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Abstract: This paper investigates the performance of several representative large models
in the tasks of literature recommendation and explores potential biases in research exposure.
The results indicate that not only LLMs’ overall recommendation accuracy remains limited
but also the models tend to recommend literature with greater citation counts, later
publication date, and larger author teams. Yet, in scholar recommendation tasks, there is no
evidence that LLMs disproportionately recommend male, white, or developed-country
authors, contrasting with patterns of known human biases. Our study explores the potential
biases in LLM’s literature recommendation, a growing need and application in scholarly
research and communication, employs quantitative methods to uncover the limitations and
potential biases of LLMs in literature recommendation, offering valuable insights for the

development of fairer and more effective academic recommendation tools in the future.

INTRODUCTION

In the field of Science of Science, research on large language models (LLMs) has focused
on applications such as academic text mining, writing assistance, research evaluation!,
automated literature reviews*, data annotation’, reference generation®, and peer review’,
which significantly reduces the manual workload for researchers. By streamlining these
tasks, LLMs enable more efficient handling of scientific information and broaden access
to academic resources, potentially lowering barriers for researchers worldwide, especially
for individuals from non-English-speaking regions and populations. However, the
integration of LLMs into scholarly work raises ethical concerns®, particularly around
authorship, intellectual property, and the risk of reinforcing biases present in academic
content®!?. As LLMs continue to shape scientific practices, it is crucial to investigate their

impact on research norms, integrity, and equity within the academic community.

While the promising applications of Large Language Models (LLMs) is widely
acknowledged, the ethical issues associated with their deployment in academic research
and communication have sparked ongoing and vigorous debate. Key concerns include the
attribution of authorship in academic writing, where the distinction between human and
machine contributions becomes increasingly ambiguous, raising complex questions

regarding intellectual property rights and inequality in access and exposure. This ambiguity



has led some researchers to firmly oppose listing LLMs, such as ChatGPT, as co-authors
on scholarly publications!!'2. Furthermore, the integration of LLMs into educational
settings could transform teaching methodologies and reshape students' learning, interest
development, and information interaction experiences, potentially challenging traditional
pedagogical approaches. Academic integrity is also at stake, as LLMs may unintentionally
perpetuate biases embedded within their training data, thus introducing risks of academic
discrimination. In the academic domain, these ethical concerns are particularly pressing,
highlighting the need for a thoughtful and balanced approach to LLM utilization that

respects the core principles of academic rigor and fairness.

Therefore, particularly in the social sciences, bias and discrimination in LLMs has emerged
as a critical research topic. Gallegos et al.!?> have explored this issue extensively, defined
social biases in natural language processing, developed metrics to evaluate these biases,
and proposed mitigation techniques to address biases related to gender and social groups.
This area of study attracts attention from the scientometrics community as well. For
instance, Petiska’s study!? tasked ChatGPT with writing literature reviews in ten
environmental science subfields and analyzing the characteristics of the cited literature.
The study found that ChatGPT tends to favor highly cited, older publications from
renowned journals, suggesting a potential amplification of the Matthew Effect or existing

biases in popularity and research exposure within the discipline.
These preliminary findings naturally lead to further questions:
RQ1: To what extent do LLMs exacerbate the Matthew Effect in other disciplines?

RQ2: To what extent do LLMs intensify other dimensions of inequality within the

scientific community?

Exploring these questions further could involve using LLMs in literature recommendation
tasks to uncover any existing biases and determine the extent of these biases. In the field
of science of science, many existing works have addressed the disparity in research
exposure. The key factors can be majorly categorized into four main areas, namely citation

counts, gender, race, and country. A significant number of studies report the existence of



the Matthew effect in the citation and dissemination of research outcomes'#!°. In other
words, people are more likely to disseminate or cite articles that have already been cited or
disseminated more frequently. Lariviére et al.! and many other studies!”'® have reported
that the works of women face systemic bias in citation, dissemination, and recognition.
Reports by Hopkins et al.!” have highlighted that the research of scholars from racial
minorities are unfairly treated in terms of citation and media mention. Additionally,
compared to scholars from developed countries conducting similar research, scholars from
developing countries receive fewer citations and less media coverage?® and occupy
supporting rather than leading roles?!. By analyzing recommendation tendencies,
researchers can better measure the potential biases of LLMs and understand their impact
on academic equity and fairness in scholarly communication, research exposure and
representation. Findings from this study can also inform the design of policies and

