently covers the quality
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and quantity of their publications and citationsgrefore ARRA uses only data from the WoK
database.

As in the previous year, the ARRA report is dividatb two parts, particularly due to the
fact that it is extensive. The first part includes overview of the most important results of this
year’'s assessment as well as news and additioeakuilescribed above. In the second part, there
are detailed assessments of individual groups,ilsletd the methodology used, and other
appendices intended more for the professional publi
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5. Brief overview of the assessment methodology

The procedure that ARRA used in assessing Slowgtkehieducation institutions in 2008 is
identical to that used in 2007.

Similarly as in the previous assessments, the higduication institution assessment
procedure consists in the following steps in teysart:

the selection of indicators for the quality of edtion and research in individual
universities and the assignment of a certain nunolbgroints to each faculty for the
performance in the particular indicator (indicatare arranged into groups and each
group of indicators gained a certain number of {)in

the division of faculties into six groups accorditigthe so-called Frascati Manual in
order to compare only faculties that have the samentation and similar working
conditions,

assigning point scores to faculties (the rankingfadulties in individual groups
according to the Frascati Manual is based on aeepagnts score in individual groups
of indicators),

calculating point scores for the higher educatiostiiutions in individual Frascati
groups (the ranking of the institution in the givgroup is given by the average
assessment of all its faculties included in thatgj.

The most recent version of the Frascati Manual @22 divides subjects of higher
education research and studies into 6 groups:

natural sciences,

engineering and technology,

medical sciences,

agricultural sciences,

social sciences,

humanities.
From 1 June 2005 this division will be includedStovak lav, i.e. also in the Slovak research
community?

ARRA does not prepare a cumulative table rankingS&dvak public higher education
institutions. It is also true that the quality ohaher education institution is determined by the
quality of its faculties (except for the University Veterinary Medicine the Academy of Fine
Arts, and St. Elizabeth University of Health ancci@bSciences, which have no faculties and are
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therefore assessed as a whole). ARRA, therefofexso ranking of higher education institutions
in groups of subjects on the basis of the prewgibmientation in accordance with the Frascati
Manual.

ARRA assigns compensation points in certain cated faculties existing less than 10
years. These are criteria where parameter valuendispon time (ten years’ period is examined,
while faculties exist for less than ten years)ish of faculties with modified assessment including

the compensation factors for 2007 and 2008 is givdrable 1.

Table 1: Faculties assigned compensation points the 2008 Report (the last column shows
the last year's compensation factor in brackets)
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6. Main results of the assessment

6.1  Universities and faculties of the AGRO group
Teachers Application Publication o
AGRO and f%? IStucIi and PhD. Study (VV7-S A Average Average Average
Students (SV6-SV§) Quotations (VV4 -VV6) VV10 2004 2005 2006
(SV1-sv4) (VV1-vV3a) )
1 |University of Veterinary Medicine 89 97 74 63 91 83,8 83,4 81,6 81,1
2 |Technical University in Zvolen 71 51 36 58 58 54,8 63,2 52,3 54,5
3 |Slovak University of Agriculture 60 61 20 73 45 51,8 53,4 55,6 53,7
L Publication
Teachers  Application Grants
AGRO and Students  for Study Qu:tzgons (T/r\]/a .S\t/L:;jg) (WVT- Average A\;%rgfe A\;%rglsge A\;%rglge
(SV1-SV4) (SV6-SV8) (W1-WW3a) VV10)
1 |University of Veterinary Medicine University of Veterinary Medicine 94 97 74 63 91 83,8 83,8 81,6 81,1
2 |Faculty of Forestry Technical University in Zvolen 80 45 63 66 66 64,0 65,5 57,0 59,9
3 |Faculty of Biotechnology and Food Sciences Slovak University of Agriculture 66 57 41 63 44 54,5 41,3 62,4 62,6
4 Fact_JIty O.f ATIBIIIE B LS EEE Slovak University of Agriculture 50 62 2 88 50 50,5 57,1 47,5 47,3
Engineering
5 |Faculty of Agrobiology and Food Resources  Slovak University of Agriculture 66 62 17 67 41 50,4 61,6 53,8 51,3
6 |Faculty of Wood Sciences and Technology  Technical University in Zvolen 62 57 9 51 49 45,5 55,5 50,6 49,2

12
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The order in this group changes only negligiblye Tniversity of Veterinary Medicine
has a convenient lead on other faculties in theigrdt can therefore be assumed that it will
maintain the very good results in the assessmeheitong term.

Among other faculties, the situation is much mageelled. After two years, Zvolen
University of Technology’s Faculty of Forestry mged to regain the second rank at the expense
of the SPU Faculty of Biotechnology and Food SasndcCompared to the last year, Zvolen
University of Technology’'s Faculty of Forestry inoped by 5 points, while the SPU Faculty of
Biotechnology and Food Sciences lost 7 points. @vdlniversity of Technology’s Faculty of
Forestry achieved a more significant improvemertitations of its publications, including in the
VV3a criterion, i.e., in the number of publicatiowg#h at least 25 citations per creative worker.
This qualitative shift is expressed in the highr@ase of grant funding from the Slovak Research
and Development Agency (“APVV").

Year-on-year differences among faculties are nghiScant; these may represent
fluctuations. Another trend is the falling perfomneca of the TU Zvolen Faculty of Wood
Sciences and the SPU Faculty of Agrobiology anddFBesources. Although the TU Zvolen
Faculty of Wood Sciences appears on the last gtacee first time, the continued falling trend
in the past years is more worrying than the pasiimothe table.

13
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6.2  Universities and faculties of the HUM group
Teachers Apolication Publication Grants
HUM and ff)? Stud and PhD. Study (VWV7- Average Average Average Average

Students (sve-svg) Quotations (VW4 -WVE) {1y o : 2004 2005 2006

(SV1-SVv4) (VV1-VV3a)
1 (J. Selye University 72 55 0 67 0 38,6 n.a. n.a. n.a.
2 |Academy of Music and Dramatic Arts 74 54 2 38 15 36,7 48,2 41,7 42,0
3 |Academy of Fine Arts and Design 62 70 1 24 17 34,6 52,3 39,6 39,5
4 |Comenius University 53 40 22 41 5 32,5 47,5 36,7 40,6
5 [Academy of Arts 67 53 2 13 15 30,0 37,4 28,2 27,0
6 |PreSov University 41 34 31 28 16 29,9 46,2 36,6 32,6
7 |Trnava University 50 34 15 29 11 28,0 51,6 39,9 40,0
8 [Catholic Univesity 33 34 6 21 28 24,3 30,9 22,2 19,3
9 |Univesity of Constantine the Philosopher 34 41 0 22 10 21,5 38,9 24,8 27,9
10 | Technical University of KoSice 42 58 0 0 4 20,7 27,6 36,6 22,3
11 [Matej Bel University 34 25 11 19 5 18,9 28,8 22 20,4
12 [University of St. Cyril and Methodius 33 31 6 0 6 15,4 27,7 20,1 18,1

