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1.   Introduction & Research Questions

2

•   PC lists are public before submission.
•   Authors may see who is listed.

RQ1: Citation level:  cited more around the PC year?

RQ2: Citation source:  citations shift toward that conference?

Are PC members cited differently?

Programming Languages Conferences: ICFP, POPL, OOPSLA, PLDI,  2017–2025
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2.   Empirical Design 
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• PC vs. non-PC comparison is not enough.
• PC service is not random.

S = seniority 
F = fit  
U = unobserved 

Possible common causes of PC and citations (Y)

“Ideal” counterfactual (same researcher, listed vs. not) is unobservable. →
Panel by researcher × conference × year.
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3.   Data Construction - Steps

4

Step 2: Papers & Citations

Who cited whom, by 
conference year

Step 1: PC Data

Public PC lists
Who served where and when

https://popl25.sigplan.org/committee/POPL-2025-popl-research-papers-program-committee
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3.   Data Construction - Final Panel Structure
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 Final panel: ~37K rows. 952 researchers.
•  One observation per researcher × conference × year.

http://progress_bar_id


3.   Data Validation - PC Structure Matters

6

•  Structure differs by conference / year
•  OOPSLA1/OOPSLA2 after 2021; PLDI source structure changes around 2021

•  POPL & ICFP most comparable.
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3.   Data Validation - Papers & Citations (OpenAlex)

7

    Reference coverage:
•  Mean ~44

 •  Median 41 
   •  (IQR 30–54)

Pointer life cycle types for lock-free data 

structures with memory reclamation

https://dl.acm.org/doi/10.1145/3371136
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4.   Event Study (RQ1) - Method 
Are PC members cited differently?

RQ1: Citation level: Do accepted papers cite PC members' earlier work more around their PC year? 

2. Transform 
Outcome

• i = researcher-conference 
history 
• t = event time

• x[i,t] = log₁₀(citations[i,t] + 1) 

• +1 keeps zero-citation 
observations.
•  The log scale reduces 
skewness.

3. Compare to 
Own Baseline

• Use t= -2 as the baseline 
year.

• Compute the change 
relative to that baseline.

• d[i,t] = x[i,t] - x[i,-2]
• d[i,-2] = 0

 (By construction) 

4. Average &  
Add Uncertainty

• At each t, average d[i,t] 

• Bootstrap 
researcher-conference 
histories 2,000 times.

• 95% CI = 2.5th to 97.5th 
percentiles.

5. Plotting
 

• Plot event time on the 
x-axis: t= -2, -1, 0, +1, +2.

• Plot: change from t= -2 on 
the y-axis.

• Add 95% bootstrap CIs as 
error bars.

1. Event Time

• For each 
researcher–conference, find 
the first PC-service year
• Set that year to t = 0
• Keep the window 
   t = −2, −1, 0, +1, +2

   first PC-service year
No follow-up same 

conference PC service at t=+1 
or t=+2
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4.   Event Study (RQ1) - Rise around PC 
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*No earlier PC service sample.

• Largest jump: year before PC to PC year, +0.65 raw citations.
• After that: +0.06 in the next year, then -0.11 in the second year.
• Temporary rise around PC service, not steady growth.
• Possible reasons: PC-list visibility, recent citation momentum, temporary topic fit…
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4.   Selected PC Member Examples
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A co-authored paper that cites Brandon Lucia’s earlier 
work: 13 of 24 citations (~54%).

An accepted paper authored by Martin Elsman:
4 of 8 citations (50%).

https://dl.acm.org/doi/10.1145/3674628

https://dl.acm.org/doi/10.1145/3360609#

https://dl.acm.org/doi/10.1145/3674628
https://dl.acm.org/doi/10.1145/3360609#
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5.   Citation Source (RQ2) - Method 
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Are PC members cited differently?

RQ2: Citation source: Do PC members' citations shift toward the conference where they serve?  

2. Compute 
Citation Share

• i = researcher-conference 
history 
• n[i,t] = citations from the 
conference

• m[i,t] = citations from all 
conferences 

• share: q[i,t] = n[i,t] / m[i,t]

3. Compare to 
Own Baseline

• Use t= -2 as the baseline 
year.

