Inclusiveness in Russian NLP conferences

Author ReVIEWEr

means the authors do not know the names of

the reviewers, and the reviewers do not know the names of the
authors.

This is pretty standard for all top-tier international CL/NLP
conferences.
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the reviewers, and the reviewers do not know the names of the
authors.
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Inclusiveness in Russian NLP conferences

Why do we use double-blind reviewing?

» Humans are subjective (consciously or unconsciously);

v

If authors are not anonymized, the reviewers' decisions are
inevitably biased [Tomkins et al., 2017]:
» papers by well-known authors are accepted 1.5 times more
often,

» papers by well-known companies are accepted 2 times more
often,

» papers with a female first author are accepted 20% less often.

» Anonymization is not ideal...

v

but it allows to significantly alleviate this bias,

» and as a result make the scientific program more diverse, and
the conference itself more inclusive.
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» Humans are subjective (consciously or unconsciously);
> If authors are not anonymized, the reviewers' decisions are
inevitably biased [Tomkins et al., 2017]:
> papers by well-known authors are accepted 1.5 times more
often,
> papers by well-known companies are accepted 2 times more
often,
» papers with a female first author are accepted 20% less often.

» Anonymization is not ideal...
> but it allows to significantly alleviate this bias,

» and as a result make the scientific program more diverse, and
the conference itself more inclusive.
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Russian NLP conferences try to keep up with that

» AIST switched completely to double-blind reviewing starting
from 2017,

» Dialogue did the same starting from 2019.
We (Irina Nikishina and Andrey Kutuzov) set to find out whether
this changed anything in terms of inclusiveness.

» Did the number of female authors increased?

» Did the number of ‘non-centrally located’ authors increased?
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Data from the RusNLP project
http://nlp.rusvectores.org/

...plus fresh numbers from 2019
Gender and geography annotated manually, based on authors’
names and affiliations.
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Data from the RusNLP project
http://nlp.rusvectores.org/
...plus fresh numbers from 2019
Gender and geography annotated manually, based on authors’
names and affiliations.

» ‘Center’ is Moscow, Saint-Petersburg and foreign countries,

» ‘Province’ is everything else.
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Gender distribution

Gender distribution among Dialogue authors
from 2000 to 2019
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» Difference: -12

Dialogue females

> Average yearly percentage:
43 (before double blind)
55 (after double blind)
Difference: +12
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Gender distribution

Dialogue males

> Average yearly percentage:
» 57 (before double blind)

» 45 (after double blind)

» Difference: -12

Dialogue females

> Average yearly percentage:
» 43 (before double blind)

» 55 (after double blind)

» Difference: +12

Naively comparing with the standard deviation before 2019: 5
The difference seems significant: more female authors.



Gender distribution

Gender distribution among AIST authors
from 2012 to 2019
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Gender distribution

AIST males

> Average yearly percentage:
» 69 (before double blind)
» 69 (after double blind)

» Difference: 0

AIST females

> Average yearly percentage:
» 31 (before double blind)

» 31 (after double blind)

» Difference: 0

Welch T-test: Ttest_indResult(statistic=-0.08, pvalue=0.94)
No difference.



Location distribution

City distribution among Dialogue authors
from 2000 to 2019
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Location distribution
Dialogue Center

» Average yearly percentage:
» 89 (before double blind)

» 98 (after double blind)

» Difference: +9

Dialogue Province

> Average yearly percentage:
» 11 (before double blind)

» 2 (after double blind)

» Difference: -9

Naively comparing with the standard deviation before 2019: 4
The difference seems significant (although in an unexpected
direction: more ‘central’ authors).



Location distribution

City distribution among AIST authors

from 2012 to 2019
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AIST Center
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Location distribution

AIST Center

> Average yearly percentage:
» 79 (before double blind)

» 56 (after double blind)

» Difference: -23

AIST Province

> Average yearly percentage:
» 21 (before double blind)

» 44 (after double blind)

» Difference: +23

Welch T-test: Ttest_indResult(statistic=2.48, pvalue=0.048)
Significantly more ‘non-central’ authors!
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Summary of changes after introducing double-blind reviewing
» Significant increase in the number of ‘non-central’ authors for
AIST

» Significant increase in the number of female authors for
Dialogue

» Significant decrease in the number of ‘non-central’ authors for
Dialogue (777)

» No changes in gender distribution for AIST.

NB: for Dialogue, we rely on only one year after the introduction of
double-blind reviewing (2019).

FOOD FOR
THO UGHT

We welcome everyone, by the way :-)