14



Teachers  Application Publicgtion PhD. Stud Grants A A A
HUM and Students  for Study Qu:}t;tions WV e \t/L</6y) (VV7- Average \;%'gfe ;%?596 \;%'gge
(SV1-SV4)  (SV6-SV8) (VWV1-W3a) VV10)
1 |Faculty of Humanities and Natural Sciences  PreSov University 42 32 70 12 40 39,3 53,0 47,6 47,6
2 |Faculty of Reformed Theology J. Selye University 72 55 0 67 0 38,6 n.a. n.a. n.a.
3 |Faculty of Performing Arts Academy of Arts 87 54 0 15 34 37,9 47,1 34,6 34,1
4 |Faculty of Music and Dance Academy of Music and dramatic Arts 86 59 1 41 1 37,6 42,6 43,3 42,6
5 |Faculty of Theatre Arts Academy of Music and dramatic Arts 57 51 4 34 40 37,2 49,0 39,3 42,3
6 |Faculty of Film and Television Academy of Music and dramatic Arts 80 51 1 40 4 35,2 47,9 42,7 41,3
7 |Academy of Fine arts and Design Academy of Fine arts and Design 62 70 1 24 17 34,6 50,1 39,6 39,5
8 |Faculty of Arts Comenius University 54 41 33 35 5 33,6 64,7 44,9 51,0
G| Roman Catholic Theological Faculty of St. SIS 48 39 20 47 10 32,7 42,0 28,8 31,5
Cyril and Methodius

10 |[Evangelical Theological Faculty Comenius University 59 40 13 43 0 31,1 42,3 36,5 39,4
11 |Faculty of Arts Catholic University 35 37 6 23 52 30,5 26,5 22,2 20,0
12 |Ortodox Theological Faculty PreSov University 39 30 18 60 3 30,0 43,4 35,2 31,3
13 [Faculty of Arts PreSov University 40 43 25 22 13 28,6 53,8 42,6 32,2
14 | Theological Faculty Trnava University 53 36 8 36 9 28,4 44,7 42,5 46,3
15 |Faculty of Fine Arts and Design Academy of Arts 54 57 2 24 4 28,0 34,6 24,7 30,3
16 |Faculty of Arts Trnava University 47 32 23 23 14 27,6 51,0 37,3 33,8
17 |Faculty of Dramatic Arts Academy of Arts 60 50 5 0 6 241 32,4 25,3 23,5
18 |Greek Catholic Theological Faculty PreSov University 45 31 11 16 6 21,7 27,9 21,0 19,4
19 [Faculty of Arts University of Constantine the Philosopher 34 41 0 22 10 21,5 35,3 24,8 27,9
20 |Faculty of Arts Technical University in KoSice 42 58 0 0 4 20,7 28,0 36,6 22,3
21 |Faculty of Humanities Matej Bel University 34 25 11 19 5 18,9 35,2 27,1 25,5
22 [Theological Faculty Catholic University 31 32 5 18 4 18,0 n.a. n.a. 18,6
23 |Faculty of Arts University of St. Cyril and Methodius 33 31 6 0 6 15,4 27,4 20,1 18,1
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As of this year, the assessment includes J. Selywelsity’'s Faculty of Reformed
Theology (“FRT UJS”) that assumed the second rdhis is a first-time assessed faculty which
satisfied ARRA'’s condition for inclusion in the assment, i.e., at least three years of existence.
On the one hand, the faculty has zeros in theriaitd scientific production and grants obtained;
on the other hand, it has the highest number ¢tifuae PhD students per professor and associate
professor. There is usually a correlation betweerensific production and PhD studies.
Scientifically successful academicians establigirtbcientific schools by guiding PhD students.
Using the example of this faculty it can be coneldidhat apart from some exceptions, this
correlation does not apply to Slovakia at all.

FRT UJS saw a high percentage of foreign students -many as 46%. This is a
consequence of the faculty’s geographic posititnlanguage of instruction, and of the fact that
only a small percentage of Slovakia’'s populationof@sses to the reformed church while in
Hungary, this church has a high share. And it isigduy that an overwhelming majority of the
faculty’s foreign students come from.

PreSov University’'s Faculty of Humanities and Natu#ciences is a special case. This is
a faculty whose name already indicates humanitisnatural science components. The faculty’s
performance in the quantity of publications anatains in the WoK database is significantly
influenced by the existence of the natural scigrar¢ of the faculty. The faculty’s specialisation
ranges somewhere between natural science and hissdaiculties. ARRA classifies it among
faculties of humanities. ARRA perceives the clasatfon of certain faculties with different
orientations to be an issue and intends to exathiaen the future.

A significant change was Comenius University’s RHgcaf Philosophy (“FiF UK”) being
ranked down to eight. ARRA analysed the causehisfghift including in contact with faculty’s
representatives. ARRA obtains data from publiclpikable and verifiable sources, particularly
from the Ministry of Education of the Slovak Repualithe “MoEdu SR”). A detailed analysis of
the data showed that MoEdu SR'’s data is not fudliable in this case concerning the records of
grant funds allocated by the Research and Develop®eapport Agency (“APVV”). ARRA is
presently ascertaining the actual amount of grant$ allocated to FPh CU from the APVV
where discrepancies occurred. Should the differefmend affect the ranking of faculties, ARRA
will inform about these changes.

16



6.3  Universities and faculties of the MED group
Teachers Application Publication Grants
MED and ch),Fr) Stud and PhD. Study (VV7- Average Average Average Average
Students (svs-svg) Quotations (VW4 -VV6) (1o < 2004 2005 2006
(SV1-sv4) (VV1-VV3a)
1 |Comenius University 84 87 70 35 50 65,3 71,5 73,5 63,3
2 |Pavol Jozef Saféarik Univesity 69 59 62 31 62 56,5 70,7 54,4 53,5
3 |Trnava University 60 42 68 68 8 44,1 n.a. n.a. 60,7
a St. I_Ellzab_eth University of Health and 36 48 29 69 32 42,7 n.a. na. 45,1
Social Sciences
5 |Univesity of Constantine the Philosopher 38 54 36 37 33,5 n.a. n.a. 32,9
6 [PreSov University 27 51 2 0 37 23,4 n.a. n.a. 17,7
7 |Catholic Univesity 26 31 0 0 11 13,7 n.a. n.a. n.a.
s Publication
Teachers  Application Grants
d PhD. Study Average Average Average
MED and Students  for Study ano (WVT7- Average
i > Quotations  (VV4 - VV6) 2004 2005 2006
(SV1-SV4)  (SV6-SV8) (WV1-W3a) VV10)
1 |Jessenius Faculty of Medicine Comenius University 93 87 56 39 75 70,0 72,3 78,8 69,2
2 |Faculty of Pharmacy Comenius University 72 89 97 25 52 66,8 79,3 78,5 64,6
3 |Faculty of Medicine Comenius University 86 84 58 43 25 59,0 63,0 63,3 56,0
4 |Faculty of Medicine Pavol Jozef Safarik University 69 59 62 31 62 56,5 70,7 54,4 53,5
5 |Fakulta zdravotnictva a socialnej prace Trnava University 60 42 42 68 8 441 n.a. n.a. 60,7
6 St. Ellzabfath University of Health and St.'Ellzabeth University of Health and Social 36 48 29 69 32 42,7 na na 451
Social Sciences Sciences
7 |Faculty of Social Sciences and Health University of Constantine the Philosopher 38 54 2 36 37 335 n.a. n.a. 32,9
8 |Faculty of Health Care PreSov University 27 51 2 0 37 23,4 n.a. n.a. 17,7
9 |Faculty of Health Care Catholic University 26 31 0 0 11 13,7 n.a. n.a. n.a.

