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Abstract

The recent surge of language models (LMs)
has rapidly expanded NLP/AI research, driving
an exponential rise in submissions and accep-
tances at major conferences. Yet this growth
has been shadowed by escalating concerns over
conference quality, e.g., plagiarism, reviewer
inexperience and collusive bidding. However,
existing studies rely largely on qualitative ac-
counts (e.g., expert interviews, social media
discussions, etc.), lacking longitudinal empir-
ical evidence. To fill this gap, we conduct a
ten-year empirical study (2014–2024) spanning
seven leading conferences. We build a four-
dimensional bibliometric framework covering
conference scale, core citation statistics,impact
dispersion, cross-venue and journal influence,
etc. Notably, we further propose a metric Qual-
ity–Quantity Elasticity (QQE), which measures
the elasticity of citation growth relative to ac-
ceptance growth. Our findings show that ML
venues sustain dominant and stable impact,
NLP venues undergo widening stratification
with mixed expansion efficiency, and AI venues
exhibit structural decline. This study provides
the first decade-long, cross-venue empirical ev-
idence on the evolution of major NLP/AI con-
ferences1.

1 Introduction

The rapid evolution of language modeling, pro-
gressing from neural language models to large lan-
guage models (LLMs), has brought NLP research
to global prominence and substantially increased
both the size of the research community and the aca-
demic weight of conference publications (Naveed
et al., 2025). Consequently, submissions and accep-
tances at major NLP and AI conferences have risen
exponentially. For example, the ACL main confer-
ence grew from 692 long-paper submissions and
173 acceptances in 2015 to 4,407 submissions and

1All code and processed datasets will be released upon
publication to ensure full reproducibility.

Figure 1: Annual submissions and acceptances across
major NLP/AI conferences from 2014 to 2024.

865 acceptances in 2024, with an increase of 536%
and 400%, respectively (Ku et al., 2024). Sim-
ilar trajectories are observed in EMNLP, AAAI,
NeurIPS, and others, as shown in Fig. 1. While this
large-scale expansion reflects the vitality of NLP
research, it also raises new challenges for academic
governance and quality control.

While this expansion reflects the vitality of the
NLP research, it also introduces new challenges
for academic governance and quality assurance.
Recent years have seen increasing reports of pla-
giarism, excessive emphasis on storytelling over
science. At the same time, the peer-review sys-
tem shows signs of strain, including collusive bid-
ding, reviewer overload and the rising involvement
of inexperienced or insufficiently trained review-
ers. Well-known controversies, such as the “Who’s
Adam?”2, the AAAI bid-group coordination inci-
dent3, and the community’s satirical nickname for
ICLR (I Can pay the biLl foR you)4, have further
amplified skepticism toward the fairness and ro-
bustness of peer review. An increasing number of
researchers are beginning to question whether tradi-

2A NeurIPS 2025 review mistakenly treats the Adam opti-
mizer as a person’s name.

3A private group of authors and reviewers allegedly coor-
dinated their bid selections.

4The ICLR incident involving a score-0 review and the
author publicly accusing the reviewer of being “mentally ill”
and offering to pay for treatment.
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tional major conferences still represent the genuine
frontier of technical and theoretical progress.

Existing studies approach this issue through two
limited perspectives: (1) analytical work on peer-
review mechanisms (Rogers and Augenstein, 2020;
Wei et al., 2025), and (2) publication-ranking analy-
ses based on citation counts (Croft and Sack, 2022).
In addition, qualitative investigations, such as ex-
pert interviews, case analyses, and social media
discourse5 also provide valuable insights. How-
ever, they neither conduct longitudinal, cross-venue
quantitative analyses nor develop a unified metric
for linking scale expansion with shifts in schol-
arly impact. Consequently, debates on whether
top-conference quality is declining remains largely
anecdotal and speculative.

To fill this gap, we compile the complete long-
paper dataset from seven leading NLP/AI confer-
ences, i.e., ACL, EMNLP, NAACL, AAAI, IJCAI,
ICLR nd NeurIPS, covering the years 2014 to 2024
and totaling 60,219 long papers. We develop a
four-dimensional bibliometric framework compris-
ing: conference scale (e.g., annual paper growth
rate), scholarly influence (e.g., median citations,
H-index), cross-venue/journal citation patterns
(e.g., top-conference citation share) and Quality–
Quantity Elasticity (QQE), yielding 14 indicators
in total. The QQE is proposed to quantify the elas-
ticity of scholarly-impact growth relative to accep-
tance growth, enabling the detection of potential
“inflated prosperity” in conference expansion.

Empirical results show that: (1) ACL maintains
stable advantages in median citations and broad
cross-venue citation coverage, indicating that its
baseline influence within the community remains
strong; (2) however, ACL increasingly lags behind
ICLR and NeurIPS in the proportion of highly cited
papers, citation-growth dynamics, and QQE, reveal-
ing its relative weakness in producing high-impact
research and converting scale growth into schol-
arly influence; and (3) time-series analysis reveals
a clear decoupling trend in recent years, in which
ACL’s scale continues to expand while its relative
scholarly impact declines. Our work makes the
following main contributions:

• We provide the first ten-year quantitative anal-
ysis across seven major NLP/AI conferences.

• We propose QQE, an elasticity-based metric

5https://yoshuabengio.org/2020/02/26/time-to-rethink-
the-publication-process-in-machine-learning/

linking acceptance growth to citation-impact
growth.

• We analyze ACL as a focal case and identify
a clear decoupling between scale expansion
and scholarly impact.

