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Fig. 6. Marginal effects for the relationship of all numeric predictors to log-transformed amount of citations
a paper gets per year. Shaded area shows 95% Cl.
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Fig. 7. Marginal effects for the relationship of all numeric predictors to the probability of a paper receiving
an award. Shaded area shows 95% CI.

The effects for the diversity indices are complemented by effects for several diversity biases.
First and foremost, there was a strong effect of whiteness, with “whiter” teams having a much
larger likelihood for an award. This likelihood also goes up as teams are more American or more
experienced on average. Here, the effect of whiteness is particularly interesting as we also found that
more ethnically diverse teams also get more awards. The correlation between these two variables is
low (Pearson’s r(7,951) = 0.05,p < 0.001), so they do capture different aspects of a team’s diversity.

6.3 Follow-up Analyses

Some of the effects we have seen so far are counter to what one would expect. For example, if
diversity in ethnicity and country increases citation counts, why is the same not true for sectors?
Hence, we focus on specific aspects of the collected data to further investigate this and other
questions.

6.3.1  Prominent Collaborators. While there was no overall effect for sector diversity, we suspect
that some cross-sector collaborations still might stand out. To investigate this, we zoom in closer
on the sector data and look at the diversity of collaboration with a set of primary actors. Based on
their top rank in the overall share of CHI papers, we separately annotate papers with information
on whether they involve authors from Microsoft, Autodesk, Google, Parc, Adobe, Max Planck,
INRIA, CNRS, and DFKI. We then fit another citation model to the data with each affiliation as well
as their interactions with sector diversity as predictors.

For starters, we note that when not accounting for other influences, increases in sector diversity
indeed correspond to higher citation rates. However, just accounting for the influence of the above
nine affiliations results in no significant influence of sector diversity (Odds Ratio=1.08, p = 0.44).
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Table 3. We Manually Group the Most Used Keywords from CHI Papers into a Set of 11 Research Areas

Area Contained Keywords # Papers

A01  virtual reality (357), augmented reality (223), mixed reality (71) 651
A02  design (260), participatory design (142), interaction design (129), ethnography 1,255
(117), research through design (78), co-design (69), user-centered design (68),
creativity (57), design method (56), storytelling (54), design research (48),
interface design (48), user interface design (46), game design (46), speculative

design (37)

A03  privacy (235), security (86), trust (85), ethics (61), usable security (40), authen- 542
tication (35)

A04  social media (234), crowdsourcing (198), collaboration (149), cscw (106), 1,264

computer-mediated communication (99), online communities (76), social com-
puting (62), social network (58), communication (58), facebook (55), twitter
(54), social interaction (39), community (38), wikipedia (38)

A05  accessibility (223), visual impairment (67), assistive technology (61), blind (44), 435
disability (40)

A06  visualization (201), information visualization (115), data visualization (50) 366

A07  children (175), education (94), learning (84), older adult (74), gender (63) 490

A08  sustainability (103), hci4d (82), ictd (56) 241

A09  health (91), mental health (63), healthcare (45), social support (38), dementia 273
(36)

A10 mobile device (114), ubiquitous computing (113), wearable (112), mobile (96), 1,399

text entry (85), mobile phone (80), fitts’ law (78), smartphone (74), touchscreen
(70), gestures (68), navigation (65), touch (56), internet of things (55), mobile
computing (55), pointing (53), wearable computing (52), multi-touch (48), smart
home (43), smartwatch (43), gesture recognition (39)
A11  eye tracking (120), machine learning (116), haptics (98), interaction technique 899
(94), 3d printing (76), fabrication (68), input device (66), artificial intelligence
(58), computer vision (49), haptic feedback (41), shape-changing interface (40),
digital fabrication (37), human-ai interaction (36)
Overall: 7,815

We list the keywords constituting those areas, how often they occur, as well as how many papers fall under each such area.
Papers can belong to more than one area.

Overall, this shows that the research area a paper is in indeed has a strong effect on its impact.
Models including it still show evidence for diversity effects, though. Furthermore, some diversity
measures vary across research areas, meaning that there are interactions that need to be considered.
For example, our analysis cannot show whether it is the topic of extended reality that results in
those papers being cited more, or the fact that papers from this area are mostly written by male
authors. Inversely, while we see an overall strong boost to citation rates when authors are from the
USA, these highly cited extended reality papers often are not from such authors.

7.2 Analyzing Diversity and Novelty

Novelty is an important aspect of scientific work and plays a role in its assessment after publication
but also already during the review process. For example, reviewers for CHI are asked to rate a
submission’s originality, meaning the “presence of new ideas or approaches, CHI papers themselves
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