17
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Faculties of medicine and healthcare now include @atholic University’s Faculty of
Health and private St. Elizabeth University of Heabhnd Social Sciences (“St. Elizabeth
University”) assessed experimentally in the presigear.

The resulting tables show a moderate decline inrtémking of Trnava University’'s
Faculty of Health and Social Work whose percentafj@ssociate professors and professors
relative to the number of teachers is continuouidgreasing year-on-year and the number of
publications and citations per creative worker #mel number of PhD graduates per authorised
supervisor are in decline.

Better results in several indicators were achielbgdComenius University’s Jessenius
Faculty of Medicine. The percentage of teacherk WhD increased year-on-year by about 20%
and the percentage of associate professors anedspars by about 10%. The number of foreign
students at the faculty reached 19.2%. A similanpunced increase in this indicator was seen in
Comenius University’'s Faculty of Pharmacy and Fgcaf Medicine. For Jessenius Faculty of
Medicine, the number of citations per publicatieweell as per creative worker increased too, as
did the number of publications with at least 5 taias per creative worker. These changes are
reflected in a significant increase of grant fupds creative worker at the faculty in Martin.

What is worth mentioning is the fourfold increadettte number of publications with at
least 25 citations per creative worker at the UPa8ulty of Medicine, however, these are still
small figures (from 0.02 to 0.07 publications pegative worker).

Faculties of healthcare failed to achieve a mogeicant improvement and lag behind
faculties of medicine and faculties of pharmacyha group. What stands out is the improved
ability to obtain grant funding from abroad for Bog University’s Faculty of Health. The drop
of Trnava University’s Faculty of Health and SocWbork is intriguing. ARRA will continue
monitoring it and examining its causes.
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rankingova a ratingova agentra

6.4  Universities and faculties of the NAT group
Teachers Application Publication Grants
NAT and for Study and_ PhD. Study (VV7- ANVETEEE Average Average Average
Students (SV6-SV8) Quotations (VV4 - VV6) VV10) 2004 2005 2006
(SV1-sv4) (VVi1-vV3a)

1 [Comenius University 93 63 74 95 71 79,3 77,6 81,9 77,5

2 |Pavol Jozef Safarik Univesity 100 51 64 60 53 65,5 67,2 65,4 61,7

3 |Univesity of Constantine the Philosopher 58 67 15 49 31 44,2 46,3 50,1 46,4

4 |Technical University of Zvolen 63 74 14 51 14 43,3 48,5 46,2 48,4

5 |Matej Bel University 49 42 14 30 27 32,4 40,9 34,1 30,2

6 |University of St. Cyril and Methodius 60 41 14 8 9 26,3 28,5 23,9 25,1

7 | ilina University 37 67 2 14 10 26,1 37,1 27,8 24,3

L Publication
Teachers  Application Grants
NAT and Students  for Study Qu:tra]gons K/TZ S\t/li;jg) (VVT- Average A\Q%roa‘?e A\;%rgge A\Q%rgé;e
(SV1-SV4) (SV6-SV8) (VW1-VV3a) VV10)
- [ REES, [P O Comenius University 97 58 100 89 o1 865 | 823 82,5 80,5
Informatics

2 |Faculty of Natural Sciences Comenius University 90 71 49 100 51 72,0 72,0 81,2 74,5
3 |Faculty of Natural Sciences Pavol Jozef Safarik University 100 51 64 60 53 65,5 68,2 65,4 61,7
4 |Faculty of Natural Sciences University of Constantine the Philosopher 58 67 15 49 31 442 44,9 50,1 46,4
5 gz‘;”r:tg’e‘;f =EamEy It Ele ezl Technical University in Zvolen 63 74 14 51 14 43,3 47,0 46,2 48,4
6 |Faculty of Natural Sciences Matej Bel University 49 42 14 30 27 32,4 37,1 34,1 30,2
7 |Faculty of Natural Sciences University of St. Cyril and Methodius 60 41 14 8 9 26,3 25,8 23,9 25,1
8 |Faculty of Natural Sciences ilina University 37 67 2 14 10 26,1 35,4 27,8 24,3
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The PRIR group has been led by Comenius Univesskgculty of Mathematics, Physics
and Informatics (“FMFI UK”). Since the beginning agsessments, it holds the first rank. In this
year, FMFI UK reached the highest number of posiise ARRA started the evaluations and has
increased its lead in the group. Otherwise theirgnk the group remains unchanged and stable.
Individual faculties oscillate around their averagdues with minimal fluctuations and the
faculties also keep their ranking.

The bottom end of the ranking shows a minimum palfit difference between
University of SS Cyril and Methodius’ Faculty of tMeal Sciences (UCM) and ilina
University’s Faculty of Natural Sciences ( U). AtU Faculty of Natural Sciences, the number of
students per teacher and professor is continuousheasing while, on the other hand, the
percentage of teachers with PhD and professorassutiated professors of the total number of
teachers is decreasing. ARRA classifies facultresndividual groups also according to their
names that should, according to Act on Higher Etloieanstitutions, reflect the orientation of
the faculty. This is not the case of U Faculty dfatural Sciences. For example, scientific
mathematics is taught at the faculty but most efliachelor programmes indicate rather a faculty
of pedagogical orientation.

The growth of scientific production at the UCM Fhlgwof Natural Sciences is a positive
trend. The number of scientific publications pexative worker has doubled since the last year.

Comenius University's Faculty of Natural Sciencasels a significantly lower interest
among prospective students with a drop of as masyb@%6 against the last year. The
deteriorating situation is underlined by the fdeattthe ratio between the registered and the
admitted is only 40%. A very positive trend at tifiegulty is the growing number of PhD
graduates. Although the faculty still holds theas®t position in ARRA'’s ranking, the lead on
Pavol Jozef Safarik University’s Faculty of NatuBdiences decreases every year. This is the
result not only of Comenius University’s Faculty dé&tural Sciences drop in certain criteria but
also of an upward trend of Pavol Jozef Safarik ©rsity. This faculty achieved a significant
increase in grant funds, thus its further growtlsarentifically oriented criteria can be expected.

