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ABSTRACT

The transformative potential of AI presents remarkable opportunities, but
also significant risks, underscoring the importance of responsible AI devel-
opment and deployment. Despite a growing emphasis on this area, there is
limited understanding of industry’s engagement in responsible AI research,
i.e., the critical examination of AI’s ethical, social, and legal dimensions. To
address this gap, we analyzed over 6 million peer-reviewed articles and 32
million patent citations using multiple methods across five distinct datasets
to quantify industry’s engagement. Our findings reveal that the majority of
AI firms show limited or no engagement in this critical subfield of AI. We
show a stark disparity between industry’s dominant presence in conven-
tional AI research and its limited engagement in responsible AI. Leading AI
firms exhibit significantly lower output in responsible AI research compared
to their conventional AI research and the contributions of leading academic
institutions. Our linguistic analysis documents a narrower scope of respon-
sible AI research within industry, with a lack of diversity in key topics
addressed. Our large-scale patent citation analysis uncovers a pronounced
disconnect between responsible AI research and the commercialization of
AI technologies, suggesting that industry patents rarely build upon insights
generated by the responsible AI literature. This gap highlights the potential
for AI development to diverge from a socially optimal path, risking unin-
tended consequences due to insufficient consideration of ethical and societal
implications. Our results highlight the urgent need for industry to publicly
engage in responsible AI research to absorb academic knowledge, cultivate
public trust, and proactively mitigate AI-induced societal harms.
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1 Introduction

As AI continues to mediate our lives and relationships (Lazar, 2022; Wagner et al., 2021), it
brings a host of benefits (Taddeo and Floridi, 2018), such as automation of routine tasks
(Brynjolfsson et al., 2019), improved medical services (Coudray et al., 2018), and increased
productivity (Noy and Zhang, 2023). At the same time, many studies have demonstrated
the ethical issues with AI deployment—including creating harm by recommending hateful
content (Santos et al., 2021), generating discriminatory predictions (Buolamwini and Gebru,
2018; Huszár et al., 2022; Dressel and Farid, 2018), or sowing dissent through disinforma-
tion (Matz et al., 2017; Acquisti et al., 2015; Vlasceanu and Amodio, 2022). Consequently, a
general lack of trust in AI has emerged among the public (Mitre, 2023). Hence, regulators,
such as the US Congress, the White House, and the European Parliament, have joined
scholars in questioning the actions of AI firms–firms that own one or more AI patents–and
asking for more public engagement, including research (The White House, 2023b), on these
societal issues (Kang, 2023).

In this article, we use the term “responsible AI” to denote the examination of the ethical
and societal implications of AI. This includes improving its design, development and
deployment, and assessing the appropriateness of AI use in specific situations (Barocas
et al., 2020). Research into responsible AI is critical for aligning AI models with societal
values (Van de Poel, 2020), respecting fundamental human rights (Aizenberg and van den
Hoven, 2020), and contributing positively to society while minimizing potential harms
(Hoffmann and Frase, 2023; Smith, 2023), and ensuring the trustworthiness of AI tech-
nologies (Knowles and Richards, 2021). Therefore, firms creating these technologies need
to critically and ethically evaluate their AI systems, as the benefits and costs of AI are
not inherent to the technology but rather the result of how it is developed and deployed
(Acemoglu, 2021).

AI firms are in a unique position in shaping the trajectory of AI development, possess-
ing the resources, talent, and capability to drive innovation in this field (Ahmed et al., 2023;
Frank et al., 2019). However, this privileged position also entails a heightened responsibil-
ity to ensure the socially beneficial and ethically sound development and deployment of AI
(Rudner, 1953; Johnson, 2023; Bijker and Law, 1994). Engaging in responsible AI research is
crucial for AI firms to cultivate their absorptive capacity (Cohen and Levinthal, 1990; Zahra
and George, 2002; Baruffaldi and Poege, 2023), foster transparency and accountability
(Brundage et al., 2020; Mittelstadt, 2019), and navigate the complex trade-offs involved
in aligning AI with societal values (Korinek and Balwit, 2022). Public engagement and
deliberation are essential in navigating the responsible development of AI, as the substan-
tial conceptual ambiguities surrounding this field require input from diverse stakeholders
(Raghavan, 2023). Moreover, as AI firms are accountable for the consequences of their
products, investing in responsible AI research is necessary to understand the limitations
and potential risks associated with their technology (Holstein et al., 2019). Overall, pri-
oritizing public engagement in responsible AI development not only benefits society as
a whole but also provides tangible financial benefits to AI firms themselves by building
trust among regulators and customers.
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While research into responsible AI by firms could enable them to develop and deploy
the technology in a socially beneficial manner (Askell et al., 2019), the extent and impact
of industry involvement in responsible AI research remain ambiguous. The literature
presents divergent perspectives on this topic, highlighting a tension between the potential
benefits and risks of industry engagement in responsible AI. Critics argue that excessive
industry involvement in AI research could compromise the integrity and independence
of responsible AI initiatives (Abdalla and Abdalla, 2021; Hao, 2021; Young et al., 2022).
For example, Baker and Hanna (2022) assert that this critical research stream is at risk,
emphasizing the need for funding independent, grassroots-led research. This is in part
because there is a significant concern that industry might have excessive influence over the
trajectory of AI research (Young et al., 2022; Ahmed and Wahed, 2020). Furthermore, some
argue that industry collaborates with academics on responsible AI research to influence
regulation, potentially undermining the objectivity of such efforts (Ochigame, 2019). This
perspective suggests that industry engagement in responsible AI research may be driven
by self-interest rather than a genuine commitment to ethical AI development (Cath et al.,
2018).