2 Related Work

2.1 Bibliometric Studies on Conference
Quality

The fundamental role of conferences in computer
science was formally emphasized in the 1999 Best
Practices Memo issued by the U.S. Computing Re-
search Association (CRA), which articulated the
importance of conference publications in promo-
tion and tenure evaluation6. Since then, conference
quality study has become an independent research
topic. Evaluations of conference prestige influ-
ence researchers’ submission strategies and play a
central role in decisions related to funding alloca-
tion, project review, faculty hiring, promotion, and
tenure (Vrettas and Sanderson, 2015).

Most existing quantitative methods follow jour-
nal bibliometrics and rely on citation-based indica-
tors, such as citation counts (Mohammad, 2020),
H-index (Zhang, 2011), CiteScore (Meho, 2019),
the Y-factor (Hayes and Rohe, 2025), and machine-
learning or deep-learning–based prediction mod-
els (Iqbal et al., 2021; Chen et al., 2018), etc., to
rank conferences. Despite these approaches offer
objective comparisons across venues, they rarely
examine the long-term evolution of individual con-
ferences, especially in the rapidly expanding and
highly volatile NLP/AI landscape.

A second line of work investigates conference
mechanisms, focusing on peer-review reliabil-
ity (Rogers and Augenstein, 2020), the effective-
ness of rebuttal (Kuznetsov et al., 2019), and the
potential use of AI to improve review quality (Wei
et al., 2025). Although such studies highlight in-
stitutional challenges in conference governance,
they typically lack cross-year and cross-venue anal-
yses. A smaller set of works leverages citation
analysis to study interdisciplinary influence (Wahle
et al., 2023), or to map research trends and top-
ical evolution within NLP conferences (Michael
et al., 2023). These contributions provide valu-
able but fragmented insights and do not establish
a comprehensive framework for assessing whether

6https://cra.org/resources/best-practice-memos
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Conference No. of Papers Citations

ACL 4,894 445,025
EMNLP 7,110 627,400
NAACL 2,541 302,823
AAAI 12,795 726,448
IJCAI 6,607 250,999
ICLR 7,645 1,664,624
NeurIPS 18,627 2,251,110

Total 60,219 6,268,429

Table 1: Paper and citation statistics.

conference growth aligns with genuine scholarly
impact.

2.2 Expert- and Community-Based
Investigation

Expert-based ranking systems constitute another
important approach to evaluating conference qual-
ity. Such systems solicit evaluations from domain
experts to categorize conferences into qualitative
tiers. Representative examples include the CORE
conference rankings, Microsoft’s Academic Con-
ference Ratings (MSAR), and the CCF recommen-
dation list. Expert judgments leverage domain
knowledge and experience to differentiate confer-
ences at a coarse granularity. However, these sys-
tems exhibit well-known limitations: they may
be influenced by disciplinary bias, regional pref-
erences, local academic politics, and the limited
pool of qualified evaluators. Furthermore, they of-
fer limited insight into intra-tier differences or the
year-to-year evolution of individual conferences.

As major NLP/AI conferences face increas-
ing scrutiny, prominent researchers have voiced
concerns about submission policies, peer-review
reliability (Russo et al., 2025), and conference
culture through blogs, social media, and public
commentary7. Although such perspectives reflect
widespread community anxiety, they remain largely
experiential and subjective, and therefore lack the
empirical grounding needed to support generaliz-
able conclusions.

To address these gaps, we construct a decade-
long, cross-conference bibliometric framework
based on all long papers from seven leading
NLP/AI conferences (2014–2024), and propose the
QQE to quantify the relationship between confer-
ence scale growth and scholarly-impact dynamics.

7https://www.reddit.com/r/MachineLearning

3 Methodology

3.1 Data Acquisition

(1) Venue Selection. To capture the development
trajectory of major NLP venues while situating
them within the broader AI research ecosystem, we
focus on seven widely recognized top-tier confer-
ences: the core NLP venues ACL, EMNLP, and
NAACL; and the leading AI venues AAAI, IJCAI,
NeurIPS, and ICLR.

We restrict our analysis to main-track long pa-
pers. Findings papers, short papers, and workshop
papers are excluded to ensure cross-year and cross-
venue comparability.

(2) Temporal Scope: 2014–2024. Our anal-
ysis covers 2014–2024. Since ACL submission
volumes were essentially stable from 2009–2014,
e.g., 634 (2011), 571 (2012), 664 (2013), and 572
(2014), but began accelerating sharply in 2015
(692), 2014 provides a natural pre-expansion base-
line. The year 2024 is chosen as the endpoint to en-
sure complete and comparable proceedings across
all venues8.

(3) Data Sources. Because Google Scholar does
not provide an official API, partly due to licensing
restrictions associated with paywalled publishers,
we rely on the following high-quality sources:

• ACL Anthology: complete metadata for ACL
family conferences.

• Semantic Scholar: used as the primary
source of citation statistics due to its accuracy
and coverage. Notably, 99.3% of all papers
are successfully matched through Semantic
Scholar.

• OpenAlex: used only as a supplemental
source to fill missing entries, covering the re-
maining 0.7% (about 430 papers).

The paper titles are first collected directly from the
official websites of each conference. These titles
are matched using exact string matching combined
with venue and year constraints to minimize ambi-
guity.

(4) Data Cleaning and Consistency Check.
The data-cleaning process includes deduplication,
removal of incomplete metadata, normalization of
institution and author fields, and consolidation of
citation statistics for papers appearing across multi-
ple databases. These procedures are aligned with

8Up to October 2025.
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Figure 2: The proposed bibliometric framework.

best practices in bibliometric research (Waltman
and van Eck, 2012).

Finally, the dataset contains 60,219 long papers
across the seven conferences, with more than 6M
citation records, as shown in Tab. 1.