Comenius University’s Faculty of Mathematics, Phgsand Informatics also did well in
obtaining grant funding. A marked improvement welieved by Matej Bel University’s Faculty
of Natural Sciences, particularly in obtaining gramds from abroad.
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6.5  Universities and faculties of the SOC group
Teachers Application Publication Grants
SOC and for Study and PhD. Study (WT- Y Average Average Average
Students (SV6-SV8) Quotations (VV4 - VV6) VV10) 2004 2005 2006
(SV1-SV4) (VV1-VV3a)
1 |Technical University of KoSice 70 38 17 32 100 51,2 49,0 46 47,5
2 | ilina University 71 65 1 59 11 41,5 45,2 39,7 40,6
3 |Comenius University 70 46 16 58 10 40,2 41,5 37,6 39,6
4 |Trnava University 71 31 45 34 13 38,9 51,2 47 43,6
5 |University of Economics 66 35 16 61 11 37,7 36,6 34,8 39,7
6 |Slovak University of Agriculture 59 47 8 41 27 36,3 43,0 40,9 44,7
7 |Matej Bel University 65 34 8 39 7 30,7 31,1 28,6 31,1
8 |PreSov University 57 39 1 25 17 27,7 35,5 24,6 22,9
9 |Pavol Jozef Safarik Univesity 57 36 6 19 5 24,8 30,7 27,5 25,3
10 [Catholic Univesity 50 34 7 23 6 23,9 34,4 23,8 23,1
11 [University of St. Cyril and Methodius 41 61 0 11 6 23,9 25,9 22,3 22,8
12 [Univesity of Constantine the Philosopher 51 31 2 24 6 22,9 30,0 32,4 32,5
13 |J. Selye University 55 40 0 0 12 21,2 n.a. n.a. n.a.
14 |Alexander Dub ek University in Tren in 33 36 1 0 2 14,5 27,6 27,3 18,5
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Teachers  Application Bableaey Grants
SOC and Students  for Study Qucigﬁons K/r\‘/a S\t;yg) (WV7- Average A\;%?fe A\;%?E?e A\;%?ge
(SV1-SV4)  (SV6-SV8) (W1-W3a) VV10)

1 [Faculty of International Relations University of Economics 70 64 20 93 10 51,3 40,4 48,8 58,8
2 |Faculty of Economics Technical University in KoSice 70 38 17 32 100 51,2 47,5 46,0 47,5
3 |Faculty of Physical Education and Sports Comenius University 83 39 28 84 20 50,9 51,9 475 49,1
4 |Faculty of Social and Economic Sciences Comenius University 76 54 36 59 17 48,5 40,6 35,6 47,3
5 |Faculty of Education Trnava University 76 24 88 32 15 46,9 37,6 39,0 48,9
6 [Faculty of Economics and Management Slovak University of Agriculture 73 57 12 67 20 45,9 46,6 44,2 43,0
7 Eii:‘:qyuzficggﬁr:at'on U (SEEEE O ilina University 71 65 1 59 11 415 39,9 39,7 40,6
8 |Faculty of national Economics University of Economics 73 30 27 54 13 39,3 36,7 34,8 37,2
9 [Faculty of Education Matej Bel University 68 40 23 40 14 37,1 30,2 29,4 33,4
10 [Faculty of Commerce University of Economics 60 31 14 64 11 36,0 35,6 37,8 39,3
11 |Faculty of Law Comenius University 63 50 2 50 10 35,0 36,8 33,7 33,7
12 |faculty of Sport PreSov University 88 37 0 38 10 34,6 n.a. n.a. n.a.
13 |Faculty of Management Comenius University 55 54 9 52 2 34,5 32,7 34,4 38,1
14 |Faculty of Business Economics University of Economics 59 29 15 54 13 33,9 32,2 28,9 39,0
15 r':e"’l‘gggﬁs‘)f Political Sciences and International (S REISIS 84 31 1 46 3 33,1 30,1 28,0 38,4
16 |Faculty of Business Management University of Economics 73 28 6 49 10 33,1 32,8 29,5 31,1
17 |Faculty of Economic Informatics University of Economics 60 26 16 53 9 32,8 31,8 29,1 32,6
18 |Faculty of Education Comenius University 74 32 7 44 4 32,1 40,1 37,0 30,0
19 |Faculty of Law Pavol Jozef Saférik University 72 37 2 38 6 31,1 32,5 27,9 29,8
20 [Faculty of Education University of Constantine the Philosopher 58 37 8 48 9 30,9 35,7 31,8 32,5
21 [Faculty of Law Trnava University 66 37 2 37 12 30,9 34,4 37,4 38,4
22 |Faculty of Education PreSov University 49 32 2 26 34 28,7 33,0 39,0 22,9
23 [Faculty of Economics Matej Bel University 61 29 7 38 5 28,1 329 32,6 27,6
24 [Faculty of Education J. Selye University 71 44 0 0 23 27,5 n.a. n.a. n.a.
25 Eii‘é'fg’p%f#tmpea” Studies and Regional g0\ oy University of Agriculture 45 38 3 14 34 26,7 34,1 37,7 46,5
26 [Faculty of Law Matej Bel University 46 37 2 32 6 24,4 28,6 24,4 25,2
27 |Faculty of Education Catholic University 50 34 7 23 6 23,9 31,9 23,8 23,1
28 [Faculty of Mass Media Communication University of St. Cyril and Methodius 41 61 0 11 6 23,9 25,0 22,3 22,8
29 [Faculty of Management PreSov University 33 48 1 10 7 19,9 n.a. n.a. n.a.
30 |faculty of Public administration Pavol Jozef Saférik University 42 35 11 0 5 18,6 30,0 37,1 20,9
31 [Faculty of Economics J. Selye University 38 36 0 0 0 14,8 n.a. n.a. n.a.
32 [Faculty of Central European Studies University of Constantine the Philosopher 45 25 2 0 2 14,8 n.a. n.a. n.a.
33 |Faculty of Social and Economic Realtions Alexander Dub ek University in Tren in 33 36 1 0 2 14,5 26,1 27,1 18,5
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At first sight a significant change in the SPOL gpois the University of Economics’
Faculty of International Relations moving down frdimst to third position. However, the
differences among the first three faculties arey\@ose. University of Economics’ Faculty of
International Relations, Comenius University’s Hacwf Physical Education and Sports, and
KoSice University of Technology’s Faculty of Econiemachieved very close results in the final
assessment.

For example, Comenius University’'s Faculty of PbgbiEducation and Sports is very
strong in the criterion of the percentage of teexhdth PhD. As many as 94.6% of faculty’s
teachers have a PhD degree. It improved signifizamtthe criterion of the number of citations
per publication and it is one of only three faastin the SPOL group that have at least one
publication cited more than 5 times.

KoSice University of Technology’s Faculty of Econiemis very successful in obtaining
grants for its scientific and educational activiteasured by the total number of grants obtained
per creative worker, it acquired three times mbiantthe second best faculty — more than SKK
350,000 per creative worker.

PreSov University’s Faculty of Education is sucbdss obtaining foreign grants. It
significantly exceeds other faculties in this aiita.

J. Selye University’s Faculty of Economics is oe tpposite side with no grant funds
obtained; therefore it is quite improbable thatwill be capable of significant scientific
production.

