ACL Reviewing Survey Results

This document contains a series of graphs of responses to part of the ACL reviewing survey. Analysis
of the free text responses has been completed separately and can be found at https://www.cis.lmu.
de/~hs/acl22/panel/survey.html.
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1 Results for Questions

This section presents results of the questions with multiple-choice answers. Every question had to be
answered. Five options were given: Strongly Support, Support, Oppose, Strongly Oppose, No Opinion.

We present the results in two ways. First, the counts of each question, with a horizontal bar chart where
blue is support, red is oppose, grey is no opinion, and strongly is indicated by a darker shade.

Second, another visualisation for cases where a set of questions were related (e.g., four options related
to tracks). We count how many times each set of responses occurred (e.g., how many people said Support
for the first question, and Oppose for the other three). For this visualisation we do not consider the
’Strongly’ distinction. In the labels, a plus sign indicates support, a minus sign indicates oppose, and a
space or underscore indicates no opinion. The left-to-right pattern of symbols indicates answers to the
questions in the first figure top-to-bottom. Patterns given by fewer than five people are not shown.
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1.1 Rolling Review and Infrastructure

This question asked for respondents to provide their opinion on overall approaches to reviewing. Each
respondent provided three answers, one for each statement. Note that there were no constraints on how
people responded, for example, they could respond "Strongly Support" to all three. The labels on the left
of the second figure (e.g., "Support all") are our interpretation of each answer.

Il Strongly Oppose Support No Opinion
Oppose Il Strongly Support
Keep rolling review and an integrated reviewing 282 48
system, with improvements / modifications
Do not keep rolling review, but do have an 275

integrated reviewing system, with improvements / 264 132
modifications

Do not keep rolling review or an integrated 131

reviewing system 285
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Support all (+ + +)

Support infrastructure with or without RR (+ + -)
Prefer RR and infrastructure (+ + )

Support RR only (+ - -)

Support RR, no opinion on infrastucture alone (+ _-)
Support RR, but no opinion on others (+ _ )

Oppose RR, support either infrastructure or not (- + +)
Support only a shared infrastructure (- + -)

Oppose RR, support shared infrastructure (- + )
Support decentralised only (- - +)

Oppose all (- - -)

Oppose RR, no opinion on others (- _ )

Support infrastructure, no opinion on RR (_ + -)
Support infrastructure, no opnion otherwise (_ + )

No opinion forall (_ _ )




1.2 Review Use

These questions asked for opinions about how reviews should be used. Again, respondents provided four

opinions, one per statement.

Il Strongly Oppose Support No Opinion
Oppose Bl Strongly Support
Return to a system where reviews and meta-reviews 199 128
are written and used for just one conference 292
Use a rolling review system for reviews, but not 309
meta-reviews (which would then be handled by an 206 165
Area Chair within the conference)
Use a rolling review system for reviews and meta-
reviews, with explicit instructions to write them 335 158
as if this paper is being considered for one of 179
the major conferences
Use ARR as originally designed, where reviews and 238
meta-reviews discuss strengths and weaknesses of 148 239 134
papers without a specific venue in mind
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1.3 Tracks

These questions asked for opinions about the use of tracks or related mechanisms. Again, respondents

provided four opinions, one per statement, with no constraints on their pattern of answers.

If a rolling-review system continues, introduce
tracks. Authors specify a track, each track has
associated Senior Action Editors and Action

Authors do not specify a track, but introduce
Senior Action Editors and have each Action
Editor handling papers for a single Senior Action

Authors specify a track, which is used to inform
assignments, but do not have a strict structure.

No tracks, but try to improve reviewer assignment
(either with better automatic matching or better
processes for action editors).
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1.4 Other Questions

These are all the other opinion questions in the survey.

ACL should support the reviewing infrastructure by
paying for 1 Full-Time Equivalent employee.

If ARR is continued, it should focus on the major
ACL conferences (ACL, AACL, EACL, NAACL, EMNLP)
for now, though workshops may choose to accept
reviews from ARR.

The review cycle (time from submission to
receiving reviews and meta-reviews) should be 8
weeks, with a fair amount of discretion to suit
timing of conferences.