Conversely, new findings challenge the universally negative view of industry partic-
ipation in responsible AI research. Emerging evidence indicates that certain firms have
advanced significantly in this area (Zhang et al., 2022; Maslej et al., 2023), progressing past
superficial contributions and implementation (de Laat, 2021). This suggests that industry
engagement in responsible AI research and practice is not always detrimental and that
certain firms are committed to socially beneficial AI development. This tension in the
literature underscores the need for further investigation into the nature and extent of
industry’s engagement in responsible AI research.

In this study, we ask:

• To what extent does industry engage in responsible AI research?

• How do the priorities of responsible AI research differ between industry and
academia

• To what extent does industry integrate responsible AI research into its commercial
inventions?

To answer these questions, we conducted a systematic analysis of more than 6 mil-
lion peer-reviewed papers (2010-22) sourced from Scopus and 32 million USPTO patent
citations (1947-2022) (Marx and Fuegi, 2020). Our comprehensive dataset encompasses
a wide range of conference and journal articles, adopting an expansive definition of re-
sponsible AI research. We employed multiple methods, including supervised machine
learning and keyword search, to classify papers as responsible AI research. Leveraging
five distinct datasets (see Table 1), we evaluated the extent of industry’s engagement in this
important subfield. Our analyses consistently demonstrate that industry’s participation in
responsible AI research lacks both depth and breadth.
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Our key contributions include:

• First, our comprehensive analysis of nearly all industry-authored AI papers reveals
a concerning lack of industry engagement in responsible AI research. We employ
two distinct methods—a rigorously tested supervised machine learning analysis
and a keyword search approach—to classify responsible AI papers. The results
suggest that nearly 90% of AI firms with commercial patents conduct no research
into responsible AI. Even more alarming is the finding that among AI research
firms—those with one or more AI publications—only 11.2% engage in substantive
responsible AI research. Overall, our findings indicate a lack of meaningful industry
engagement in responsible AI research.

• Second, comparing industry to academic institutions by analyzing over 5.9 million
papers, our study shows a significant disparity in the production of responsible
AI research by leading AI firms. Leading AI firms produce significantly lower
output in responsible AI research compared to their conventional AI research and
the contributions of leading academic institutions.

• Third, analyzing industry presence at AI conferences reveals a stark imbalance:
while industry dominates conventional AI conferences, its engagement in responsi-
ble AI conferences is limited, highlighting a lack of commitment to responsible AI
advancement.

• Fourth, by employing various natural language processing (NLP) methods on
paper abstracts, we find that AI firms tend to have a more limited research focus
on responsible AI compared to academic researchers. Specifically, areas such as
moral considerations, environmental concerns, and ethical consequences receive
less attention in industry papers.

• Finally, to the best of our knowledge, this work is the first empirical evidence that
shows that responsible AI research has a limited impact on industry’s commercial
inventions. Our comprehensive analysis of over 32 million patent citations reveals
a notable gap between responsible AI research and its application by industry,
suggesting limited commercial integration of responsible AI research.

Our findings indicate that AI’s rapid commercialization is proceeding with insufficient
attention to its potential consequences, despite mounting pressure from regulators (The
White House, 2023a), activists (Krafft et al., 2021), and employees (Ahmed and Jia, 2023;
Belfield, 2020) to prioritize responsible development. Industry’s limited engagement in
responsible AI research is concerning, given its leading role in AI development. Our
analysis shows that AI firms have minimal involvement in responsible AI research and
development, as evidenced by their publications and patent citations. This suggests that
the current trajectory of AI may not be socially optimal.

In the following sections, we discuss: related literature on industry engagement in
responsible AI research (section 2), why industry should engage in responsible AI research
(section 3), what extent industry engages in responsible AI research (section 4), research
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priorities in responsible AI between industry and academia (section 5), to what extent
industry incorporates responsible AI research into their commercial inventions (section 6),
and finally, we discuss the potential policy implications of our findings (section 7).

Table 1: Datasets used to analyze industry engagement in responsible AI

Dataset Source Number of
Observations

Period Reference
Figure

Sampling Strategy

1

Industry 679,919 2010-22 1, 3, 5, S7 All peer-reviewed
papers published by
firms holding at least
one AI patent

Academia 5,265,419 2010-22 1, 3, 5, S7 All peer-reviewed
papers published by
leading 100 US
universities

2

Leading
conventional
AI conferences

106,012 2010-22 2 Leading conferences
in conventional AI
(see Table S1 in the
appendix)

Leading
responsible AI
conferences

851 2018-22 2, 5 Leading conferences
in responsible AI (see
Table S1 in the
appendix)

3 Responsible
AI journal and
conference
papers1

36,022 2010-22 2, 5 Papers identified us-
ing expert-suggested
keywords (see Table
S2 in the appendix)

4 Patents-
to-paper
citations2

32,698,465 1947-2022 5 Reliance on Science
data (Marx and
Fuegi, 2020)

5 AI patents 141,770 1985-2018 5 AI patents data
(Miric et al., 2023)

2 Related Literature on Industry’s Engagement in Responsible AI
Research

Recent research has documented industry’s increasing dominance of the frontiers of AI
research (Frank et al., 2019; Koch et al., 2021; Ahmed et al., 2023). Studies have shown
that industry not only has an increased presence but also influences the trajectory of AI
research by creating the majority of large AI models (Benkler, 2019; Jurowetzki et al., 2021;

1This comprehensive sample encompasses papers from a diverse array of sources, including various
journals and conferences in addition to top-tier outlets.