PreSov University’'s Faculty of Management is chemased by a high interest among
prospective students that exceeds the faculty’aagpten times; however, only 38% of students
admitted actually start the studies. It can theeefe assumed that this institution serves rather a
the second option for people not admitted to moeéepred faculties — as a so called safety.

In general, a certain stagnation can be seen w#pect to the number of points obtained
by faculties in this and previous years. Howevberé are exceptions here as well that, after
several years of capacity building, can shufflertirking.
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Universities and faculties of the TECH group

Teachers Application Publication Grants
and and PhD. Study
TECH Students (fso\r/BS_ tsu\%) Quotations (V4 - VV6) \(/\\//\:/LZ))
(SV1-sv4) (VV1-VV3a)
1 |Slovak University of Technology 69 59 29 52 47
2 |Slovak University of Agriculture 66 51 12 45 27
3 |Technical University of KoSice 57 45 10 53 33
4 [ ilina University 63 50 4 52 24
5 |Technical University in Zvolen 69 41 0 51 17
6 |Alexander Dub ek University in Tren in 54 39 9 39 12

Average

51,3
40,2
39,5
38,6
35,7

30,8

Average Average Average
2004 2005 2006
51,9 51,5 49,7
42,0 33,8 29,8
47,5 41,3 37,9
40,1 34,6 35,2
55,5 39,9 31,0
40,1 21,4 29,5
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Teachers  Application FAEL Grants
TECH and Students  for Study Qu;rzl(tjions (Ii/f\\/a S\I/L\% (WT7- | Average A\;((e)r{)a\fe A\;((e)r(;a\ge A\Q%r(;a\ge
(SV1-Sv4)  (SV6-SV8) (W1W3a) VV10)
1 [Faculty of Chemical and Food Technology ~ Slovak University of Technology 100 36 100 77 90 80,5 80,4 825 84,1
2 |Faculty of Electrical Engineering Slovak University of Technology 79 48 38 49 63 55,4 586 61,1 57,1
3 [Faculty of Mechanical Engineering ilina University 83 38 7 73 60 51,9 498 46,9 48,6
4 |Faculty of Civil Engineering Slovak University of Technology 70 75 19 50 34 49,5 472 413 39,5
5 [Faculty of Mechanical Engineering Slovak University of Technology 71 74 12 42 36 46,9 455 46,6 43,8
6 |Informavtion Technologies Slovak University of Technology 49 50 25 49 59 46,6 n.a. n.a. n.a.
7 |Faculty of Metallurgy Technical University in KoSice 77 41 15 63 30 45,2 51,7 484 42,2
8 [Faculty of Civil Engineering Technical University in KoSice 57 51 18 69 29 44,8 445 383 35,9
9 ;C;'ge%ftx'r?r':;?égyCO'ogy’ Process Control S R iealUnersiyinKosice 51 48 12 71 36 28| 534 462 434
10 |Faculty of Industrial Technologies Alexander Dub ek University in Tren in 62 42 26 70 17 435 48,4 43 41,5
11 Faculty of Architecture Slovak University of Technology 69 75 1 56 14 43,0 456 47,1 41,8
12 |Faculty of Mechanical Engineering Technical University in KoSice 55 43 6 54 46 40,9 50,4 388 35,3
13 [Faculty of Electrical Engineering Technical University in KoSice 68 38 12 42 41 40,4 499 398 36,4
14 |Faculty of Mechanical Engineering Slovak University of Agriculture 66 51 12 45 27 40,2 411 338 29,8
15 |Faculty of Manufacturing Technologies Technical University in KoSice 49 47 8 52 48 396 [ 382 36,6 34,4
16 [Faculty of Material Sciences and Technology Slovak University of Technology 46 55 10 43 31 37,0 331 304 32,0
17 |Faculty of Electrical Engineering ilina University 73 48 6 36 22 36,9 393 352 32,9
18 [Faculty of Special Engineering ilina University 47 58 0 64 11 36,0 357 359 28,4
19 $Zim‘;;§r‘v'r°me”ta' and Manufacturing e veal Universiy in Zvolen 69 41 0 51 17 37| 309 545 310
20 E}"’f‘gfxglsh"a”afemem Science and ilina University 53 52 8 49 11 6| na 32 300
21 |Faculty of Civil Engineering ilina University 58 53 0 40 17 33,7 348 329 36,0
22 |Faculty of Mechatronics Alexander Dub ek University in Tren in 41 39 2 27 14 245 283 195 21,4
23 |Faculty of Special Technology Alexander Dub ek University in Tren in 60 37 0 21 5 24,4 334 318 25,5
24 |Faculty of Aeronautics Technical University in KoSice 40 48 0 20 3 22,1 n.a. n.a. n.a.
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The ranking of universities in the TECH group afuties is relatively stable but there is a periddpttrend of decline in the amount of
points obtained for most of the group’s faculti€ee ranking does not change significantly. Althotlgére are several faculties that improved
their point scores more markedly, in general, il faculties’ point scores decrease rather tharease.

Faculties of the TECH group have the potentiahtpriove in gaining foreign students. The fastestvijnavas seen in Slovak University
of Technology’s Faculty of Mechanical Engineerid®.6% of foreign students with an increase of ald@aj and Faculty of Civil Engineering
(8.3% foreign students with an increase of 7% df.we

Tren in University of Alexander Dulek’s Faculty of Industrial Technologies and Slovakiversity of Agriculture’s Mechanisation
Faculty can be mentioned as positive examplesh@®hly one in the group, the Faculty of Industfiathnologies grows more significantly in
the criterion of the number of publications peratiee worker and also in the PhD studies. The Meigaéion Faculty, among other indicators,
saw a more significant increase in the numbertations per publication.

Faculties of the TECH group maintain their markedearch potential and there are signals that altigtraditionally high-quality
faculties, additional ones that put emphasis oaeareh will come to the forefront.
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7. Comparison of Slovakia and the Czech Republic in #narea of science

Until 1993, Slovak and Czech education and sciengiystems formed a single common
entity. Since the break-up of Czecho-Slovakia, lsyftems underwent many changes. While in
1993, both countries were essentially on the sasteating line”, after 15 years, the results of
both countries in science and education differ.seh@evelopment paths can be illustrated by the
fact that Slovakia, as opposed to the Czech Repuinis no representative among the 500 best
universities according to the Shanghai rankingher Top 500 World Universities compiled by
QS and THE.

In the past year, ARRA established collaboratiothwihe Navigatorka company of the
Czech Republic whose objective is to assess thigygoéhigher education institutions similarly
as ARRA. This collaboration also resulted in a cangon of Slovak higher education
institutions in individual groups with the best Chdaculties.

In this section, we will only deal with the quantdf citations per creative worker, as we
consider this criterion to be one of the indicateith the greatest informative value. Rather than
describing the inputs to the system, it illustraitessoutputs from the perspective of the broad
scientific community. ARRA intends to make a mommprehensive assessment in several
criteria in the forthcoming period.

The “success rate” of scientific production of bathuntries’ best institutions is best
reflected by the tables, therefore we will limitrselves to only several remarks in the
accompanying text.