regulations on LLM applications in academic search and recommendation.
DATA

In this paper, we primarily utilize two datasets: one containing the key papers
recommended by LLMs within specific fields, including Machine Leaming,
Reinforcement Learning, Deep Learning, and Natural Language Processing, and the other
comprising the “real” important papers within these fields. The former dataset was
generated through prompt engineering using the APIs provided by various LLMs, while
the latter consists of papers manually curated based on citation counts and domain expertise
(See Appendix). The bibliographic information for the papers and authors used in this study
is sourced mainly from SciSciNet?? and OpenAlex??. Detailed descriptions of the prompts
used and the methods for calculating the various metrics can be found in the METHODS

section.

METHODS

The flowchart in Figure 1 outlines the methodology for the experimental process described
in the paper. The study begins by determining the focus field, i.e., Machine Learning (ML),
Deep Learning (DL), Reinforcement Learning (RL), or Natural Language Processing



(NLP). Next, a carefully crafted prompt is designed to guide the language models in
generating outputs relevant to the selected field. This prompt is tested with multiple LLMs
in multiple rounds, including GPT, GLM, and Claude, to generate lists of important papers
or authors that the models recommend as significant to the field. These recommendations
represent the machine-generated perspective. In parallel, a list of ‘real” important papers or
authors is compiled based on domain expert knowledge. This step serves as a benchmark
for assessing the accuracy and alignment of the LLM-generated recommendations. The
two lists—one generated by the LLMs and the other determined by experts—are then
compared through hypothesis testing. This involves analyzing differences in various
attributes between the two lists to identify patterns, discrepancies, or potential
misalignments. Finally, the research hypotheses are validated, and any new potential biases
in the recommendations of LLMs are identified. By repeating the experiment and refining
the analysis, the study aims to provide insights into the reliability and biases of LLMs in
identifying significant literature within a given research domain. This approach contributes
to a deeper understanding of the strengths and limitations of LLMs in scientific knowledge

discovery.
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Figure 1. Flowchart of the methodology for the experimental process



Models

For the empirical analysis, we selected three prominent LLMs: ChatGPT
(https://cdn.openai.com/papers/gpt-4.pdf), Claude
(https://www.anthropic.com/constitutional-ai), and GLM?¢. ChatGPT, developed by
OpenAl, is a highly advanced language model recognized for its exceptional performance
and widespread use across various natural language processing tasks?>?6. Claude,
introduced by Anthropic, prioritizes safety and reliability, excelling in text generation and
comprehension. GLM, developed by Tsinghua University in China, is tailored for Chinese
corpora and exhibits strong adaptability. These models, originating from leading
technology companies and institutions, embody diverse design philosophies, training
datasets, and application scenarios, offering a comprehensive representation of the
performance and potential biases of widely-applied, potentially high-impact LLMs in the
literature recommendation task. To minimize the influence of randomness in the models’

responses, multiple queries were conducted for each task.
Task and Prompt

This study aims to explore the performance of LLMs in literature recommendation and
their potential biases. The specific inquiry methods are in twofold: (1) Important paper
recommendation: Inquire the LLM to assume itself to be an expert in the field and
recommend 50 important/important papers in the field. (2) Important scholar
recommendation: Inquire the LLM, assuming it to be an expert in a specific field, to
recommend 50 important scholars in the field (also requiring the LLM to provide a

corresponding work for each scholar to avoid hallucination and facilitate alignment).