2This citation data comes from over 2 million USPTO patents between 1947 and 2022 citing over 5 million
papers between 1800 and 2022.
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Ahmed et al., 2023). Concerns arise from the significant influence industry may exert
over the direction of AI research (Young et al., 2022; Ahmed and Wahed, 2020), including
hiring academics (Ahmed et al., 2023; Simonite, 2020; Gofman and Jin, 2023) and directly
funding AI research at universities (Abdalla and Abdalla, 2021; Hao, 2021; Young et al.,
2022). Consequently, scholars worry that academia is falling behind (Ahmed and Wahed,
2020; Jurowetzki et al., 2021), with industry taking the lead in pushing the boundaries of
AI research and development.

However, there is conflicting evidence regarding industry’s engagement in responsible
AI research. One stream of literature suggests that engagement in responsible AI research
has increased notably (Maslej et al., 2023, 2024). The Stanford AI Index 2022 reports a 71%
year-over-year increase in industry co-authored publications at leading responsible AI
conferences in recent years (Zhang et al., 2022). Research has also suggested that certain
AI firms have genuinely engaged with their responsible AI practices (de Laat, 2021). In
fact, concerns have grown to such an extent that scholars have predicted AI firms might
shape the future research agenda in the field of responsible AI (Hao, 2021; Young et al.,
2022; Baker and Hanna, 2022; Jazwinska, 2022). This has led some to argue that industry
collaborates with academics on responsible AI research to sway regulation, potentially
compromising the objectivity of these efforts (Ochigame, 2019; Cath et al., 2018). Moreover,
critics contend that excessive industry involvement in AI research could compromise the
integrity and independence of responsible AI initiatives (Abdalla and Abdalla, 2021; Hao,
2021; Young et al., 2022; Baker and Hanna, 2022).

On the other hand, another stream of literature predicts and argues that industry might
have limited incentive to engage in the development of responsible AI (Askell et al., 2019).
The “ethics washing” literature claims that firms create the illusion of ethical behavior
without substantive work in responsible AI (de Laat, 2021; Rakova et al., 2021; Falco et al.,
2021). This suggests that industry has limited engagement in both responsible AI research
and practice, contradicting prior claims.

Scholars have also examined the breadth of industry’s responsible AI research, focusing
on the range of topics addressed. However, these examinations have been limited in scale.
Recent textual analyses indicate that while certain areas of responsible AI have gained
traction over time (Laufer et al., 2022), mainstream AI research often prioritizes the interests
of large corporations over societal needs, potentially overlooking harmful consequences
(Birhane et al., 2022). It is important to note that a significant drawback of these studies is
their narrow focus on only the most prestigious responsible AI conferences, which may
not provide a comprehensive view of the field.

3 Motivations for Industry to Engage in Responsible AI Research

AI firms, as the primary drivers of technological development and deployment, have a
critical role to play in responsible AI research due to their unique position, expertise, and
potential impact on society. Moreover, given that the design of AI necessitates considerable
public deliberation, we contend that it is crucial for these organizations to publicly engage
in responsible AI research.
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Unique position and capability. AI firms occupy a unique position to shape the trajectory
of AI development due to their central role in developing and deploying this technology
(Miric et al., 2023; Ahmed et al., 2023). The decisions these firms make during the design
and deployment phases have far-reaching implications for society (Rudner, 1953; Johnson,
2023; Bijker and Law, 1994). Furthermore, their privileged vantage point allows them
to identify potential shortcomings and risks associated with their AI systems that may
not be apparent to external researchers and take necessary measures to address those
(Nedzhvetskaya and Tan, 2022). This unique position imposes a heightened responsibility
on AI firms to ensure that the technology they develop is socially beneficial and morally
sound (Smith, 2023).

Access to required resources. The development of cutting-edge AI requires vast amounts
of data, computational power, and talent–resources that are largely concentrated within
AI firms (Ahmed et al., 2023; Birhane et al., 2023; Ahmed and Wahed, 2020). Industry
actors develop the vast majority of state-of-the-art AI models (Ahmed et al., 2023; Maslej
et al., 2024), which are often opaque and difficult for outside researchers to reproduce and
audit (Bommasani et al., 2023). Moreover, AI firms attract a disproportionate share of top
AI talent, with nearly 70% of AI PhDs opting for industry roles over academic positions
(Ahmed et al., 2023). Additionally, industry is dominating the leading AI benchmarks and
directing the trajectory of AI research. This disparity in resources between industry and
academia is particularly concerning given that certain limitations of AI models, such as
toxicity in language, only become evident at larger scales (Ganguli et al., 2022; Birhane
et al., 2023). This disparity underscores the heightened responsibility of AI firms to
commercialize AI research responsibly.

Cultivation of absorptive capacity. Engaging in responsible AI research is crucial for firms
to develop their “absorptive capacity”–the ability to identify, assimilate, and apply external
knowledge (Cohen and Levinthal, 1990; Zahra and George, 2002; Baruffaldi and Poege,
2023). This process is complex and costly, requiring firms to establish specific routines and
organizational procedures (Zahra and George, 2002). Recent research suggests that active
participation in conferences is essential for firms to effectively learn from other researchers
(Baruffaldi and Poege, 2023). By actively participating in responsible AI research and
presenting their findings at leading conferences, AI firms can enhance their capacity to
absorb and integrate the knowledge generated by the broader research community (Epstein
et al., 2018; Microsoft, 2024).

Increased transparency and accountability. Fostering transparency and accountability in
the AI development process is crucial for developing trustworthy AI systems (Brundage
et al., 2020; Mittelstadt, 2019). Industry needs to engage in public deliberations and consult
with external stakeholders when making critical decisions about design choices during AI
development. This approach is essential for several reasons.