Have a commitment deadline following every review
cycle. Conferences can choose to have two
commitment dates.

It should be easy to ask for a new set of
reviewers when submitting a revised paper.

It should be easy to ask for a new Action Editor
when submitting a revised paper.

Keep 4 reviewers per paper until on-time
completion rates improve

Extend the functionality of the ARR infrastructure
(e.g. to require that someone who submits more
papers has to sign up for more reviews).

At least one reviewer for every paper should be a
senior reviewer.

No two reviewers for a paper should be from the
same research group.

Develop mentoring for both reviewers and action
editors

Allow papers to be committed to a conference even
if there are missing reviews or meta-reviews.

By default, authors sign up to be considered for
reviewing assignments. They must opt-out if they
are unable to review.

HE Strongly Oppose Support No Opinion
Oppose Emm Strongly Support
304 195
397 89
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314 142
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Yes 750

Not Sure ¥ 56

Decline to answer 2

(a) ACL Member

Africaq 2
Asia 221

Central and South America{4

Europe 330
Middle East{ 15
North America 282

Oceania{ 13

Decline to Answer{ 8

(c) Region

PhD Student

Postdoc

Early Career Faculty
Early Career Industry
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Senior Industry
Other

Decline to Answerq{ 3
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(b) Career Stage

Man

Non-Binary{ 2

Queerl

Woman

Decline to answer

304

438

(d) Gender

Figure 1: General demographic information about respondents.

2 Demographics

This section provides a summary of responses to the demographics questions.
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3 Questions with Substantial Variations in Answer Distributions

There may be important variations in opinion between different demographic subgroups. To identify these,
we considered several ways of splitting the data collected. In each case, we compared responses from the
group with the rest of the responses’

» Experience as an author for ARR

» Experience as a reviewer for ARR

» Experience as an author and reviewer for ARR

» Experience as an action editor for ARR

» Experience as a reviewer for conferences or ARR
» Experience as an SAC or PC

* Senior, defined as respondents who have reviewed for at least 6 conferences, taken on some sort of
senior role (AC, AE, SAC, PC), and are not PhD students or postdocs.

* Late career, either senior faculty or senior industry
e PhD students

* Industry, either early or senior

* Location is North Amercia

* Location is Europe

* Location is Asia

¢ Men and women

For each comparison, for each question, we measured (1) the 1; and 1> distances between the distri-
butions, and (2) the difference in overall support percentage. The top 20 cases for each metric were
selected. Many of these overlapped, giving the 33 cases shown below. These 33 questions come from all
subgroupings except (a) action editors, and (b) industry.

Each graph below shows the questions from one group comparison. For each question, we show the
answer distribution for the group and for the rest of the responses.

'One exception is the gender based comparison. We only compare men with women. This comparison does not consider
people who identify in other ways (as there were only three such responses), and people who did not provide a response.



HEEm Strongly Oppose Support No Opinion
Oppose HEE Strongly Support

Allow papers to be committed to a conference even
if there are missing reviews or meta-reviews. -
Other

41

Allow papers to be committed to a conference even
if there are missing reviews or meta-reviews. -
ARR Author

99

Use ARR as originally designed, where reviews and
meta-reviews discuss strengths and weaknesses of
papers without a specific venue in mind - Other
Use ARR as originally designed, where reviews and
meta-reviews discuss strengths and weaknesses of
papers without a specific venue in mind - ARR
Author

38
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This graph considers respondents who have authored papers submitted through ARR. Their overall
support for being able to submit without all reviews or the meta-review is 15% higher than respondents
without experience as an author. On whether reviews should be written without a certain venue in mind,
there is a shift from no opinion (—9%) and oppose (—6%) to support (+10%) and strongly oppose (+8%).

H Strongly Oppose Support No Opinion
Oppose mmm Strongly Support

Use ARR as originally designed, where reviews and 52 106
meta-reviews discuss strengths and weaknesses of
papers without a specific venue in mind - Not an 41 76

ARR reviewer

Use ARR as originally designed, where reviews and 64 132
meta-reviews discuss strengths and weaknesses of

papers without a specific venue in mind - ARR 107 163
Reviewer

65

69

100 200 300 0 100

o

This graph considers respondents who have been a reviewer for ARR. On whether reviews should be
written without a certain venue in mind, there is a shift from no opinion (—6%), support (—7%), and
strongly support (—3%) to oppose (+8%) and strongly oppose (+8%).