Additionally, 50 actual important papers and 50 actual important scholars in the field were
identified through citation sorting and manual screening. We initially selected the fields of
artificial intelligence and machine learning, exploring a variety of topics with different
scopes and levels to assess LLMs’ accuracy in reflecting real-world situations. These topics
included fundamental concepts such as machine learning and deep learning, as well as

interdisciplinary concepts like Al in healthcare and ethical AI. However, after preliminary



explorations, we found that most LLMs performed poorly on interdisciplinary concepts, as
most of the essays generated were proven to be fake. Consequently, after evaluating the
performance on these topics, we ultimately decided to focus on four fundamental concepts:
machine learning, deep learning, reinforcement learning, and natural language processing,
as our primary research fields. These topics demonstrated better performance in providing
accurate recommendations and encompassing different levels of detail; for example,
machine learning offers a broader perspective while deep learning focuses on more specific
aspects. API inquiries were conducted separately for each subfield with the following

prompts.
Important paper recommendation prompt content:

“You are an AI who is knowledgeable in academic fields as well as AI and willing to help people.
1 would like to understand how research in the field of {machine learning} is like. Can you
recommend to me 50 real essays in the field of machine learning? The amount shouldn't be more

than 50 or less than 50 and all of them must be real.”
Important scholar recommendation prompt content:

“You are an AI who is knowledgeable in academic fields as well as AI and willing to help people.
I would like to understand how research in the field of {machine learning} is like. Can you
recommend to me 50 real scholars in the field of machine learning with one of their most famous

essays? The amount shouldn't be more than 50 or less than 50 and all of them must be real.

Previous research on LLMs has shown that their responses exhibit a certain degree of
randomness®’. Additionally, some studies have reported that interacting with LLMs at
different time periods can lead to varying results?®. To eliminate the influence of inherent
randomness and interaction timing, we repeated each experiment with the LLMs three
times at different time points. Specifically, we selected three time slots (Beijing Time,
GMTH8): 4 pm, 9 pm, and 11 am, to cover the primary working hours across as many
regions as possible. The results from these multiple experiments were aggregated, and the

average outcomes are presented in the subsequent sections.



Research Article Retrieval

We retrieved citation counts, author details, topic classifications, as well as scholar citation
counts, institutional affiliations, and country information using the OpenAlex API.
OpenAlex is a free and open platform designed to provide seamless access to academic
information, building upon and extending the capabilities of the Microsoft Academic
Graph (MAG)®. It encompasses a vast array of academic data, including publications,
authors, institutions, journals, and scholarly concepts, offering researchers a
comprehensive and high-quality resource for academic studies. Due to its rich dataset and

versatility, OpenAlex has been widely adopted to address a variety of research questions3®-
32

Interdisciplinarity and Disruptiveness Calculation

Interdisciplinarity is a multifaceted concept with various strategies for measurement. In
bibliometrics, it is commonly examined through the lens of diversity, which encompasses
three key dimensions: variety, balance, and disparity®}. Variety refers to the number of
disciplines represented in a publication’s references; publications citing a broader range of
disciplines typically exhibit higher variety. Balance assesses the distribution of references
across these disciplines; a highly uneven distribution results in lower balance, indicating
less uniform interdisciplinarity. Disparity measures the semantic differences between
disciplines cited in the references; references from disciplines that are semantically distant
contribute to greater disparity. Together, these dimensions provide a nuanced

understanding of interdisciplinarity in scholarly work.

The domain of bibliometrics and scientometrics has already proposed many indicators and
variations to operationalize the above-mentioned three dimensions for understanding
interdisciplinarity. Among these, DIV is a commonly adopted measure that incorporate the
three dimensions into a whole**. Specifically, we use the "field" attribute in the OpenAlex
dataset to represent the domain of each paper. OpenAlex categorizes all papers in the
dataset into 26 fields. With this classification and the citation relationships between papers,

we can easily calculate the DIV index of the papers:



DIV = variety X balance X disparity (1)

(2)

n
Variety = N

where n is the number of field categories in the references of the key literature, and N is

the total number of fields in the primary classification system.

2ii—n—1x;

TlZ?xi

balance =1 — Gini =1 — (3)
where n is the number of domain categories, i is the index of the domain categories sorted
in non-decreasing (increasing) order, and x; is the number of references in the i-th domain

category.

n dij
isparity iz [nx (n— 1] (4)

Where n is the number of domain categories included in the references of key papers, and
d;; =1 - cos(row;, row;) represents the difference between domain i and domain j (1

minus the cosine similarity between any two rows in the citation matrix).