First, participating in peer-review processes facilitates interaction with various stake-
holders, particularly those in academia and the non-profit sectors. Such engagement is
essential because mitigating bias and reducing unfairness in AI models often require mak-
ing choices that conflict with each other (Raghavan, 2023). Furthermore, the complexity of
designing technology for diverse user needs, with varying incentives and often unclear
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user preferences, necessitates collaborative decision-making (Ghoshal and Dasgupta, 2023;
Kleinberg et al., 2023).

Second, decisions regarding what to commercialize, how to commercialize, and for
whom should undergo public deliberation (Barocas et al., 2020). It is equally important to
consider what not to develop or commercialize as some AI technologies may have unintended
negative consequences or raise significant ethical concerns (Cohen et al., 2024). Public
deliberation is imperative because the repercussions of commercialization often dispro-
portionately impact marginalized groups (Raji and Buolamwini, 2019; Bruckner, 2018).
Transparency regarding the values encoded and reflected in AI models (Birhane et al., 2022)
is crucial for developing AI systems that equitably represent and serve all individuals, as it
enables stakeholders to identify and address potential biases or limitations that could lead
to discriminatory or unfair outcomes. Furthermore, the substantial conceptual ambiguities
and debates surrounding responsible AI (Powers and Ganascia, 2020) require significant
public deliberation with diverse stakeholders, including those from the Global South
(Png, 2022; Durmus et al., 2023). Stakeholders should be actively involved in determining
the values that AI systems should align with and the risks and harms that need to be
addressed (Diberardino et al., 2024). A sociotechnical approach emphasizes that no single
group, especially technologists alone, should unilaterally make these critical decisions
(Korinek and Balwit, 2022). Making AI safe requires public debates on these questions
(Lazar and Nelson, 2023). By involving a wide range of perspectives and expertise, AI
firms can develop more robust and ethically sound solutions to the complex problems they
face (Neff, 2020). Overall, increased responsible AI research by industry (and academia)
will facilitate better communication within the AI research community, that prioritizes
transparency and accountability, and leads to the development of trustworthy AI systems.

Third, publishing in peer-reviewed forums facilitates greater scrutiny of the decision-
making processes of AI firms. It also enables outsiders to observe how firms balance their
business models and financial incentives with the direction of technology development
(Zuboff, 2015). This scrutiny is essential to ensure transparency and accountability in
AI development (Brundage et al., 2020; Mittelstadt, 2019) as it helps to identify potential
conflicts of interest and encourages responsible innovation.

Risk reduction. AI is a tool that lacks autonomy in decision-making. Therefore, just
as automobile manufacturers, who are held liable for accidents due to vehicle defects
and therefore undertake thorough pre-market testing, AI companies should also bear
responsibility for the consequences of their products (Martin, 2019). Engaging in rigorous
responsible AI research is crucial for these companies to understand the limitations of their
technology and products (Holstein et al., 2019).

Financial benefits. Investing in responsible AI research yields substantial financial
benefits for firms. By engaging in responsible AI research, industry can improve the
quality of AI products and services by incorporating ethical considerations and ensuring
the development of AI systems that are fair, unbiased, and trustworthy. Moreover, by
developing internal expertise in this area, firms will be better equipped to navigate the
complex challenges that will inevitably arise as the technology advances (Renieris et al.,
2022). Collaborating with the broader responsible AI community and sharing knowledge
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will help industry leaders stay attuned to evolving societal concerns and adapt accordingly.
Overall, firms that prioritize responsible AI will be more resilient and successful in the
long run, as regulators and customers are more likely to trust products that are not prone
to hallucinations and biases.

4 The Narrow Depth of Industry’s Responsible AI Research

4.1 Assessing Responsible AI Research Engagement of Industry and Academia

In this section, we provide a comprehensive analysis of the engagement of industry
and academia in responsible AI research. We begin by evaluating the extent to which
industry participates in responsible AI research and compare this engagement to their
involvement in conventional AI research. This comparison allows us to understand
the relative importance placed on responsible AI within industry’s research portfolio.
Subsequently, we contrast industry’s commitment to responsible AI with academia’s
research efforts in this domain. We consider both the publication count and the quality of
the publications to gain a thorough understanding of the current state of responsible AI
research in these two sectors.

4.1.1 Data Description

To identify AI firms and assess industry engagement in responsible AI research, we focused
on companies holding at least one AI patent registered with the United States Patent and
Trademark Office (USPTO), yielding a list of 1,771 AI firms. Patents signal a firm’s ability
to actively research and commercialize technology in a field (Arora et al., 2018). Our
sample included firms with patents under the Cooperative Patent Classification (CPC)
class “computer systems based on specific computational models,” excluding quantum
computing, per consultations with USPTO examiners. Afterward, we collected each
AI firm’s peer-reviewed publications from Scopus, including publications from both
conferences and journals. Our sampling strategy ensures that we have the full research
portfolio of AI firms. This process resulted in 679,919 papers from 2010 to 2022, which
included AI papers, non-AI papers, and responsible AI papers (dataset 1).

To compare industry research engagement with academia, we first collected data from
Scopus for the leading 100 universities in computer science research. We selected these
universities based on their research productivity between 2010 and 2022, as reported
by CSRankings.org3. The complete list of universities can be found in Table S11 in the
appendix. For each of the selected universities, we downloaded their publication data
from Scopus, covering the years 2010 to 2022. This process resulted in a comprehensive
dataset (dataset 1) consisting of 5,265,419 peer-reviewed publications. This dataset serves
as the basis for our analysis of academic research engagement.