3.2 Multi-Dimensional Bibliometric
Framework

Prior studies typically rely on a single metric,
e.g., mean citations (Yang et al., 2018) or the H-
index (Zhang, 2011), etc., to evaluate conference in-
fluence. However, they cannot capture the complex
interaction between conference scale, scholarly im-
pact, and structural citation patterns. To address
this limitation, we develop a four-dimensional bib-
liometric framework that enables a more holistic
characterization of conference evolution, as shown
in Fig. 2.

(1) Scale Dimension. This dimension quanti-
fies the growth of each conference as a scholarly
venue. It includes three indicators: (i) publication
count (PC), the total number of accepted long pa-
pers, reflecting the venue’s output capacity; and
(ii) annual paper growth rate (APGR), the year-
over-year percentage increase in accepted papers,
which captures how rapidly a conference expands
in size. (iii) annual citation growth rate (ACGR),
the year-over-year percentage increase in total cita-
tions accumulated by papers from each conference.
ACGR quantifies the expansion of a venue’s accu-
mulated knowledge stock (Gilbert, 1978).

(2) Influence Dimension. To capture the mag-
nitude and distribution of scholarly influence, we
use six indicators: (i) average citations (AC) and
(ii) median citations (MC), representing central ten-
dencies of citation performance; (iii) highly cited
ratio (HCR) (share of papers with more than 100
citations), measuring the upper tail of impact; and

(iv) zero-cited ratio (ZCR), quantifying the share
of papers that never attracted citations; (v) H-index,
which reflect the concentration of highly influential
papers; (vi) milestone influence index (MII), defined
as the proportion of papers exceeding both an ab-
solute citation threshold (≥1000 citations)9 (Wang
et al., 2021) and a relative threshold (top 0.1% of
the annual citation distribution) (Wang et al., 2023).
These indicators jointly describe whether a venue’s
influence is broad-based or dominated by a small
subset of papers.

(3) Citation Structure Dimension. Beyond
the volume of citations, understanding where ci-
tations originate is essential for situating a venue
within the scholarly communication network. This
dimension includes: (i) top-conference citation
share (TCS), the proportion of citations coming
from leading peer venues, indicating recognition
among direct competitors; (ii) top-journal cita-
tion share (TJS), capturing uptake by high-impact
journals and interdisciplinary fields; and (iii) top-
conference citation coverage (TCC), defined as the
proportion of the venue’s papers that receive at
least one citation from a top conference, captur-
ing how broadly its publications penetrate the up-
per layer of the conference citation network. We
define top conferences as the union of CCF A-
level venues (widely used across Asia-Pacific) and
CORE A* venues (widely adopted in Australia,
Europe, and North America), providing a stan-
dardized and widely adopted benchmark. For top
journals, we use Nature and Science as represen-
tative elite journals, following prior scientometric
research (Ioannidis, 2006). These indicators reveal
how a venue’s knowledge diffuses across commu-
nities and whether its influence extends beyond its
immediate academic domain.

(4) Quality–Quantity Elasticity (QQE). Tradi-
tional bibliometric indicators provide static snap-
shots of scale or impact, but they do not reveal
whether a conference’s growth in publication vol-
ume is accompanied by proportional gains in schol-
arly influence. The core question in the current
debate on conference quality is precisely whether
rapid expansion is supported by equally rapid dif-
fusion of knowledge. To measure this dynamic
coupling, we introduce Quality–Quantity Elas-

9There is no universally accepted definition of a scientific
milestone, but most studies that attempt to identify milestone
contributions fall within the scientometrics literature, where
citation-based indicators are commonly used as primary prox-
ies.
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ticity (QQE), grounded in scientific growth the-
ory (Aghion et al., 1998).

Scientific growth theory conceptualizes research
output as a knowledge stock, while citations repre-
sent spillover, diffusion, and recombination within
the scientific ecosystem. Under this framework,
an efficient conference should exhibit propor-
tional—or even superlinear—growth in citation-
based influence relative to its expansion in accepted
papers, since a larger knowledge stock is expected
to generate greater spillover effects.

Motivated by this perspective, we define QQE as

QQE =
citation growth rate

acceptance growth rate
. (1)

Interpreting QQE. Because acceptance growth
(B) may be positive or negative, we interpret QQE
based on the semantic direction of change rather
than the raw sign of A/B. Specifically:

• A > 0, B > 0 (both increasing): QQE ≥ 1
indicates that citation influence scales at least
proportionally with conference growth; QQE
< 1 suggests potential dilution.

• A < 0, B > 0 (citations down, scale up):
Always interpreted as dilution (QQE < 0).

• A > 0, B < 0 (citations up, scale down):
Reflects quality concentration. QQE is treated
as a positive value using |A/B|.

• A < 0, B < 0 (both decreasing): QQE is
positive if acceptance shrinks faster (|B| >
|A|), and negative if citation influence shrinks
faster (|A| > |B|).

This multi-dimensional framework offers three
benefits: (1) it captures scale, impact level, and
citation-network position in a unified scheme; (2)
it supports longitudinal tracking of how these prop-
erties evolve; and (3) it enables assessing whether
growth reflects substantive influence rather than
numerical expansion.

3.3 Analytical Method
We adopt a combined cross-conference and longi-
tudinal analytical design.

(1) Cross-Conference Comparison. We com-
pute the ten-year averages of fourteen bibliometric
indicators for ACL, EMNLP, NAACL, AAAI, IJ-
CAI, ICLR, and NeurIPS. This provides a macro-
level snapshot of each venue’s overall scale, cita-
tion performance, impact distribution, citation com-

position, and growth efficiency (QQE). The anal-
ysis characterizes the long-term static landscape
of major NLP/AI conferences and their relative
positions.