The disruptiveness index was obtained from the SciSciNet dataset, an open academic
database designed for scientometric research, supporting the construction and analysis of
scientific knowledge maps, and containing commonly used scientometric indicators,

including the disruptiveness index defined by Wu et al.®.
National, Racial, and Gender Information Retrieval

The World Bank's Human Development Index (HDI) data was used as an indicator of
national development levels. Countries with “Very High HDI” were defined as developed

countries while the others were categorized into developing countries.



Evaluating Recommendation Results

To verify the authenticity of the recommended articles and authors, we manually searched
the recommended titles in OpenAlex. Recommendations were deemed false if the edit
distance between the recommended title and the top result in OpenAlex exceeded a
threshold determined through experience. Additionally, articles with fewer than 100
citations were also considered false, given the relatively high average citation counts in the

field of computer science.

The distributions of various characteristics of the recommended literature and scholars
from each LLM were then compared against the actual distributions to identify
discrepancies. Kolmogorov-Smirnov tests and Chi-Square tests were performed to assess
statistical differences between the recommendations and the actual distributions,

supplemented by Kernel Density Estimate (KDE) plots for visual analysis.
Hypotheses

To clarify the core focus of our study (RQ1 and RQ2), we propose four hypotheses based
on the biases currently observed in the scientific community. Our experiments are designed
to test these four key hypotheses one by one. It is important to note that, beyond testing
these hypotheses, this study also provides original insights in other areas, such as the age

of the literature, team size, and more.

In the science of science, many studies have examined disparities in research exposure,
focusing on four main factors: citation counts, gender, race, and country. The Matthew
effect highlights a tendency to favor already widely cited works!*!> (Hypothesis 1).
Systemic biases have been reported against women in citations and recognition'¢-8
(Hypothesis 2) and racial minorities in citations and media mentions!® (Hypothesis 3).
Scholars from developing countries also face reduced citations and coverage compared to

those in developed countries?*2! (Hypothesis 4). By testing these four key hypotheses, we

explore whether LLMs exhibit potential biases in literature recommendation tasks.

Table 1. The four key hypotheses.



Hypothesis
1 LLM tends to recommend papers with higher citation counts.
2 LLM tends to recommend male scholars.
3 LLM tends to recommend white scholars.
4 LLM tends to recommend scholars from developed countries.

RESULTS

Error rate

We began by evaluating the authenticity of the recommended papers to determine whether
they were real. The error rates of the LLM recommendations varied, as shown in Table 1,
which presents the recall and precision metrics for each model. Among the three, Claude
demonstrated the best performance, while GLM showed the poorest. Due to GLM's high
error rate and the fact that most of its recommended results were low-citation documents
with limited reference value, as observed in Table 1, we excluded GLM's outputs from
subsequent visualizations. This decision reflects the model’s inadequate performance in

providing reliable recommendations.

Table 2. The recall and precision of the recommendations results by each LLM.

Precision (%) Recall (%)
ChatGPT-40 15.20 16.58
Claude 20.00 24.06
GLM 3.19 4.28

Paper Level Bias

The average citation count of documents recommended by LLMs is lower than that of



actual important documents. However, the similar distribution in the high-citation range
suggests that LLMs do consider highly cited documents, albeit with less emphasis on
citation count as a primary indicator of quality compared to real-world benchmarks.
Regarding team size, the documents recommended by LLMs closely align with real
patterns, with both primarily comprising small teams of fewer than 10 members. In terms
of document age, LLMs show a significant preference for recently published works,

particularly those from the last two decades.

When examining disruptiveness, while most of both LLM recommendations and real
documents predominantly feature works in Machine Learning field with a disruption score
below 0.5, the average disruptiveness of real important documents is higher. This indicates
that LLM recommendations may tend to be more conservative, favoring developmental
papers that build on existing research directions rather than highly disruptive works. For
interdisciplinarity, LLM recommendations generally resemble the actual situation, with
only 2 cases where the interdisciplinarity of LLM recommended papers are significantly
lower. This alignment might reflect the tendency for narrower subfield spans to minimize

communication costs, thereby enhancing the quality of academic outputs.

