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3710 Papers in ACL Anthology
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Table 4:A few early citations compare favorably to most
venues. Early citations are based on first year after
publication; scores (h, 1) are based on 4th year after
pub. Note ArXiv is better than PubMed in terms of p.

Table 1:Citation counts for a few ACL papers eRobustness: Results were replicated

over types of papers and pub. dates.

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021
Data: 3710 ACL Papers Pub. in 2016 .
2016 1.00 080 066 056 051  0.47 Constructive Proposal
2017 080 1.00 092 085 081  0.75
2018 066 092 100 098 094  0.88 Challenges for Peer-Reviewing:
2019 056 085 098 1.00 098  0.93
2020 051 081 094 098 1.00  0.98 Too many submissions and too few qualified reviewers
2021 04r 0.5 088 093 098 — L00 He (ne proposed alternative reviewing process:
Data: 1,026,798 PubMed Papers Pub. in 2016
2016 1.00 0.77 064 055 050 045 oAuthors post papers on ArXiv
2017 077 100 090 082 075  0.68 , L ,
2018 064 090 100 094 089  0.83 o Papers qualify for review if cited or nominated
2019 055 082 094 100 094  0.90 . . . L.
2020 | 050 075 080 004 100 005 Qualifications for nominators: prof. (or equiv. in industry)
2021 0.45 0.68 083 090 095  1.00 Nominations include suggestions for reviewers as well as a promise to

Table 2: It is easy to predict citations for a paper
in year ¢ from citations in year j These cor (p)
are based on Table 1. For papers pub. in
2016, we compute a vector of citations they
had in year ¢ and another vector for citations
in year 7. p is large, especially when 7 =~ J.

review four papers per nomination

e Reviewers should be familiar with submission, e.g., someone suggested in
a nomination or an author that cited the submission
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