Faculties are divided into six groups accordinght® Frascati Manual and the three best
Czech faculties are assigned to Slovak facultiggardfrom universities of technology, Czech
faculties always take the first rank and even emTEECH group, all the three best Czech faculties
outperform all Slovak institutions except one. tegting situation is in the AGRO, MED, and
SPOL groups, where all the three best Czech fasuliave behind all Slovak institutions. These
results fully reflect the fact that between 1995 &2006, scientific production in Slovakia
increased by 34%, while in the Czech Republic serby 122%. When the results of 2005 are
expressed relative to populations we find that stil2005, Slovakia had better results than the
Czech Republic. However, in 2006 the situatioruisssantially different and Slovakia is lagging
behind the Czech Republic more and more.
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AGRO group
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TECH group

-~

FCHPT STUBA
FJFI CVUT
Chem VUT Brno
ChemTech VSCH Pa
Hektr STUBA
PriemTech TUAD
Hutn TUKE
Stav STUBA
Hektr TUKE
Stav TUKE
Ban TUKE
MatTechn STUBA
Stroj STUBA
Elektr U
Stroj U
Riadlnf U
Stroj TUKE
Mech SPU
VyrTech TUKE
MechTron TUAD
Archit STUBA
Letecka TUKE
SpecTechn TUAD
Specin U
Stav U

EnvirTech. TUzV | 0,00

Number of Citations per Creative Worker 1998 - 200 7

36,43

0,00

5,00

10,00 15,00 20,00

25,00 30,00 35,00 40,00

S
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HUM group

/

FilPrir SU Opava
HumPrir PU
AVU Praha

Fil UK

Fil PU

Fil TTU

Hum UMB

Fil UCM
Reformteol J Selye
VytvarUm AU
VSVUBL
Umeni TUKE
Teol.TTU

Teol KU
RimsKat UK
Pravosl.PU
MuzUm AU
HudTan VSMU
Greckokat.PU
FilmTel VSMU
Fil UKF

Fil KU

Evanj UK

DramUm AU

Divadelna VSMU

Number

] 0,03

0,01
0,00
0,00
0,00
0,00
0,00
0,00
0,00
0,00
0,00
0,00
0,00
0,00
0,00
0,00
0,00
0,00

0,00

of Citations per Creative Worker 1998 - 200

3,59

0,00
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SPOL group

Number of Citations per Creative Worker 1998 -

Pedag Fa Liberec

Management V SE Pa

InformStat V SE Pa
Pedag TTU
SocEkon UK
NarHosp. EU BA
TV UK

MedzVz ah EU BA

Pedag UMB

Ekonom TUKE

Hospinfo EU BA
EkonomManSPU
Manag UK
PodnHosp. EU BA
Obchod EU BA
Ekonom UMB
Pedag UK
VerSpr UPJS
Pedag KU
PodnMan EU BA
Pedag UKF
Stredoeur UKF
Pedagog J Selye
Ekonom J Selye
Sportu PU

Mana ment PU
SocEkon TUAD
Prav UPJS

Prav uvB
Prav UK

Prav TTU

Polit UMB

Pedas U
Pedag PU
MasMed UCM

Eur.St. SPU

0,00

1,92

2,00




8. Trends in the number of publications at several seltted faculties of
public higher education institutions in the SlovakRepublic

We examined the period of 1995 to 2007. In the rs&dtion, we chose only several
faculties from all groups (except for humanitiesendthe WoK database is insufficient to map
the trends). The selected faculties contributetikelly high numbers to the total number of
publications or they have only been establishe@ntg and therefore faster changes can be
expected. In our opinion, a comparison so desigaedteresting and captures the situation and
changes throughout the Slovak higher educationesysMore detailed information will be
published in the forthcoming periodwatvw.arra.sk

The results suggest that “major contributors” maima high and relatively constant level
of the number of publications per year and that esahthe younger faculties have growing
annual numbers of publications. These are usuatignected with the development of
collaboration with strong domestic and foreign itasions, which is certainly encouraging.
Experience of academic officials, teachers, andngific workers of these faculties could indeed
be an inspiration for faculties that failed to shioications of growing scientific productivity so
far. ARRA will examine the reasons for this develfgmt and differences among faculties in a
greater detail and create room for the transfepafions and experience from representatives of
the most successful faculties.

PRIR group
4 . . .
Number of Publications of Faculty of Mathematics, P hysics
and Informatics UK 1995-2007
200 - 183
171
LEi0) 157 159 162
151 153
160 139 145
140 | 133
115 120
120 - 103
100 +
80 -
60 -
40
20
0 T T T T T
T T N o R S T - TN S~ N - B
FP L O O &S L & & & &L &L
SN S R K S R S S S S
\ J

Numbers of publications show a moderate increaset &f faculty’s publications is
related to the work of groups in experimental géet{subnuclear) physics. A fast increase can be
expected for these groups in the forthcoming funelated to the launch of the LHC (Large
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Hadron Collider) in the European Centre for NuclRasearch (CERN, Geneva) in 2009. Many
of the papers were published in international compen.

4 Number of Publications of Faculty of Natural Scienc es UCM
1995-2007
20 - 18
8 7 _
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Despite certain fluctuations, the data shows a athikcreasing trend. This trend is not a
coincidence. Most of the papers have teams of asitbomprising not only employees of the
faculty but also those of strong domestic institn$i (Slovak Academy of Science’s Institute of
Oncology, Slovak Academy of Science’s Institutdradrganic Chemistry, Slovak University of
Technology’s Faculty of Chemical and Food Techng|dgstitute of Preventive and Clinical
Medicine, Comenius University’s Faculty of Medicjnend foreign institutions (Karl Franzens
Universitat Graz, Austria; Juniata College, USAd arthers). In a certain sense, this faculty can
serve as a model for faculties of the younger usities.
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Despite fluctuations, a growing trend can be ob=gia this case as well. And in this case
too, it is related to the cooperation with strorgv8k and foreign institutes and faculties — in the
field of biology and medical sciences with the Wnsity of South Bohemia ineské Budjovice
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and with institutes in Ireland, the Netherlandsstia, and France and in the field of physics
with the FRG. This is a model example of succes$évkelopment too.

TECH group
4 L . )
Number of Publications of Faculty of Chemical and F  ood
Technology STU 1995-2007
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In ARRA'’s rankings, this faculty has traditionalbeen the most successful one in the
field of science and research in the TECH groupsiiccess is related to intensive collaboration
with top domestic and foreign institutions. Datawh a stable trend with a certain decline in the
period 2001 — 2005. We believe that this decline saused by the fact that older but still very
efficient workers left the faculty. Many of theminped other institutions where they made
substantial contributions to scientific productioAfter some time, FChPT STU reached

approximately the same level of publication acyivit

a o . :
Number of Publications of Faculty of Material Techn  ologies
and Sciences STU 1995-2007
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Faculty’s numbers of publications show a graduakaase. In this case as well, the
increase is related to the collaboration with gjraltomestic (Slovak Academy of Science’s
institutions, FChPT and others) and with foreigoligh, Austrian, Russian) partners.
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Number of Publications of Faculty of Industrial Tec hnologies
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Number of publications shows a gradual increasee Tdculty has many common
publications with FChPT STU Bratislava, with seVetap institutes of Slovak and Czech
Academy of Sciences, and with other foreign ingsbns. The increase in the number of
publications is a model example of good sciensfrategy and policy.