In the reinforcement learning field (Figure 1B), LLMs continue to show a preference for
newer documents. However, there are no distinct preferences regarding team size,
disruptiveness, or interdisciplinarity in this domain. LLMs do not exhibit a strong
preference for highly cited documents in their recommendations, covering a wide range of
citation counts from low to high. They prioritize recent publications and those focused on
developmental research. This tendency could stem from the relatively recent training data
of LLMs and their aim to adhere closely to user-specified fields when generating

recommendations.

In the deep learning field (Figure 1C), apart from differences in citation count, the
variations between LLM recommendations and real results are minimal. This may be
attributed to the relatively short history of deep learning and its rapid development, where

a few foundational documents have established widely recognized structures.



In the natural language processing (NLP) field (Figure 1D), LLMs exhibit a preference for

documents produced by larger teams. As in other fields, they also favor more recent

publications and conservative, developmental works. In terms of interdisciplinarity, LLM

recommendations show no notable deviation from the real distribution.
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Figure 2. Kernel Density Estimation (KDE) of LLM recommendation results versus
real situation across citation counts, team size, paper age, disruption and variety of
recommended papers in the 4 main field. The asterisks in the legend represent the

significance of the difference compared to the actual situation (judged by the

Kolmogorov-Smirnov test, ***: p<0.01, **: p<0.05, *: p<0.1, no asterisk indicates no

significant difference from the actual situation). Since these are KDE results, the
graphs for citation, team size, etc., may show images on the left side of 0.



We further examined the differences between the topic distribution of recommendations
made by large language models and the actual distribution of research topics in the real
world. Specifically, we used the subfield classifications of articles from the OpenAlex
dataset as a representation of research topics across four major domains: Machine Learning
(ML), Deep Learning (DL), Natural Language Processing (NLP), and Reinforcement
Learning (RL). A weighted network was constructed based on the co-occurrence of
subfields, and an embedding model was employed to calculate the similarity between
subfields using their descriptive metadata. These similarity scores were then used to adjust

the edge weights in the network.

To visualize the differences, overlay graphs were generated for the four domains,
comparing the topic distributions in LLM recommendations (ChatGPT-4, Claude) with the
actual distributions in the literature (Figures 2, 3, 4, and 5). Overall, the topic coverage of
LLM recommendations was found to be partial, capturing only a subset of the topic
landscape within each domain. Additionally, subtle differences in topic emphasis were

observed between the recommendations provided by different LLMs.
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Figure 3. The topic map of the domain of machine learning.

In the field of machine learning, core topics such as Artificial Intelligence, Information
Systems, and Pattern Recognition were consistently recognized and recommended by large
language models. However, in practice, important machine learning literature also extends
to applications in diverse fields, including organizational behavior, sociology, and political
science. While ChatGPT demonstrates a tendency to focus on traditional computer science
topics, Claude exhibits a broader perspective, more effectively capturing contributions

from interdisciplinary subfields such as economics and cognitive neuroscience.
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Figure 4. The topic map of the domain of deep learning.

In the field of deep learning, the recommended results align more closely with the real-
world distribution. This may be due to the fact that most important deep learning literature
is concentrated in the area of computer vision, resulting in less variation in the
recommended papers. Both ChatGPT and Claude showed awareness of non-computer
science fields, incorporating topics such as management science and biology. Notably,
ChatGPT accurately identified important literature in the field of Media Technology, while
Claude included some less-cited research from the field of human-computer interaction,

deeming it worthy of consideration as important literature.



GPT-4
Real Data formation System anguage(and Linguist
Claude

Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition

Signal Processing
Artificial Intelligence

v and Educational Psychology
ral Studies Biomedical Engineering

Education

Experimental and Cogpitive Psychology
ognitive Neuroscience

Molecular Biology

Figure 5. The topic map of the natural language processing.

The results in the field of natural language processing (NLP) closely resemble those in
deep learning, with a strong emphasis on topics related to Pattern Recognition. Notably,
both LLMs struggled to effectively recommend cross-disciplinary NLP papers, such as
important studies in computational linguistics, educational psychology, and cultural studies.
ChatGPT’s attention to non-computer science fields remained limited to STEM disciplines,

while Claude did not extend its focus to areas outside of computer science at all.



ar and Molecular Neuroscience

Molecular Biology

Industrial and Manufacturing Engineering

Automotive Engineering Management Science and Operations Research

Control and Systems Engineering

yuter Networks and Communications Cognitive Neuroscience

Artificial Intelligence
Electrical and Electronic Engineering

Computational Theory and Mathematics Computer Vision and Pattern Recogr

Information Systems

Developmental and Educational Psycholo
Economics and Econometrics

Biomedical Engineering

Finance

Figure 6. The topic map of the domain of reinforcement learning.