3CSRankings (csrankings.org) is a well-cited resource in the literature (Ahmed et al., 2023; Meho, 2019;
Gofman and Jin, 2023) that ranks universities based on their research output in computer science.
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4.1.2 Classification Method

The classification of responsible AI papers presents a significant challenge due to the lack
of a universally accepted definition of responsible AI (Jobin et al., 2019). Consequently,
researchers may employ varying definitions and classification approaches, leading to
inconsistencies in the identification and categorization of responsible AI research. For
our analysis, we conducted a supervised machine learning method using an ensemble
classification (Dietterich, 2000) that combined a transformer-based pre-trained SciBERT
model (Beltagy et al., 2019) and a boosting-based XGBoost classifier (Chen and Guestrin,
2016). Such ensembled classifiers are generally used to gain better results than those from
the constituent classifiers alone (Caruana et al., 2004; Tulyakov et al., 2008). The intuition
here is that our SciBERT model, combined with a separate classifier and being trained on
research articles, would be able to learn the patterns from the data and identify responsible
AI and conventional AI papers (see Fig. S1 in the appendix for our overall workflow).

Papers from the three leading responsible AI conferences were initially labeled as
responsible AI papers for our ensemble model’s training data. The goal was to maintain a
broad operationalization of responsible AI and reduce human intervention, thus mitigating
selection bias and making the classification process more reproducible. Additionally, to
classify conventional AI and non-AI papers that are unrelated to responsible AI, we added
data from reputed journals and leading conventional AI conferences that were not about
responsible AI to our training data. We manually validated the titles and abstracts of
these articles and labeled them as either conventional AI or non-AI papers. Our training
data contained 7,355 papers comprising 930 responsible AI papers and 6,425 papers from
leading AI conferences and journals (see Tables S13 and S14 in the appendix for the details
of the model’s training data).

Transformer-based models outperform other neural network models on text processing
tasks (Vaswani et al., 2017). Among them, BERT (Devlin et al., 2018) and other BERT-based
models, like RoBERTa (Liu et al., 2019), have demonstrated state-of-the-art performance
on different NLP tasks. For our analysis, we evaluated multiple pre-trained transformer-
based models on a hold-out test sample. Our findings show the SciBERT model, originally
trained on over a million research articles, outperformed other models, yielding better
accuracy (see Table 2).4

To complement the SciBERT model, we used the XGBoost classifier as it has demon-
strated better performance on diverse data types when ensembled with a neural network-
based model (Shwartz-Ziv and Armon, 2022; Li et al., 2017).

Fine-tuning the ensemble model also included manual validation of the training dataset
and feature ablation on it. Ablation studies are helpful in identifying and quantifying the
actual impact of the constituent model components (Sheikholeslami et al., 2021). Following
prior literature, we performed ablations on features (Merrick, 2019; Girshick et al., 2014;
Richardson et al., 2006) and training data subsets (Mousavi et al., 2020; Sheikholeslami

4As part of the ensemble model, we fine-tuned the SciBERT model by setting 50 epochs with 10-fold
cross-validation. Additionally, we enabled early stopping with a delta of 1e−4, a patience value of 3 to avoid
overfitting, and set the training batch size to 50.
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Table 2: Transformer-based supervised ML models’ accuracy test results
Model Accuracy AUC F1 Score
SciBERT 0.993 0.919 0.882
RoBERTa 0.992 0.915 0.844
XLNet 0.992 0.880 0.827
BERT 0.993 0.902 0.856
ELECTRA 0.993 0.917 0.862
ALBERT 0.991 0.869 0.807

et al., 2021). We tested multiple models by using varied subsets of features (e.g., abstract,
title and abstract, abstract and publication outlet title). This careful ablation led us to a
robust model which included paper title, paper abstract, and publication outlet title as the
most effective features.

In our ensemble model, we utilized paper abstracts as a feature for the SciBERT model
and paper titles and publication outlet titles (e.g., conference or journal names) as features
for our XGBoost classifier. Both of these classifiers independently resulted in prediction
values indicating whether the paper is a responsible AI paper, a conventional AI paper, or
neither. Afterward, we used a weighted summation of the predicted values to obtain the fi-
nal prediction. Our rationale is that abstracts convey a more comprehensive representation
of a paper’s content and theme than titles or outlet names. Hence we assigned a weight of
70% to the prediction from the SciBERT model, which used abstracts as features, and 30%
to the prediction from the XGBoost classifier. This weighted summation, if greater than
50%, resulted in a final predicted “positive” class (responsible AI paper or conventional
AI paper, measured separately); otherwise, the paper was classified as “negative” (not a
responsible AI paper).

After the ensemble model’s classification, we manually validated our findings on 500
randomly selected classified papers. This analysis showed that our classification approach
was reliable, achieving 92.4% accuracy. To ensure further robustness of our approach, we
conducted data ablation afterward with multiple different training and testing datasets
(see Section 4.1.5).

4.1.3 Citation-Weighted Publication Count

Here we used a citation-weighted count to account for the quality of the publications. For
each of the n papers, we first measured its age as the difference between the current year
ycur and the paper’s publication year ypub. Then we measured its age-weighted citation w
by dividing its total number of citations c by its age.

w =
c

(ycur − ypub) + 1
(1)

Afterward, to assess the overall impact of a firm or university’s research publications in
the current year, we aggregated the age-weighted citations for all of the n papers published
by that firm or university in that year. The sum of these age-weighted citations, denoted
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Industry’s limited engagement in responsible AI research (a comparison with academia)

Figure 1: Here, Fig. 1a shows the number of firms that have conventional and responsible AI research
engagement, divided into three groups based on their level of engagement. Fig. 1b showcases a stark
difference in the leading 100 AI firms’ (n = 506,017 papers, 2010-22) and universities’ (n = 5,265,419 papers,
2010-22) participation in conventional AI research compared to their engagement in responsible AI research.
Fig. 1c presents a citation-weighted paper count for the same data. A trend line reflects the participation
trend within each group with 95% confidence intervals. In both Fig. 1b and 1c, the dashed lines indicate a
reference line where the proportion of responsible AI papers to conventional AI papers is 2.5%.

as I, represents the citation impact of that firm or university’s research outcomes for the
current year.