MED group
4 . . - )
Number of Publications of Faculty of Medicine UPJS
1995-2007
120 104
100 A
79
80 66 65
57 g5 O1
(I i i
0 77,,,3,3,,,3?,,,33 ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
20
20 L - - - 12
0
w P NP O D DD I L A
F L O L & K & & & & & &L 9
S S T S S S A S S
] S

The faculty shows a gradual increase in the nurobeublications per year. As in other
cases, this is related to collaboration with higialdqy domestic institutions and with those from
abroad.
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Number of Publications of Jessenius Faculty of Medi cine UK
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Jessenius
Faculty of Medicine, too, has a systematic increagbe number of publications per year. In the
period 1995 — 2002, the annual numbers of pubtinatiwere relatively constant and there is a
significant increase only between 2002 and 2007.

SPOL group

4 )

Number of Publications of Faculty of Social and Eco nomic
Sciences UK1995-2007

Annual numbers of publications are growing fast agstematically. If this pace can be
maintained, the faculty, with a relatively smallnmoer of teachers, will get near the leading
position in the SPOL area in Slovakia.
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/

Number of Publications of Faculty of Economic Infor matics
EU BA 1995-2007

With

relatively low numbers of publications per yearear fluctuations are no surprise. The data
suggest rather a persisting situation rather thaninarease or decrease in the number of
publications per year.

AGRO group

4 )

Number of Publications of University of Veterinary
Mediciny 1995-2007

Data suggest a certain indistinct maximum in theope2002 — 2004 but in general, it
corresponds to a persisting situation without $igaint increases or decreases.
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Number of Publications of Faculty of Forestry TU i
Zvolen 1995-2007
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numbers of publications, relatively high fluctuai$o are not surprising. However, the data

indicates a moderate increase.

With

low
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9. LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS USED

AGRO - faculties of agricultural sciences

HUM — faculties of humanities

MED - faculties of medical and health sciences
NAT — faculties of natural sciences

SOC - faculties of social sciences

TECH - faculties of technical sciences

1LF UK Praha — ¥ Faculty of Medicine, Charles University in Prague

2LF UK Praha — %' Faculty of Medicine, Charles University in Prague

Agro SPU — Faculty of Agrobiology and Food Resosy&ovak University of Agriculture

AgroBio CZU Pa — Faculty of Agrobiology, Food andtiiral Resources, Czech University of

Life Sciences in Prague

APVV — Research and Development Support Agency

Archit STUBA — Faculty of Architecture, Slovak Umksity of Technology

ARRA — Academic Ranking and Rating Agency

AU — Academy of Arts in Banska Bystrica

AVU Praha — Academy of Fine Arts in Prague

Ban TUKE - Faculty of Mining, Ecology, Process Gohand Geotechnology, Technical

University of KoSice

BiotPotr. SPU — Faculty of Biotechnology and Foaie8ces, Slovak University of Agriculture
AV — Czech Academy of Sciences

Divadelnd VSMU — Theatre Faculty, Academy of Ml Performing Arts

DramUm AU — Faculty of Dramatic Arts, Academy oftér

Drev TU Zvolen — Faculty of Wood Sciences, Techinigaiversity in Zvolen

Ekolenv TU Zvolen — Faculty of Ecology and Envircemial Sciences, Technical University in

Zvolen

Ekonom J Selye — Faculty of Economics, J. Selyeréisity

Ekonom TUKE — Faculty of Economics, Technical Umsigy of KoSice

Ekonom UMB — Faculty of Economics, Matej Bel Unisiy

EkonomMan SPU - Faculty of Economics and Managenstavak University of Agriculture

Elektr STUBA — Faculty of Electrical Engineeringdaimformatics, Slovak University of

Technology

Elektr TUKE — Faculty of Electrical Engineering almfflormatics, Technical University of

KosSice

Elektr U — Faculty of Electrical Engineering, ila University

EnvirTech TU Zvolen — Faculty of Environmental dddnufacturing Technology, Technical

University in Zvolen

EU — University of Economics in Bratislava
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Eur.St. SPU — Faculty of European Studies and Redjibevelopment, Slovak University of
Agriculture

Evanj UK — Evangelical Theological Faculty, Comenuniversity

Farm UK — Faculty of Pharmacy, Comenius University

Farm UK Hradec — Faculty of Pharmacy, Charles Usitin Hradec Kralové

FCHPT STUBA — Faculty of Chemical and Food Techggl|dlovak University of Technology
Fil KU — Faculty of Philosophy, Catholic University

Fil PU — Faculty of Philosophy, PreSov University

Fil TTU — Faculty of Philosophy, Trnava University

Fil UCM — Faculty of Philosophy, SS Cyril and Methas University

Fil UK — Faculty of Philosophy, Comenius University

Fil UK Praha — Faculty of Philosophy, Charles Umsity in Prague

Fil UKF — Faculty of Philosophy, Constantine thel®opher University

Fil UMB — Faculty of Philology, Matej Bel Universit

Fil UPJS — Faculty of Philosophy, Pavol Jozef Skfdniversity

FilmTel VSMU — Film and Television Faculty, AcaderfMusic and Performing Arts

FilPrir SU Opava — Faculty of Philosophy and Sceerilesian University in Opava

FilUni Hradec — Faculty of Arts, University of Hrad Kralové

Financi VSE Pa — Faculty of Finance and Accountugjyversity of Economics in Prague
FJFI VUT — Faculty of Nuclear Sciences and Physical Begring, Czech Technical University
in Prague

FMFI — Faculty of Mathematics, Physics, and Infoticee Comenius University

GreckoKat PU — Faculty of Greek Catholic TheoldgggSov University

Hospinfo EU BA — Faculty of Economic Informaticspidersity of Economics

HudTan VSMU — Faculty of Music and Dance, Acaderhiylasic and Performing Arts
HumPrir PU — Faculty of Humanities and Natural &ces, PreSov University

Hum UMB — Faculty of Humanities, Matej Bel Univeysi

Hutn TUKE — Faculty of Metallurgy, Technical Unis#ly of KoSice

Chem VUT Brno — Faculty of Chemistry, Brno Univéysif Technology

ChemTech VSCH Pa — Faculty of Chemical Technolbyyyersity of Pardubice

Inf a inf tech STU — Faculty of Informatics anddmniation Technologies, Slovak University of
Technology

InformStat VSE Pa — Faculty of Informatics and Stats, University of Economics in Prague
IREG - International Ranking Experts Group