In the field of reinforcement learning, the range of topics covered by LLMs expanded
significantly. Both models correctly recommended important papers in areas such as
artificial intelligence, electrical engineering, and computational theory. Claude’s focus was
broader, with particular attention given to fields within engineering, including electrical
engineering, automation control, and industrial production. In contrast, ChatGPT4's focus
was more concentrated, primarily on artificial intelligence and computational theory, with

some interest in econometrics.

By analyzing the differences between the topic distribution of LLM-recommended results
and the real-world research topic distribution, we found that LLMs struggle to capture the
interdisciplinary nature of research in artificial intelligence. They tend to focus more on
topics within the computing domain. While LLMs can reliably provide a collection of

important technical literature, they face challenges in recognizing specific applied fields.



Not only are they constrained by inherent limitations, which prevent them from identifying
groundbreaking interdisciplinary applications as humans do, but their recommendations

may also reflect internal biases based on their parameter settings, resulting in a preference

for certain topics.



WHO GETS RECOMMENDED?
Scholar Level

All models' gender distributions are almost identical to the real situation, reflecting the

dominance of men over women.
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Figure 7. Stacked bar chart of gender, race, and nationality distribution of
authors recommended by different LLMs.
Chi-square tests showed no significant difference from the real data, thus we reject
hypotheses 2-4. However, the distribution of results from the three LLMs differed
slightly from the real situation. The proportion of white authors in the recommendations
was slightly lower than in reality for both GLM and ChatGPT4, while the proportions

of Asian and Latino authors were slightly higher, particularly in ChatGPT’s results.

Although not statistically significant, the proportion of authors from developing
countries in the results returned by all three LLMs was higher than in the real data.
These findings may suggest that the LLMs have undergone training designed to
mitigate biases, allowing them to more comprehensively represent the global academic

community.

Table 3. The results of the null hypothesis tests.
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WHO GETS RECOMMENDED?

Hypothesis Results
1 LLM tends to recommend papers with higher citation counts. | Rejected
2 LLM tends to recommend male scholars. Rejected
3 LLM tends to recommend white scholars. Rejected
4 LLM tends to recommend scholars from developed countries. | Rejected

Robustness Checks

The necessity of robustness testing arises from the need to ensure that a model's
predictions remain stable and consistent under various conditions. Different packages
and algorithms may exhibit inconsistencies or biases when handling complex data, so
robustness testing is crucial to verify the reliability and credibility of the model's
outputs. This is especially important in tasks such as race and gender prediction, where
the data involved is sensitive. Ensuring that the model's results are not only valid for a
specific dataset but also stable across broader datasets is essential. By comparing
different models, robustness testing can uncover potential biases, data issues, or

algorithmic limitations, offering valuable insights for future model optimization.

In this study, robustness testing for race and gender predictions was conducted to ensure
that the final model's results remained consistent and reliable across different
algorithms, thus minimizing misleading outcomes caused by the instability of any
single approach. Given the potential instability in race and gender predictions using
various Python packages, robustness testing was necessary to assess the reliability of
the results. To perform the robustness check, two additional methods were employed
for both race and gender prediction tasks. For race prediction, the Surgeo
(https://github.com/theonaunheim/surgeo) and Ethnicolr
(https://github.com/appeler/ethnicolr) packages were used. For gender prediction, the

sexmachine package (https.:/github.com/ferhatelmas/sexmachine) was applied,
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alongside a combined approach using nameparser
(3https://github.com/derek73/python-nameparser), nltk®®, and  gender-guesser
(https://gender-guesser.com). In this combined approach, nameparser was used for
name extraction, nltk handled part of the gender predictions using its name dataset, and
gender-guesser was employed for cases where nltk could not provide predictions. It is
important to note that the sexmachine package is no longer maintained and does not

support Python 3, so modifications were made to adapt it for this environment.