I =
n

∑
i=1

wi (2)

4.1.4 Findings

In Fig. 1a, we visualize firms based on their responsible AI publication engagement. First,
we counted the number of AI firms (n = 1,771) based on their level of engagement in
responsible AI research within the years 2010-22 and disaggregated them into three groups:
(a) firms with no engagement in responsible AI research, (b) firms with limited engagement in
responsible AI research (publishing fewer than five papers), and (c) firms with engagement
in responsible AI research (publishing five or more papers).
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Fig. 1a shows that an overwhelming majority of AI firms (89.9%) did not engage in any
responsible AI research from 2010 to 2022. Additionally, only 3.3% of the AI firms had five
or more responsible AI papers, indicating an unenthusiastic participation. In other words,
96.7% of AI firms published fewer than five responsible AI papers over 13 years.

This pattern of limited industry engagement continues for AI research firms, i.e., firms
that had at least one AI research paper. We disaggregated papers from 519 such firms
in the same groups as before and observed a majority of them (65.5%) did not engage
in responsible AI research. Almost a fourth of them (23.3%) published fewer than five
papers over 13 years, showing very limited participation. A mere 11.2% of these firms
demonstrated meaningful engagement in responsible AI research. Overall, industry
engagement in responsible AI research was limited among both AI patent-holding firms
and AI research firms.

We then compared industry’s proportion of responsible AI research to its conventional
AI research with the corresponding proportion in academia. We calculated the total
number of AI papers and responsible AI papers for each university and firm. Then, for
each university, we used AI paper counts as the x-axis and responsible AI papers count
as the y-axis, and we fitted a regression line with a 95% confidence interval. Finally, we
introduced a 2.5% reference line indicating the projected ratio of responsible AI papers to
total AI papers.

Here, we compared the 100 leading academic research institutes with the 100 leading AI
firms (for a comparison with our full sample of AI firms, see Fig. S2 in the appendix). We
selected the leading AI research institutes and firms based on their number of conventional
AI papers. This selection ensured a fair comparison in terms of research capability and
reputation. Notably, the leading 100 AI firms have significantly greater resources than
even the most elite universities (Ahmed et al., 2023). Fig. 1b indicates that industry’s par-
ticipation in conventional AI research is on par with that of leading academic institutions.
However, the leading AI firms engage in responsible AI research at a far lower rate than
comparable leading academic institutions. This disparity is particularly visible from the
slope of industry’s regression line, which is flatter than that of academia.

Finally, to take into account the quality of the publications, we used a citation-weighted
publication count (see Section 4.1.3 for the details). Fig 1c suggests that after considering
the quality of the publications, the disparity between industry and academia stayed largely
similar. This contrast is visible from the slope of industry’s regression line, compared
with academia’s regression line. Overall, this analysis shows that industry’s engagement
in responsible AI research is limited even when we consider the quality of research.
Interestingly, the performance of some AI firms has improved when quality was taken into
account, suggesting that these firms produce high-quality responsible AI research, albeit
in smaller quantities compared to their conventional AI research output.

Consistent with the findings of de Laat (2021), we observed that a smaller number
of AI firms are indeed engaging in responsible AI research. However, the extent of
their engagement is still significantly lower than their conventional AI research. When
considering the quality of their contributions, we note that a smaller number of firms
surpassed the 2.5% threshold. It is plausible that firms selectively disclose their high-
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quality papers, which may partially explain the observed improvement in performance
when quality is accounted for. Nevertheless, the overall disparity between industry and
academia in terms of responsible AI research output remains noticeable. This stark contrast
suggests that market incentives to enhance AI capabilities far outweigh the incentives to
prioritize and invest in responsible AI development.

4.1.5 Robustness of Classification Method

We tested in two different ways to validate whether the disparity observed above is robust
to changes in the selection of dataset or methodology. First, we performed data ablation
by varying the training and testing data. Second, we classified the papers with a different
method.

To conduct data ablation, we tested three different models by (a) training and testing
exclusively on journal articles, (b) training and testing exclusively on conference papers,
and finally (c) training on prior ACM FAccT conference papers and testing exclusively
on conference papers (see Fig. S4 in the appendix). For this, we prepared a subset of the
data from the same sample as our prior analysis. This data ablation produced similar
results to our findings from the main model (as described in Section 4.1.4), which increases
confidence that our classification method is robust to changes in the underlying data.

We also disaggregated the publications into conferences and journals (see Fig. S3a
and Fig. S3b in the appendix, respectively). This analysis suggests that industry has a
lower proportion of responsible AI research in both journal and conference participation;
however, the disparity is more pronounced in journal participation.

4.1.6 Validating Results Using Expert-Suggested Keywords

To validate the findings from our ensemble model, we classified the papers using an
alternate approach: by searching for expert-recommended keywords in the paper titles
and abstracts. Here, we used a predefined list (i.e., dictionary) consisting of specific terms
that indicated the category of interest, i.e., whether an observation matches the themes
of responsible AI or not. However, a keyword-based search approach can be challenging
in the absence of a relevant and representative dictionary. To address this concern, we
utilized an extended list of keywords for responsible AI as suggested by experts in this
field (see Table S2 in the appendix). Similarly, when classifying conventional AI papers,
we utilized keywords from the extant literature (Cockburn et al., 2019; Baruffaldi et al.,
2020) and added additional words (see section S1.4 in the appendix).