HE Strongly Oppose Support No Opinion
Oppose N Strongly Support

Use ARR as originally designed, where reviews and 70 117
meta-reviews discuss strengths and weaknesses of 74
papers without a specific venue in mind - Other 43 102

Use ARR as originally designed, where reviews and 46 121
meta-reviews discuss strengths and weaknesses of

papers without a specific venue in mind - ARR 105 137
Reviewer and Author

60

100 200 300 0 100
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This graph considers respondents who have been an author and reviewer for ARR. The same trend
occurs here, a shift from no opinion (—5%), support (—3%), and strongly support (—7%) to oppose (+4%)
and strongly oppose (+12%).



Hm Strongly Oppose Support No Opinion
Oppose HEEE Strongly Support

ACL should support the reviewing infrastructure by
paying for 1 Full-Time Equivalent employee. - Not
a reviewer

43

ACL should support the reviewing infrastructure by 330 234
paying for 1 Full-Time Equivalent employee. -

Reviewer

82

Use ARR as originally designed, where reviews and
meta-reviews discuss strengths and weaknesses of
papers without a specific venue in mind - Not a
reviewer

Use ARR as originally designed, where reviews and
meta-reviews discuss strengths and weaknesses of
papers without a specific venue in mind - Reviewer

40

94
201

If a rolling-review system continues, introduce
tracks. Authors specify a track, each track has
associated Senior Action Editors and Action
Editors. - Not a reviewer

If a rolling-review system continues, introduce
tracks. Authors specify a track, each track has
associated Senior Action Editors and Action
Editors. - Reviewer

55

109

Do not keep rolling review, but do have an
integrated reviewing system, with improvements /
modifications - Not a reviewer

46

Do not keep rolling review, but do have an 222
integrated reviewing system, with improvements /

modifications - Reviewer

86

Keep rolling review and an integrated reviewing
system, with improvements / modifications - Not a
reviewer

23

Keep rolling review and an integrated reviewing 222
system, with improvements / modifications -

Reviewer

25

Use a rolling review system for reviews, but not
meta-reviews (which would then be handled by an
Area Chair within the conference) - Not a reviewer

56

Use a rolling review system for reviews, but not 252
meta-reviews (which would then be handled by an

Area Chair within the conference) - Reviewer

Extend the functionality of the ARR infrastructure
(e.g. to require that someone who submits more
papers has to sign up for more reviews). - Not a
reviewer

Extend the functionality of the ARR infrastructure
(e.g. to require that someone who submits more
papers has to sign up for more reviews). -
Reviewer

41

91

Have a commitment deadline following every review
cycle. Conferences can choose to have two
commitment dates. - Not a reviewer

42

Have a commitment deadline following every review
cycle. Conferences can choose to have two
commitment dates. - Reviewer
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This graph considers respondents who have been a reviewer for either a conference or ARR. Most of
these questions had shifts in the level of support, but the same overall trend in the distribution of answers.
Exceptions are: (1) reviews should not be venue specific, which had 15% higher strongly oppose and 9%
higher oppose, leading to more opposition than support, (2) greater support for an integrated reviewing
system (12% higher).



Keep 4 reviewers per paper until on-time
completion rates improve - Other

Keep 4 reviewers per paper until on-time
completion rates improve - SAC / PC

Extend the functionality of the ARR infrastructure
(e.g. to require that someone who submits more
papers has to sign up for more reviews). - Other

Extend the functionality of the ARR infrastructure
(e.g. to require that someone who submits more
papers has to sign up for more reviews). - SAC /
PC

Use ARR as originally designed, where reviews and
meta-reviews discuss strengths and weaknesses of
papers without a specific venue in mind - Other

Use ARR as originally designed, where reviews and
meta-reviews discuss strengths and weaknesses of
papers without a specific venue in mind - SAC / PC
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This graph considers respondents who have been a senior area chair or a program chair. In the first two
questions, respondents with SAC and PC experience split more evenly between support and opposition.
The third shows a trend with much higher opposition (strongly oppose is 14% higher).