(2) Longitudinal Evolution Analysis. We then
track year-to-year changes using a one-year compu-
tation window, focusing on five core dynamic indi-
cators: average and median citations (AC, MC), the
proportions of highly cited and zero-cited papers
(HCR, ZCR), QQE, milestone influence (MII), and
within-NLP comparisons among ACL, EMNLP,
and NAACL. This longitudinal component exam-
ines the temporal evolution of citation levels, im-
pact distribution, and growth efficiency across the
seven venues over the past decade, revealing the
shifts in their developmental trajectories.

3.4 Normalization Controls

Because the selected conferences differ substan-
tially in scale (with AI/ML venues typically accept-
ing far more papers than NLP ones), raw impact
indicators can systematically favor larger venues.
To make fair comparisons, we apply two normaliza-
tion controls to adjust for differences in publication
volume.

(1) Normalized H-index. The conventional H-
index increases with the number of publications,
which means that larger conferences tend to obtain
higher H-indices simply due to their scale. To miti-
gate this bias, we compute a normalized H-index:

Norm-H =
H-index

total publications
(2)

This ratio reflects the density of highly influen-
tial papers per accepted paper. A declining Norm-H
in the presence of growing conference size indi-
cates that the share of high-impact work does not
keep pace with expansion, suggesting potential di-
lution of impact.

(2) Gini Coefficient of Citation Distribution.
Citations in NLP/AI conferences typically follow a
long-tail pattern: a small number of papers receive
very high citation counts, while the vast majority
obtain few or none. As conference size increases,
this tail often becomes longer, inflating total cita-
tion counts without necessarily reflecting an im-
provement in overall paper quality.

Hence, we compute the annual Gini coefficient
of the citation distribution for each venue. For a
given year, let the citation counts of all papers be
sorted in ascending order:c1 ≤ c2 ≤ · · · ≤ cn,
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where n is the number of papers and µ is the mean
citation count. The Gini coefficient is computed as:

Gini =
1

nµ

n∑
i=1

(2i− n− 1) ci (3)

A value of 0 indicates a perfectly uniform distri-
bution in which all papers receive the same number
of citations, whereas values approaching 1 indi-
cate extreme concentration in a small number of
“blockbuster” papers.

4 Experiment

4.1 Main Results

We first summarize the major empirical patterns
observed across all seven conferences and all four
evaluation dimensions, as shown in Tab. 2.

Scale Dimension. NeurIPS and AAAI dominate
in volume: NeurIPS has by far the largest publi-
cation count (PC = 18,627), followed by AAAI
(12,795) and ICLR (7,645). Among NLP confer-
ences, EMNLP is the largest (7,110), ACL sits in
the mid-range (4,894), and NAACL is the small-
est (2,541). Annual paper growth (APGR) reveals
sharply different expansion regimes. ICLR shows
the most aggressive scale growth (APGR = 54.43),
well above NeurIPS (26.54), ACL (22.45), AAAI
(21.54), and EMNLP (20.69), whereas NAACL
(5.59) and IJCAI (5.16) have barely expanded
over the past decade. Citation growth (ACGR)
is also led by ICLR (61.72), with ACL (59.68) and
NAACL (58.16) forming a second tier. NeurIPS
(50.82), AAAI (52.37), and IJCAI (50.57) occupy
the middle range, while EMNLP shows the slowest
citation growth (43.46).

Impact Dimension. ICLR is clearly dominant
in per-paper citation impact, achieving the high-
est average citations (AC = 217.74) and median
citations (MC = 28). NeurIPS (AC = 120.85) and
NAACL (AC = 119.17) form the next tier, with
NAACL’s performance being particularly notable
given its small size. ACL’s citation levels (AC =
90.93, MC = 26) are moderate: it clearly outper-
forms EMNLP (AC = 88.24, MC = 17) and AAAI
(56.78, 15), while remaining substantially below
ICLR and NeurIPS. IJCAI exhibits the weakest cita-
tion performance overall (AC = 37.99, MC = 12).

For the head of the distribution, ICLR again
leads with the highest highly-cited ratio (HCR =
24.21%), followed by ACL (18.92%), NeurIPS
(15.24%), and NAACL (14.05%). EMNLP

(12.91%), AAAI (9.96%), and especially IJCAI
(6.81%) contribute comparatively fewer highly
cited papers. On the other side, NeurIPS has the
lowest zero-cited ratio (ZCR = 5.76%), closely fol-
lowed by AAAI (6.02%) and ACL (6.07%). ICLR
(6.61%) and NAACL (8.34%) lie in the middle. In
contrast, EMNLP and IJCAI has the highest share
of zero-cited work (9.31% and 10.46%), indicating
a long tail of low-impact papers.

In terms of absolute H-index, NeurIPS is the
most influential (H = 550), followed by ICLR (480),
AAAI (311), ACL (285), EMNLP (277), IJCAI
(191), and NAACL (179). When normalized by
venue size, however, the ranking changes. NAACL
achieves the highest normalized H-index (Norm-H
= 7.04), with ICLR (6.28) and ACL (5.82) also
showing dense concentrations of influential work.
EMNLP (3.90), IJCAI (2.89), NeurIPS (2.95), and
especially AAAI (2.43) have much lower Norm-
H values, suggesting that their high absolute H-
indices are substantially driven by volume rather
than per-paper impact density. The Milestone
Influence Index (MII) presents a similar picture:
ICLR is the clear leader (MII = 2.85), followed by
NeurIPS (1.56) and ACL (1.04). EMNLP (0.98)
and NAACL (0.91) contribute a modest number of
landmark papers, while AAAI (0.55) and partic-
ularly IJCAI (0.29) contribute comparatively few
breakthrough works.