It is important to note that keywords alone are not enough to categorize responsible AI
papers. For instance, the word “fairness” in the search query would include papers such as
“Achieving proportional fairness in WiFi networks via bandit convex optimization.”5 This
study is clearly not a responsible AI paper. Thus, our manual validation process, combined
with machine learning-based analyses, indicates that data collection solely dependent on
keywords tends to overestimate the extent of responsible AI research.

5Famitafreshi, G., & Cano, C. (2022). Achieving proportional fairness in WiFi networks via bandit convex
optimization. Annals of Telecommunications, 77(5-6), 281-295.
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We used the same dataset employed in our prior analysis of industry engagement
using the machine learning model: 679,919 papers between 2010 and 2022 co-authored
by researchers affiliated with 1,771 leading AI firms, and 5,265,419 papers (2010-22) co-
authored by researchers affiliated with 100 leading universities. Our findings from this
keyword-based search on paper titles and abstracts, as shown in Fig. S7 in the appendix,
align with our prior findings using the machine learning model and indicate that the
majority of AI firms are engaging in responsible AI research to a very limited extent
compared to academia. This methodological triangulation (Denzin, 2017), employing
varied approaches, evidently illustrates the disparity in responsible AI research between
industry and academia.

4.1.7 Quality of Industry’s Responsible AI research

A common critique of industry involvement is the concern that its efforts may amount to
mere superficial commitment rather than substantive (Vynck and Oremus, 2023; Metcalf
et al., 2019), rigorous research. In contrast, our analysis of the 50 most-cited papers from
leading responsible AI conferences indicates that industry’s contribution to responsible AI
research is not merely performative. Indeed, industry has made significant contributions in
the form of high-quality, impactful research. We found that half of the 50 most-cited papers
(2018-2022, leading three responsible AI papers) have authors with industry affiliations,
and six of those papers are exclusively industry-authored. The large technology firms,
Google and Microsoft, are the most represented, with ten and nine papers, respectively.
Notably, nine of the 25 most-cited papers with industry affiliations involve authors who
have since been dismissed or have left their organizations. Taken together, these results
indicate that while industry has a narrower scope of responsible AI research than academia,
it has nonetheless made a substantial contribution to the field in the past.

4.2 Assessing Industry Engagement in Responsible and Conventional AI Research
To assess the disparity in industry participation between responsible AI and conventional
AI research, we conducted three distinct analyses using multiple datasets. First, we
compared industry engagement in leading responsible AI conferences with its presence
at the leading conventional AI conferences. This comparison was performed using two
approaches: counting the unique number of firms and examining their co-authorship
behavior. Second, we analyzed the growth of industry engagement in responsible AI
research over time using a more comprehensive sample that extends beyond top-tier
articles.

4.2.1 Data and Method

The underlying data for our analysis of industry’s engagement in responsible AI and
conventional AI research come from three different datasets, consisting of (a) papers
from three leading responsible AI conferences, (b) papers from ten leading conventional
AI conferences, and (c) a unique sample of journal and conference papers containing
expert-suggested responsible AI keywords in their abstracts or titles.
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First, we selected three leading responsible AI conferences–ACM FAccT, AAAI/ACM
AIES, and ACM EAAMO–based on our consultation with scholars researching responsible
AI across multiple disciplines (computer science, information science, business, and phi-
losophy). We found 851 papers in total from 2018 to 2022, of which 748 were downloaded
from Scopus and 103 were downloaded from their respective websites (dataset 2). Then
we manually classified all of these papers’ affiliations. We counted a paper as an industry
paper if at least one of its co-authors had any industry affiliation, following prior literature
(Frank et al., 2019). We then manually reviewed these papers’ affiliations to compile a
list of unique firms represented in the authorship. Henceforth, this process of measuring
industry engagement was applied separately for conferences and journals, allowing us to
quantify and compare the level of industry engagement across different categories.

Second, we selected the ten leading AI conferences (see Table S1 in the appendix) from
CSRankings.org, and collected 106,012 papers from Scopus for these conferences from 2010
to 2022 (dataset 2).

Third, we collected a unique dataset of 36,022 papers from between 2010 and 2022 on
responsible AI (dataset 3) using an extensive list of over 170 keywords (see Table S2 in
the appendix) from Scopus. To select those keywords, we consulted eight leading experts
in responsible AI research. These experts have co-authored papers at the three leading
responsible AI conferences or written highly cited responsible AI papers. Our search
was confined to English-language, peer-reviewed publications available on Scopus. We
included papers in our dataset if their titles or abstracts contained any of the keywords
from our list.

Keywords-based distinct sample. This distinct sample is a key strength of our study,
setting it apart from previous works (Maslej et al., 2024; Birhane et al., 2022) that focused
solely on leading conferences. We adopted a more comprehensive definition of responsible
AI, incorporating papers from a wider range of outlets beyond the top-tier conferences.
This allows us to examine industry participation in less prominent outlets and provide a
more comprehensive assessment.

To classify the papers’ affiliations, we first employed string-matching algorithms and
an extensive set of regular expressions to systematically categorize them. Our strategy
involved leveraging an extensive list of firm names containing 1,771 firm entities and
variations of their names with a list of keywords that includes, but is not limited to, “ltd,”
“llc,” “inc,” “limited,” “consult,” “industries,” “llp,” “gmbh,” “corp,” “incorporated,”
“incorporation,” “corporation,” and “company.” Then, we manually reviewed all the
unclassified affiliations to classify them and minimize misclassification.