Keep 4 reviewers per paper until on-time
completion rates improve - Junior

Keep 4 reviewers per paper until on-time
completion rates improve - Senior

ACL should support the reviewing infrastructure by
paying for 1 Full-Time Equivalent employee. -
Junior

ACL should support the reviewing infrastructure by
paying for 1 Full-Time Equivalent employee. -
Senior

Use ARR as originally designed, where reviews and
meta-reviews discuss strengths and weaknesses of
papers without a specific venue in mind - Junior

Use ARR as originally designed, where reviews and
meta-reviews discuss strengths and weaknesses of
papers without a specific venue in mind - Senior
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This graph considers respondents who are a senior member of the community: reviewed for at least 6
conferences, taken on some sort of senior role (AC, AE, SAC, PC), and are not PhD students or postdocs.
The patterns for the first and third questions here are the same as in the previous figure. The idea of ACL
support for ARR has a shift in two directions, with strong support higher by 15% and strong opposition

higher by 2%.
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papers has to sign up for more reviews). - Other
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This graph considers respondents who are either senior faculty or senior industry. This group had higher
opposition to this question (—14% overall support).
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if there are missing reviews or meta-reviews. -
Other
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if there are missing reviews or meta-reviews. -
Student
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Extend the functionality of the ARR infrastructure
(e.g. to require that someone who submits more
papers has to sign up for more reviews). - Other
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papers has to sign up for more reviews). - Student
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This graph considers respondents who are PhD students. Both questions had higher overall support. In
the first, this was almost entirely due to higher strong support.
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paying for 1 Full-Time Equivalent employee. - 92
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ACL should support the reviewing infrastructure by 76
paying for 1 Full-Time Equivalent employee. - 33
North America
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This graph considers respondents whose location is North America. The differences are similar to those
in the graph for senior community members.
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This graph considers respondents whose location is Europe. Both questions show lower overall support
by 13%, which in the second case means there is more opposition than support.
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ACL should support the reviewing infrastructure by 326 201
paying for 1 Full-Time Equivalent employee. -

Other

82

ACL should support the reviewing infrastructure by

43
paying for 1 Full-Time Equivalent employee. - Asia

Use ARR as originally designed, where reviews and
meta-reviews discuss strengths and weaknesses of
papers without a specific venue in mind - Other

99
189

Use ARR as originally designed, where reviews and
meta-reviews discuss strengths and weaknesses of
papers without a specific venue in mind - Asia

35

By default, authors sign up to be considered for
reviewing assignments. They must opt-out if they
are unable to review. - Other

62

By default, authors sign up to be considered for
reviewing assignments. They must opt-out if they
are unable to review. - Asia

45

Return to a system where reviews and meta-reviews
are written and used for just one conference -
Other

86
235

Return to a system where reviews and meta-reviews
are written and used for just one conference -
Asia

42

Keep 4 reviewers per paper until on-time 298

completion rates improve - Other 120

Keep 4 reviewers per paper until on-time

. h . 32
completion rates improve - Asia

Have a commitment deadline following every review
cycle. Conferences can choose to have two
commitment dates. - Other

182

Have a commitment deadline following every review
cycle. Conferences can choose to have two
commitment dates. - Asia
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This graph considers respondents whose location is Asia. In most questions, the overall trend in
opinions is the same. The exceptions are the second and fourth questions, where the higher overall support
(12-13%) is enough to change the majority opinion.
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reviewing assignments. They must opt-out if they
are unable to review. - Woman

By default, authors sign up to be considered for 132
reviewing assignments. They must opt-out if they
are unable to review. - Man
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This graph considers respondents who are men and women. Note, this figure does not include all
responses (unlike the ones above). It does not consider people who identify in other ways as there were
only three such responses. It does not include respondents who chose not to answer the question about
gender. The overall opinion is similar in both questions. In the first, women have higher overall support
(+10%) and fewer no opinion answers (—9%). In the second, women have lower overall support (—13%).
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