Citation Structure Dimension. ACL stands
out in terms of structural integration within the
top-conference network. It attains the highest top-
conference citation share (TCS = 27.53) and the
highest top-conference citation coverage (TCC =
86.88), indicating that a large fraction of ACL pa-
pers are cited by other leading venues and that these
citations form a substantial share of its overall im-
pact. EMNLP (TCS = 22.86, TCC = 79.48) and
NAACL (18.29, 83.27) also show strong integra-
tion into the top-conference citation graph, where
AAAI (16.22, 75.62) and IJCAI (16.40, 69.37)
have more limited penetration. ICLR and NeurIPS
have the lowest TCS values (12.54 and 12.49), and
only moderate TCC (78.57 and 70.50), suggesting
that a smaller fraction of their citations come from,
and are distributed across, peer top conferences.

Top-journal citation share (TJS) presents a com-
plementary pattern: AI conferences tend to dom-
inate in uptake by general high-impact journals.
AAAI achieves the highest TJS (5.59), closely fol-
lowed by IJCAI (5.58) and NeurIPS (5.51), with
ICLR also strong (5.10). In contrast, ACL (4.26),
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Table 2: Comparison of major NLP/AI conferences across four dimensions. Bold indicates the highest value, and
underlined indicate the lowest value. Abbreviations: PC = Publication Count; APGR = Annual Paper Growth
Rate; ACGR = Annual Citation Growth Rate; AC = Average Citations; MC = Median Citations; HCR = Highly-
Cited Ratio; ZCR = Zero-Cited Ratio; H = H-index; Norm-H = Normalized H-index; MII = Milestone Influence
Index; TCS = Top-Conference Citation Share; TJS = Top-Journal Citation Share; TCC = Top-Conference Citation
Coverage; QQE = Quality–Quantity Elasticity.

Scale Influence Citation QQE

Confernce PC APGR ACGR AC MC HCR ZCR H Norm-H MII TCS TJS TCC QQE

ACL 4894 22.45 59.68 90.93 26 18.92 6.07 285 5.82↑ 1.04 27.53 4.26 86.88 2.14
EMNLP 7110 20.69 43.46 88.24 17 12.91 9.31 277 3.90↑ 0.98 22.86 4.43 79.48 4.08
NAACL 2541 5.59 58.16 119.17 21 14.05 8.34 179 7.04↑ 0.91 18.29 2.97 83.27 4.00
AAAI 12795 21.54 52.37 56.78 15 9.96 6.02 311 2.43↓ 0.55 16.22 5.59 75.62 2.80
IJCAI 6607 5.16 50.57 37.99 12 6.81 10.46 191 2.89− 0.29 16.40 5.58 69.37 11.06
ICLR 7645 54.43 61.72 217.74 28 24.21 6.61 480 6.28− 2.85 12.54 5.10 78.57 0.94
NeurIPS 18627 26.54 50.82 120.85 19 15.24 5.76 550 2.95↓ 1.56 12.49 5.51 70.50 1.89

EMNLP (4.43), and especially NAACL (2.97) re-
ceive a smaller proportion of their citations from
top journals. Overall, NLP venues are more deeply
embedded in the elite conference network, while AI
conferences enjoy broader visibility in high-impact
journals.

QQE Dimension. QQE reveals substantial het-
erogeneity across venues. IJCAI exhibits the high-
est elasticity (11.06) by a large margin. This stems
from its highly constrained acceptance strategy: de-
spite rising submission pressure, IJCAI shows the
lowest APGR (5.16%) and even slight contraction
in acceptance volume. EMNLP (4.08) and NAACL
(4.00) form a medium-high elasticity group, reflect-
ing restrained expansion coupled with steady gains
in citation impact. ACL (2.14), AAAI (2.80), and
NeurIPS (1.89) cluster into a medium elasticity tier:
all three expanded rapidly in size while maintaining
positive citation elasticity. In contrast, ICLR shows
the lowest QQE (0.94), consistent with a saturation
effect: despite extremely high static citation met-
rics, its marginal citation gains no longer outpace
its rapid scale growth. Together, these patterns
suggest that expansion strategies strongly shape
long-term impact efficiency across major NLP/AI
conferences.

Overall, the seven major NLP/AI conferences
display distinct developmental patterns. ICLR
leads in citation impact while approaching a per-
formance plateau. NeurIPS dominates in scale but
shows moderate efficiency relative to its size. ACL
and NAACL remain structurally central within the
top-conference citation network. IJCAI, though
weaker in absolute impact, achieves the highest
quality–quantity elasticity through stringent accep-
tance control. These results indicate that confer-

Figure 3: Temporal trends of average and median cita-
tions across major Conferences (2014–2024).

ence scale, influence, and growth efficiency do not
evolve uniformly across venues.

4.2 Comprehensive Empirical Decomposition
of Conference Trends (RQ1–RQ7)

In this section, we answer seven research questions
(RQ1–RQ7) that together illuminate how confer-
ence scale, citation patterns, and cross-venue influ-
ence have evolved over the past decade.

RQ1. How Have Average and Median Citations
Evolved Over Time?