• Change in share 
(percentage points).

• d[i,t] = 100·(q[i,t] - q[i,-2])
• d[i,-2] = 0

 (By construction) 

4. Average &  
Add Uncertainty

• At each t, average d[i,t] 

• Bootstrap 
researcher-conference 
histories 2,000 times.

• 95% CI = 2.5th to 97.5th 
percentiles.

5. Plotting
 

• Plot event time on the 
x-axis: t= -2, -1, 0, +1, +2.

• Plot: share change (pp) 
from t= -2 on the y-axis.

• Add 95% bootstrap CIs as 
error bars.

1. Event Time

• Keep 
researcher–conference 
pairs with exactly one 
observed PC year.

•Set that unique PC year to t 
= 0.
• Keep the window 
   t = −2, −1, 0, +1, +2

  first PC-service year
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5.   Citation Source (RQ2) - Peaks, Then Fades

12

• The concentration peaks in the PC year, then fades afterward.
• The  share is +9.2 percentage points higher in the PC year than two years before service (95% CI: -0.6 to 17.9).

• Citation counts are sparse (instability).
• Possible reasons: PC visibility, topic timing, coauthor networks, review-stage suggestions, or citation mix changes.

*No earlier PC service sample.
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6.   Limitations
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•  PC service is not random.

•  Panel reduces fixed 
researcher differences, but 
not time varying factors, like 
citation momentum or topic 
timing.

• Observed final papers 
references only: I do not 
know when references were 
added.

•  First observed PC service 
may not be first actual 
service.

•  OpenAlex and author 
matching are useful but 
imperfect. 

• No estimate of how many 
bibliography references 
OpenAlex captures.

•  Sparse citation counts: a 
few papers can move the 
average.

•  Four PL conferences, 2017 
to 2025.

•  Patterns may differ in other 
fields.

•  Results are sensitive to 
sample slicing because service 
history, career stage, and 
visibility are connected.

Design Data Generalizability
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7.   Future Work
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• Matched design: compare PC members with similar not yet PC researchers.
   Limitations: unobserved professional networks, unmeasured topic timing, whether citations were added before or during review.

• OpenAlex recall: estimate coverage with sampled bibliography checks.

• Reference timing: compare submitted and final reference lists, if available.
  *Barnett, A. (2025). Are peer reviewers influenced by their work being cited?

• Generalization: apply the framework to ML, HCI, or computational social science.

•  Robustness: check sensitivity to self citation, coauthor links, and influential papers.

*https://doi.org/10.7554/eLife.108748.4

https://doi.org/10.7554/eLife.108748.4
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8.   Timeline & Reflection
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Final documentation Data Construction

• OpenAlex updates and 
metadata checks 

expanded.

Weeks 1-3 Weeks 14+

• Reliable panel data 
construction (author 

matching)
(IDs / ORCID / DOI)

Dataset & confounders

Weeks 4-6

Main analysis

Weeks 7-9

• Within-researcher 
analysis. 

• Exploratory website.

    Extension + validation

Weeks 10-13

• Added PLDI
• Validated earlier service
• OOPSLA1/2 & PLDI-2021 

• Cleaned notebooks
• Refreshed figures & tables
• Organized the repository

Mostly on-track Behind the plan

Main bottlenecks: data validation and sample sensitive interpretation.
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9.   Summary
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Interactive data explorer
sariender.github.io/citemeifyoucan

Code & reproducibility
gitlab.epfl.ch/systemf/student-projects/2026-02-citations-vs-pc-memberships

RQ1: Citation level:  cited more around the PC year?

RQ2: Citation source:  citations shift toward that conference?

Are PC members cited differently?

Citation levels rise around PC, then partly fade.

Conference share increases by +9.2 pp, then softens.

   Note: These are descriptive results, not causal estimates, because PC service is not random and confounding remains.

• Both RQ1 and RQ2 reduce fixed researcher differences through the panel design.
• RQ2 reduces general citation momentum by using citation shares.

http://progress_bar_id
http://sariender.github.io/citemeifyoucan
http://gitlab.epfl.ch/systemf/student-projects/2026-02-citations-vs-pc-memberships
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Appendix - Additional Figures
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Appendix - RQ1, RQ2 Methods