Robustness testing was carried out on data from the author recommendation task. After
excluding cases where predictions were not possible due to data format issues or
ambiguous names (e.g., “Andy,” which could refer to either gender), the average Kappa
values for each model were calculated and compared to the actual results. The table

below (omitted here) presents the details of these comparisons.

The results indicated that gender predictions were notably stable, with full agreement
across all models after excluding cases where predictions could not be made. In contrast,
race prediction showed more variability. Assuming that a Kappa value greater than 0.6
indicates successful robustness, the results from the Surgeo package mostly passed,
whereas the pred fl reg name method performed poorly. This suggests that more
stable methods for race prediction should be explored in future experiments to improve

the robustness and accuracy of these predictions.

Table 4. Performance of different LLMs with various settings and contexts.

Claude 3.5 | GLM 4 | GPT4o | Reality
Race (surgeo) 0.66 0.56 0.58 0.68
Race (pred_fl reg name) 0.35 0.38 0.33 0.36
Gender (sexmachine) 1 1 1 1
Gender (nltk & gender-gusser) 1 1 1 1
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DISCUSSION

While large language models (LLMs) can provide usable recommendations after
manual screening, their accuracy in specific literature recommendation tasks remains
moderate. Their preferences tend to favor timeliness, collaboration, and incremental
developments in research over disruptive innovations, with no other notable biases
observed compared to real-world distributions. These findings highlight the need for
continued refinement of LLMs and emphasize the ethical considerations in their

application within academic contexts.

Our study distinguishes itself from existing research on LLMs in several important
ways. While much of the current Al research in scientometrics focuses on tasks like
abstract generation’’*® and Thelwall et al. have conducted a general, large scale
evaluation of LLM bias on academic paper database’’, we direct our attention to the
underexplored area of literature recommendation. This shift not only broadens the
scope of inquiry but also addresses practical scenarios that are increasingly relevant to
scientific workflows. Unlike previous study on literature recommendation*’, which
detect the difference between recommendation and ‘reality’ by generating reference
lists for lately published articles, our approach prioritizes the comprehensive
exploration of domain knowledge. By framing the task from the perspective of entry-
level scholars or enthusiasts for Al fields, we align our research with real-world usage
patterns. This makes our findings particularly valuable in understanding and predicting
how biases in literature recommendation might influence the dissemination of existing

disparity in science.

Moreover, our work takes a distinct approach to examining LLM biases. Instead of
focusing broadly on human or societal dimensions, we narrow our analysis to citation
recommendation within a specific domain. By employing quantitative methods rather

than traditional experimental approaches in sociology or psychology*!, we provide a
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robust and data-driven perspective on the biases embedded in LLM-driven
recommendations, contributing both to methodological innovation and practical

relevance in this field.

Our study has several limitations that should be noted. First, the benchmark used in this
research was manually curated by experts. While this ensures the selection of relevant
and high-quality literature, it inherently limits the explanatory power and broader
applicability of the findings. Second, the sample size of 50 may appear relatively small;
however, this was determined with the potential issue of LLMs fabricating citations in
mind. A larger sample size could result in an excessive number of fabricated references,
complicating the analysis and potentially compromising the reliability of the results.
Consequently, increasing the sample size further presents significant challenges. Third,
the range of LLMs included in our study could be expanded to incorporate more
emerging model architectures. This would provide a more comprehensive
understanding of the biases and behaviors across a broader spectrum of models. Finally,
our analysis is limited to the domain of computer science and artificial intelligence.
This focus restricts the generalizability of our conclusions, as the observed patterns may
not necessarily extend to other academic disciplines with different publication and
citation dynamics. Future research could explore these aspects further, such as
optimizing prompt design, expanding comparative indicators, and developing more
varied experimental approaches. This would allow for a more comprehensive
evaluation of the inequality impacts of LLMs, enhancing the understanding of their role

in shaping academic landscapes.