Using a one-year citation window to capture
the immediate visibility of newly published work
(Fig. 3), we observe a clear stratification across
venues. ICLR consistently dominates with excep-
tionally high one-year impact, peaking between
2015–2017 before entering a gradual decline from
2018 onward as the field matured and its early
deep learning breakthroughs (e.g., optimization
and architecture advances) diffused through the
community. ACL exhibits strong performance and
pronounced spikes between 2017–2020, coincid-
ing with the introduction of the Transformer ar-
chitecture (2017) and the first wave of large pre-
trained language models such as BERT and GPT
(2018–2020). A noticeable decline appears after
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Figure 4: The head and tail of citation impact result.

2021, suggesting a weakening of early citation mo-
mentum in recent cycles. NeurIPS generally fol-
lows behind ACL, maintaining mid-range one-year
impact until 2020 but showing a substantial drop
in 2024. EMNLP and NAACL maintain solid per-
paper visibility, each showing clear peaks (EMNLP
in 2020 and 2023; NAACL in 2018 and 2021) that
align with the consolidation and diversification of
neural LMs and pretrained language model meth-
ods across tasks and domains. In contrast, AAAI
and IJCAI display weaker and relatively steady one-
year citation levels throughout the decade, reflect-
ing slower early uptake compared with NLP- and
ML-focused venues. In recent years, citation in-
tensity has stabilized rather than grown, suggesting
that the early-stage citation momentum of NLP re-
search is reaching a natural saturation point, consis-
tent with a field where foundational breakthroughs
have matured and incremental work accumulates
more gradually.

RQ2. How Have the Head and Tail of Citation
Impact Shifted?

We use a one-year citation window, defining “an-
nual highly-cited papers” as those receiving more
than 50 citations within one year of publication,
and “annual zero-cited papers” as those receiving
no citations within the same period. We observe
that ICLR consistently shows strong performance,
with its proportion of highly-cited papers steadily
increasing since 2015, while its zero-cited ratio re-
mains low, reflecting the conference’s stable output
of high-impact papers and effective quality control.
NeurIPS and other NLP conferences, particularly
ACL, also show a significant rise in the proportion
of highly-cited papers after 2017, reaching 10.08%
and 15.45% in 2020, respectively. This indicates
the clear influence of the pre-trained model era
(such as Transformer and BERT) on both NLP and
AI fields. NAACL follows closely, with its propor-
tion of highly-cited papers reaching 9.04% in 2018

and maintaining relative stability thereafter.
In contrast, EMNLP and IJCAI exhibit lower

and more fluctuating proportions of highly-cited
papers, with IJCAI consistently staying below 3%
for high-impact papers. Additionally, its zero-cited
paper ratio surged to 52.7%. EMNLP and AAAI
show similar trends, with their annual zero-cited
ratios ranging between 10% and 20%, indicating
significant challenges in generating high-quality pa-
pers. Overall, ICLR stands out in both high-impact
paper production and quality, while EMNLP and
IJCAI face more severe issues of quality dilution.

RQ3. Is Citation Inequality Increasing Over
Time?

To assess how evenly citations are distributed
within each venue, we conducted a Gini coef-
ficient analysis, as shown in Fig. 5. ACL and
NAACL exhibit the most stable citation distribu-
tions, with Gini values consistently ranging be-
tween 0.63 and 0.77, suggesting that their inter-
nal impact distribution has remained relatively bal-
anced despite growth in scale. In contrast, EMNLP,
ICLR, NeurIPS, and AAAI show a clear “decon-
centration → reconcentration” trajectory. EMNLP
transitions from extreme concentration in 2014
(0.876) to its most even distribution in 2018 (0.661),
then rises sharply again in 2023–2024, reaching
0.925. ICLR steadily decreases from 2014 to 2020
(0.867→0.657) before increasing again after 2021.
NeurIPS similarly declines from 2014–2019 and
then reverses upward from 2022 onward, reaching
0.869 in 2024. The most extreme case is IJCAI:
although relatively stable from 2015–2023, its Gini
coefficient spikes dramatically to 0.951 in 2024,
the highest among all venues in the past decade.

Overall, rising citation inequality is not a field-
wide phenomenon, where attention has increas-
ingly converged on a small subset of papers. In
contrast, ACL and NAACL maintain relatively sta-
ble and balanced citation structures. These find-
ings suggest that citation reconcentration is closely
tied to differences in conference expansion rates,
topical focus, and tail-paper growth rather than a
uniform decline in quality across venues.

RQ4. When Does Scale–Impact Decoupling
Emerge?

The annual QQE trajectories reveal a clear sepa-
ration between ML and NLP conferences, as shown
in Fig. 6. ICLR and NeurIPS show relatively stable
elasticity. ICLR remains mildly under-elastic in
2018–2020 (QQE ≈ 0.6–0.9), dips slightly nega-
tive in 2022, and rebounds strongly in 2023–2024
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Figure 5: Gini coefficient trends (2014–2024).
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Figure 6: Annual QQE of major NLP/AI conferences
(2014–2024).

(2.08 and 1.71). NeurIPS stays mostly above 1
throughout the decade and rises to 1.94–3.04 in
2022–2023, indicating that its citation influence
generally grows faster than its publication volume.

In contrast, NLP venues display high volatil-
ity. ACL alternates between very high elasticity
(2020, 2022, 2024) and sharp decoupling (–18.51
in 2021). EMNLP follows a similar pattern with
large spikes and intermittent negative years. IJCAI
exhibits some of the most extreme swings, includ-
ing a deep drop in 2021 followed by a surge in
2024 (16.21), driven in part by its longstanding
strict acceptance control, which amplifies sensitiv-
ity to small changes in citation or volume. NAACL
also shows irregular swings when data is available.

Overall, ML venues maintain smoother and
more predictable scale–impact coupling, while
NLP venues demonstrate a “high-elasticity, high-
volatility” dynamic, combining periods of rapid
influence amplification with more frequent short-
term decoupling.