JessenLek UK — Comenius University’s JesseniuslfactiMedicine in Martin

KU — Catholic University in Ru omberok

Lek UK — Faculty of Medicine, Comenius University

Lek UPJS — Faculty of Medicine, Pavol Jozef Saf&hikversity

Les TU Zvolen — Faculty of Forestry, Technical Ussity in Zvolen

Leteckd TUKE — Faculty of Aeronautics, Technicalvgnsity of KoSice
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LF UP Olomouc — Faculty of Medicine and Dentistalacky University in Olomouc
LMMU Brno — Faculty of Medicine, Masaryk University Brno

Manag UK — Faculty of Management, Comenius Universi

Management VSE Pa — Faculty of Management, Unityes$iEconomics in Prague
Mana ment PU — Faculty of Management, PreSov Ursiner

MasMed UCM — Faculty of Mass Media Communicatio8,Syril and Methodius University
MatTechn STUBA — Slovak University of Technologyaculty of Material Sciences and
Technology in Trnava

Mech SPU — Mechanisation Faculty, Slovak UniversityAgriculture

MedzVz ah EU BA — Faculty of International Relations, Usmsity of Economics
MechTron TUAD — Faculty of Mechatronics, Trén University of Alexander Dulek

MFF UK Praha — Faculty of Mathematics and Physitsgrles University in Prague
MoEdu SR — Ministry of Education of the Slovak Rbjti

MuzUm AU — Faculty of Music, Academy of Arts

NarHosp EU BA — Faculty of National Economy, Unsigy of Economics

Obchod EU BA — Faculty of Business, University @bBomics

Pedag Fa Liberec — Faculty of Natural Sciences-andanities and Faculty of Education,
University of Technology in Liberec

Pedag Fa Uni Hradec — Faculty of Education, Unitiecd Hradec Kralové

Pedag KU — Faculty of Education, Catholic Universit

Pedag PU — Faculty of Education, PreSov University

Pedag TTU — Faculty of Education, Trnava University

Pedag UK — Faculty of Education, Comenius Universit

Pedag UKF — Faculty of Education, Constantine thiéoBopher University

Pedag UMG — Faculty of Education, Matej Bel Univtgrs

Pedagog J Selye — Faculty of Education, J. Selyedtity

Pedas U — Faculty of Operation and Economics arigport and Communications, ilina
University

PodnHosp EU BA — University of Economics’ FaculfyBusiness Economics in KoSice
PodnMan EU BA — Faculty of Business Managementyélsity of Economics

Polit UMB — Faculty of Political Sciences and Imtational Relations, Matej Bel University
Pravosl| PU — Faculty of Orthodox Theology, PreSowersity

Prav TTU — Faculty of Law, Trnava University

Prav UK — Faculty of Law, Comenius University

Prav UMB — Faculty of Law, Matej Bel University

Prav UPJS — Faculty of Law, Pavol Jozef Safarikvgrsity

PriemTech TUAD - Faculty of Industrial Technologi&sen in University of Alexander Dulek
in Puchov

Prir JU CesBud — Faculty of Science, Universitysofith Bohemia in eské Budjovice

Prir UCM — Faculty of Natural Sciences, SS Cyrill &ethodius University
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Prir UK — Faculty of Natural Sciences, Comeniusvdrsity

Prir. UK Praha — Faculty of Science, Charles Ursitgiin Prague

Prir UKF — Faculty of Natural Sciences, ConstantirePhilosopher University

Prir UMB — Faculty of Natural Sciences, Matej Beditersity

Prir UPJS — Faculty of Natural Sciences, Pavolfl8a#rik University

Prir U — Faculty of Natural Sciences, ilina Univsity

PU — PreSov University in PreSov

Reform Teol J Selye — Faculty of Reformed Theolagyselye University

RiadInf U — Faculty of Management Science & Infoatics, ilina University

RimsKat UK — Roman Catholic Faculty of TheologyQfril and Methodius, Comenius
University

FRT UJS — Faculty of Reformed Theology, J. Selyevélsity

SAV - Slovak Academy of Sciences

SocEkon TUAD - Faculty of Social and Economic Rela, Trenin University of Alexander
Dub ek

SocEkon UK — Faculty of Social and Economic Scisn@omenius University

Soc UKF - Faculty of Social Sciences and Healthcaomstantine the Philosopher University
SPU - Slovak University of Agriculture in Nitra

Stav STUBA — Faculty of Civil Engineering, Slovakiversity of Technology

Stav TUKE — Faculty of Civil Engineering, Technid#iversity of KoSice

Stav U — Faculty of Civil Engineering, ilina Uniersity

StredoEur UKF — Faculty of Central European Stydiemstantine the Philosopher University
Stroj STUBA — Faculty of Mechanical Engineeringp\&ik University of Technology

Stroj TUKE — Faculty of Mechanical Engineering, fieal University of KoSice

Stroj U — Faculty of Mechanical Engineering, ilia University

STUBA — Slovak University of Technology in Bratigéa(other — STU)

Specin U — Faculty of Special Engineering, ilin&niversity

SpecTechn TUAD — Faculty of Special Technology riTiie University of Alexander Dulek
Sportu PU — Faculty of Sports, PreSov University

Teol KU — Faculty of Theology, Catholic UniversityKoSice

Teol TTU — Faculty of Theology, Trnava UniversityBratislava

TTU — Trnava University in Trnava (other — TVU)

TUAD - Tren in University of Alexander Dulek in Trenin

TUKE — Technical University in KoSice

TU Zvolen — Technical University in Zvolen

TV UK — Faculty of Physical Education and Sporten@nius University

UCM — SS Cyril and Methodius University

UIPS — Institute of Information and Prognoses imi@tion

UJS - J. Selye University in Komarno

UK — Comenius University in Bratislava
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UKF — Constantine the Philosopher University inralit

UMB — Matej Bel University in Banska Bystrica

Umeni Ostrava — Faculty of Fine Arts, Ostrava Ursity in Ostrava

Umeni TUKE - Faculty of Arts, Technical UniversidfKoSice

UPJS — Pavol Jozef Safarik University in KoSice

UVL — University of Veterinary Medicine in KoSice

VerSpr UJPS — Faculty of Public Administration, Blalozef Safarik University
VeterLek. UVL — University of Veterinary Medicina KoSice

VeterLek VetFarm Un — Faculty of Veterinary MedejrUniversity of Veterinary and
Pharmaceutical Science in Brno

VSZASPB - St. Elizabeth University of Health anctf@bSciences in Bratislava
VSMU — Academy of Music and Performing Arts in Bsiva

VSVU — Academy of Fine Arts and Design in Bratislav

VyrTech TUKE — Faculty of Manufacturing Technologji@echnical University of KoSice in
PreSov

VytvarUm AU — Faculty of Fine Arts, Academy of Arts

WoK — Web of Knowledge

Zahrad. SPU — Faculty of Horticulture and Landsdapgineering, Slovak University of
Agriculture

Zdravotnicka PU — Faculty of Health, PreSov Uniugrs

Zdravotnictva KU — Faculty of Health, Catholic Uargity

ZdravSoc TTU — Faculty of Health and Social Workpdva University

Zemedel JU CesBud — Faculty of Agriculture, Univtgref South Bohemia in eské Budjovice
U — ilina University in ilina
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