CONCLUSIONS

In this study, we examined the performance and potential biases of several large
language models (LLMs) in literature recommendation tasks. We evaluated models

such as Claude, ChatGPT, and GLM by assessing their ability to recommend key
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literature and scholars in fields like Artificial Intelligence and Machine Learning. Our
findings reveal that the overall error rate of LLM recommendations varies, with Claude
showing the best performance and GLM performing the worst. While LLMs generally
recommended documents with lower citation counts compared to ‘real’ important
literature, they still prefer highly-cited works to lower cited ones, suggesting a partial
consideration of citation impact. The team sizes of the recommended documents
aligned with real-world data, with most recommendations coming from small teams.
Notably, LLMs displayed a significant preference for more recently published
documents, particularly those from the past 20 years. The models tended to favor more
conservative, developmental papers rather than highly disruptive ones. The proportions
of different genders, races, and country types in the LLM-recommended results show
no significant differences compared to real-world conditions, indicating that LLMs do
not exhibit a preference for male, white, or scholars from developed countries, which
contradicts known human discrimination patterns. Additionally, there was a noticeable
"compensation" effect, where the models recommended a higher proportion of scholars
from developing countries compared to the actual distribution. Although this difference
was not statistically significant, it suggests that the large models may have been trained
to mitigate biases, helping to more comprehensively represent the academic community.
This could, to some extent, address issues of underrepresentation related to gender, race,
and nationality in academia. By identifying and addressing potential biases in this task
space, we envision that future LLM literature recommenders can provide relevant and

fairer recommendation results and facilitate healthy and equitable exposure of research.
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David M. Blei

Vladimir Vapnik Soumith Chintala Laurent Sifre Ashish Vaswani

Leo Breiman Hugo Larochelle Arthur Guez Luke Zettlemoyer
Abdelrahman

Michael 1. Jordan Mohamed Michael L. Littman | Jason Weston

Christopher D.

Manning Nitish Srivastava Andrei A. Rusu L. R. Rabiner
Christian Szegedy Honglak Lee Nathaniel D. Daw | Ming - Wei Chang
Anil K. Jain Kyunghyun Cho Marc G. Bellemare | Kristina Toutanova
Ai Koyanagi Trevor Back Joel Veness Walter Kintsch
Jitendra Malik Simon Kohl Shane Legg Niki Parmar
Arnold B. Bakker Benoit Steiner Georg Ostrovski Daniel Ramage
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WHO GETS RECOMMENDED?

M. E. J. Newman

Michael Figurnov

Julian

Schrittwieser

Keith Rayner

Jerome H. Friedman

Nal Kalchbrenner

Andrew G. Barto

Llion Jones

Jurgen Schmidhuber | George E. Dahl Razvan Pascanu Angela D. Friederici
Luc Van Gool Clemens Meyer Simon Osindero [llia Polosukhin
Piotr Dollar Iasonas Kokkinos Helen King Aidan N. Gomez
Jinde Cao Stanislav Nikolov Joélle Pineau Jacob Devlin
Stephen Boyd Alykhan Tejani John Schulman Ron J. Weiss

Ewout W. Steyerberg | Razvan Pascanu Andy Barto Patrick Haftner
Kalyanmoy Deb Gregory Chanan Aja Huang Kyunghyun Cho
Eduardo Bernabé Jon Shlens Amir Sadik Dzmitry Bahdanau
David A. Kenny Song Han Peter Stone Andrej Karpathy

David L. Donoho

Francisco Massa

Nicolas Heess

Susan Dumais

Bradley Efron Victor Lempitsky Jan Peters Jianfeng Gao

Alex Krizhevsky Aja Huang Marc Lanctot Devi Parikh

Andrew F. Hayes Geert Litjens Mehdi Mirza George A. Miller

Oriol Vinyals Amir Sadik Dario Amodei Tat - Seng Chua
Mohammad

Claes Fornell David Warde-Farley | Norouzi Jerry A. Fodor

Quoc V. Le Matthew D. Zeiler Chelsea Finn Li Deng

Koray Kavukcuoglu | Thomas Unterthiner | Yael Niv Marta Kutas

David Silver Mehdi Mirza Raia Hadsell Kevin Murphy

Felix Akpojene

Ogbo Xavier Glorot Satinder Singh Samy Bengio

Nan M. Laird Wojciech Samek Doina Precup Zhiheng Huang

Robert F. Engle

Nicolas Papernot

Kenji Doya

Peter Prettenhofer
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