RQ5. Is the Change Driven by Head Papers, Tail
Papers, or the Full Distribution?

The per-year violin plots (Fig. 7) show that al-
though all venues retain a long-tailed citation struc-

ture, their evolution diverges sharply. ML confer-
ences (ICLR, NeurIPS) exhibit elevated centers and
stable heads, indicating consistently strong early
visibility for most papers and a tight alignment be-
tween accepted topics and community attention.
NLP conferences, by contrast, show stable cen-
ters but widening tails, especially in EMNLP and
NAACL after 2022, reflecting increasing hetero-
geneity and a growing share of minimally cited
papers under rapid scale expansion. ICLR under-
goes the largest structural shift—an exceptionally
long head during the deep-learning breakthrough
years (2014–2017) followed by post-2020 contrac-
tion, while IJCAI shows recent head compression,
suggesting weaker alignment with citation behav-
ior. Overall, these patterns indicate that changes
in citation impact arise not from uniform shifts but
from differentiated movements of the head, body,
and tail, revealing structural divergence between
ML and NLP venues.

RQ6. Which Venues Produce the Most Milestone-
Level Papers in the LLM Era?

Fig. 8 shows substantial variation across con-
ferences in their production of milestone-level re-
search. Although NeurIPS has the highest number
of ≥ 1000-citation papers (291), it also has the
largest overall volume, resulting in a proportion
of only 1.56%. In contrast, ICLR, despite having
far fewer total papers, achieves the highest propor-
tion of milestone papers at 2.85%. Within the NLP
community, ACL, EMNLP, and NAACL exhibit
similar levels (around 0.9%–1.0%), indicating that
high-impact work is relatively evenly distributed
across these language-focused venues. AAAI and
IJCAI show much lower proportions (0.55% and
0.29%, respectively), suggesting that they produce
fewer ultra-high-impact papers in the LLM era.

RQ7. How Has the Internal Ecology of NLP
Conferences Evolved?

Fig 9 shows that NAACL achieves the highest
average citations (AC = 119.17), surpassing ACL
(90.93) and EMNLP (88.24), suggesting strong
per-paper influence despite its smaller scale. ACL
attains the highest median citations (MC = 26),
reflecting the most stable baseline impact among
the three venues. In terms of high-impact output,
ACL leads with the largest proportion of highly
cited papers (HCR = 18.92%), exceeding NAACL
(14.05%) and EMNLP (12.91%). For the long tail,
EMNLP shows the highest zero-cited ratio (ZCR
= 9.31%), followed by NAACL (8.34%), while
ACL remains the lowest (6.07%), indicating a more
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Figure 7: Evolution of citation distribution in major NLP/AI conferences.

Figure 8: Evolution of citation distribution in major
NLP/AI conferences.

compact distribution of influence.

Regarding quality density, NAACL records the
highest normalized H-index (Norm-H = 7.04), out-
performing ACL (5.82) and EMNLP (3.90), sug-
gesting that NAACL produces the most concen-
trated impact relative to its size. Finally, ACL at-
tains the highest Milestone Influence Index (MII =
1.04), maintaining its role as the primary contribu-
tor of landmark work in NLP.

Overall, ACL combines strong baseline impact,
a robust head, and a minimal tail; NAACL exhibits
high-density influence within a compact scale; and
EMNLP shows a more diffuse structure following
its expansion. Accordingly, the internal ranking is:
ACL > NAACL > EMNLP.
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Figure 9: Internal impact ecology of ACL, EMNLP, and
NAACL.

5 Discussion

A decade-long, cross-venue analysis indicates that
top conferences have not undergone uniform qual-
ity decline; rather, scale expansion and paradigm
shifts have produced structural divergence across
ML, NLP, and AI venues. ML conferences
(NeurIPS, ICLR) exhibit a raised central tendency
and stable head, reflecting sustained field-wide
attention and robust high-impact production. In
contrast, AI conferences (AAAI, IJCAI) display a
shrinking head and expanding tail, revealing struc-
tural weakening under competitive pressure.

Within the NLP domain, ACL, NAACL, and
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EMNLP form a distinct internal hierarchy. ACL
maintains the most stable median performance, the
lowest zero-citation ratio, and the highest contribu-
tion to milestone work. NAACL demonstrates the
strongest influence density relative to its compact
scale. EMNLP shows clear evidence of quality
erosion, including declining medians, rising zero-
cited proportions, and markedly increased citation
inequality since 2022.

The QQE analysis provides a unifying explana-
tion for these patterns. ML venues maintain effi-
cient scale–impact coupling, with influence growth
largely aligned with expansion. NLP venues ex-
hibit high elasticity combined with high volatility,
alternating between amplification phases and sharp
decoupling. AI venues display persistently low
elasticity, consistent with their weakening citation
structure. These findings reveal three differentiated
evolutionary trajectories: strengthening centers in
ML, widening stratification in NLP, and structural
decline in AI.

6 Conclusion

This study presents the first decade-long, cross-
venue empirical analysis of seven leading
NLP/AI conferences (2014–2024). Using a four-
dimensional bibliometric framework and the pro-
posed QQE, we systematically evaluate how con-
ference scale, citation impact, structural disper-
sion, and cross-venue influence have evolved un-
der rapid expansion. Our findings reveal a clear
pattern of structural divergence rather than a uni-
form decline in conference quality. ML venues
(ICLR, NeurIPS) sustain the highest and most sta-
ble influence levels, characterized by elevated cen-
ters, concentrated heads, and efficient scale–impact
coupling. NLP venues exhibit widening inter-
nal stratification: ACL maintains the most stable
core and broadest citation reach, NAACL attains
the highest impact density relative to scale, while
EMNLP shows signs of quality erosion alongside
rapid expansion. AI venues (AAAI, IJCAI) demon-
strate persistent structural weakening, reflected in
low citation density, high tail proportions, and
volatile QQE. These findings highlight the need
for nuanced governance strategies tailored to each
venue’s developmental trajectory, moving beyond
the oversimplified narrative of an across-the-board
decline in top-conference quality.

7 Limitations

Our study has several limitations. First, although
we aggregate data from multiple high-quality
sources (ACL Anthology, Semantic Scholar, Ope-
nAlex), citation records may still contain minor
inconsistencies due to database update delays or in-
complete indexing. These issues are unlikely to af-
fect cross-venue patterns but may slightly influence
fine-grained year-to-year values. Second, our anal-
ysis focuses on long papers; short papers, findings
papers, and workshop papers are excluded due to in-
consistent archival standards across venues. While
this choice ensures comparability, it may omit cer-
tain types of emerging research. Third, citation-
based metrics inherently lag behind real-time re-
search impact and may partially reflect field-level
citation norms rather than pure scientific quality.
Finally, our framework captures structural trends
but cannot fully account for venue-specific policy
changes (e.g., review process adjustments, submis-
sion format changes), which may also shape con-
ference trajectories.

These limitations point to opportunities for fu-
ture work, such as integrating acceptance-rate dy-
namics, reviewer–author interaction data, or field-
normalized indicators to obtain a more granular
understanding of conference evolution.
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Table 3: Conference growth rates and QQE

Conference Year Paper Growth Rate Citation Growth Rate QQE

ACL 2014 – – –
ACL 2015 0.18 0.32 1.81
ACL 2016 0.32 0.96 3.00
ACL 2017 -0.17 0.03 0.20
ACL 2018 0.31 0.22 0.72
ACL 2019 0.81 0.63 0.77
ACL 2020 0.28 1.40 5.03
ACL 2021 -0.02 -0.42 -18.51
ACL 2022 0.06 0.55 9.50
ACL 2023 0.53 0.66 1.23
ACL 2024 -0.05 0.47 8.82
EMNLP 2014 – – –
EMNLP 2015 0.38 1.14 3.02
EMNLP 2016 -0.15 0.92 6.02
EMNLP 2017 0.22 -0.02 -0.10
EMNLP 2018 0.69 0.11 0.15
EMNLP 2019 0.24 0.28 1.14
EMNLP 2020 0.10 3.32 32.32
EMNLP 2021 0.13 -0.55 -4.30
EMNLP 2022 -0.02 0.16 7.26
EMNLP 2023 0.26 1.93 7.31
EMNLP 2024 0.21 1.12 5.29
NAACL 2015 – – –
NAACL 2016 -0.03 0.78 29.13
NAACL 2018 – – –
NAACL 2019 0.28 0.16 0.58
NAACL 2021 – – –
NAACL 2022 -0.08 -0.26 -3.11
NAACL 2024 – – 8.86
AAAI 2014 – – –
AAAI 2015 0.34 2.01 5.86
AAAI 2016 0.01 0.45 60.31
AAAI 2017 0.18 0.26 1.50
AAAI 2018 0.48 1.45 3.02
AAAI 2019 0.20 0.23 1.16
AAAI 2020 0.39 0.36 0.91
AAAI 2021 0.06 -0.04 -0.78
AAAI 2022 -0.20 -0.18 -0.91
AAAI 2023 0.30 0.35 1.18
AAAI 2024 0.40 1.15 2.85
IJCAI 2015 – – –
IJCAI 2016 -0.04 0.38 9.10
IJCAI 2017 0.21 0.98 4.77
IJCAI 2018 0.07 -0.01 -0.20
IJCAI 2019 0.19 0.12 0.62
IJCAI 2020 -0.31 -0.13 -0.41
IJCAI 2021 0.01 -0.14 -16.55
IJCAI 2022 0.16 0.15 0.98
IJCAI 2023 -0.06 -0.01 -0.12
IJCAI 2024 0.24 3.86 16.21
ICLR 2014 – – –
ICLR 2015 – – –
ICLR 2016 – – –
ICLR 2017 – – –
ICLR 2018 0.70 0.51 0.73
ICLR 2019 0.49 0.29 0.59
ICLR 2020 0.37 0.33 0.88
ICLR 2021 0.26 -0.08 -2.03
ICLR 2022 0.28 -0.08 2.08
ICLR 2023 0.44 0.91 2.08
ICLR 2024 0.43 0.74 1.71
NeurIPS 2014 – – –
NeurIPS 2015 -0.02 0.99 58.00
NeurIPS 2016 0.42 0.94 2.26
NeurIPS 2017 0.19 0.21 1.09
NeurIPS 2018 0.49 0.53 1.09
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Conference Year ACGR APGR QQE

NeurIPS 2019 0.42 0.77 1.85
NeurIPS 2020 0.33 0.38 1.15
NeurIPS 2021 0.23 -0.10 -0.45
NeurIPS 2022 0.14 0.28 1.94
NeurIPS 2023 0.20 0.62 3.04
NeurIPS 2024 0.25 0.40 1.58

14


	Introduction
	Related Work
	Bibliometric Studies on Conference Quality
	Expert- and Community-Based Investigation

	Methodology
	Data Acquisition
	Multi-Dimensional Bibliometric Framework
	Analytical Method
	Normalization Controls

	Experiment
	Main Results
	Comprehensive Empirical Decomposition of Conference Trends (RQ1–RQ7)

	Discussion
	Conclusion
	Limitations
	Appendix