4.2.2 Findings

First, we looked at the unique number of firms that have presented research at leading
conventional AI conferences and responsible AI conferences. To measure this, first, we
took the subset of papers where at least one of the co-authors was affiliated with industry.
Then we manually curated the list of unique firms from the co-authors’ affiliations. Using
that list, we show in Fig. 2a that only a small number of firms participate in responsible AI
conferences. In case of conventional AI conferences (see Table S1 in the appendix for the
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list of conferences) more than 250 firms participated in each of all 10 of them; whereas, in
stark contrast, the numbers for the responsible AI conferences (FAccT, AIES, and EAMMO)
were significantly lower, with only 33, 28, and six firms participating, respectively (see Fig.
2a).

Subsequently, we examined industry co-authorship in the three major responsible
AI conferences. Fig. 2b plots the proportion of industry co-authored papers in leading
responsible AI conferences compared to the proportion of industry papers in conventional
AI conferences (the dashed line). We calculated this annual proportion by dividing the
total number of industry papers in each year for each conference by the total annual
publications of each conference. The trends shown in Fig. 2b suggest that industry has
a limited presence in responsible AI conferences while its participation is growing at
conventional AI conferences. From 2018 to 2022, industry’s participation in responsible AI
conferences has barely changed (the percentage varies roughly between 20% and 23%).6

In contrast, during the same period, industry increased its participation from 29% to
37% at the leading conventional AI conferences. Our results are consistent with recent
research (Ahmed et al., 2023) indicating industry has significantly increased its presence in
conventional AI research.

Finally, using a separate sample based on expert-suggested keywords (dataset 3), we
found that industry proportion has largely stayed the same in recent years (see Fig. 2c),
which is consistent with our earlier findings. This suggests that, among all the peer-
reviewed responsible AI publications over the years, annually, roughly 15% or less of them
had a co-author affiliated with industry. Even more worryingly, this number has largely
stayed the same in recent years. To conclude, even when we used a different sample, we
found that industry presence in responsible AI research has been limited.

Overall, our results illustrate the divergence between industry participation in conven-
tional AI and responsible AI research. Different interpretations of the criteria defining an
industry paper produce similar outcomes.

4.2.3 Alternative Measurements

Author-weighted affiliation (AWA) count: To further validate our findings, we used
an alternate method of attributing industry co-authorship. To more precisely measure
industry engagement from author affiliations, we first allocated an equal contribution
weight 1

n to each of the n co-authors of a paper, assuming their equal contribution to it. We
then calculated each co-author’s ‘industry-weight,’ by taking a fraction of their affiliations
that are from industry.

To illustrate, if one of the co-authors has a affiliations in total, and among them â
are from industry, then we defined industry-weight to be â

a . Thus, we calculated any
co-author’s final weight in a paper by multiplying the equal contribution weight by
industry-weight. Finally, the total author-weighted affiliation count of industry for a paper,
AWA, was defined by summing the final weights of all its n co-authors:

6Our supplementary analysis of ACM FAccT 2023 (not included in this study) reveals a downward trend
in industry participation
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Industry’s limited engagement in responsible AI research

Figure 2: Here, Fig. 2a shows a strong disparity in industry engagement by measuring firms’ presence
(based on co-authors’ industry affiliation) in ten leading conventional AI conferences (n = 63,526 papers)
and three leading responsible AI conferences (n = 851 papers) between 2018 and 2022. Fig. 2b shows
the percentage of papers with at least one co-author having industry affiliation in conventional AI (n =
1,06,012; 2010-22), and responsible AI conferences (n = 851; 2018-22) over the years. This result is robust to
changes in methods of co-authorship count. Fig. 2c represents the percentage of industry-papers (n = 36,022;
2010-22) classified as responsible AI papers (a distinct sample based on expert-suggested keywords) from
both journals and conferences.
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AWA =
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∑
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âi

ai

)
(3)

Where, AWA is the author-weighted affiliation count of industry for a paper, n is the
total number of co-authors in the paper, ai represents the total number of affiliations, and
âi represents the number of industry affiliations of the i-th author in the paper.

This approach provides a more accurate picture of industry engagement in responsible
AI by addressing the authors’ multiple affiliations, instead of counting only industry
affiliations. Even with this counting approach, we found that industry participation has
doubled in conventional AI research but has largely stayed the same in responsible AI (see
Fig. S5 for the author-weighted count of leading conferences & S6 for the responsible AI
papers in the appendix).

Responsible AI research at leading conventional AI conferences: Recent research
indicates the growing presence of responsible AI research at conventional AI conferences
(Maslej et al., 2024). This trend raises the question of whether industry is more focused on
engaging in responsible AI research at these conferences. To investigate that possibility,
we analyzed industry’s contribution to responsible AI research presented at leading
conventional AI conferences. Our findings reveal that industry’s share of responsible
AI research at these conferences has largely stayed the same in recent years (see Fig. S8 in
the appendix).

4.3 Summary of Findings

In this section, by analyzing nearly 6 million papers from industry and academia, we
showed that industry lacks meaningful engagement in responsible AI research, in both
quantity and impact, compared to academia. Additionally, among 519 firms conducting
AI research, only about 11.2% of them meaningfully engaged in responsible AI research
through peer-reviewed publications. By examining industry presence in leading confer-
ences on conventional and responsible AI, we also observe industry’s noticeably lower
presence in responsible AI conferences. While industry’s participation in responsible AI
conferences has remained fairly the same, we showed that their presence in conventional
AI conferences has increased over the years in contrast. Overall, our analysis, including
calculating the number of co-authoring firms and the percentage of industry papers, shows
industry’s limited presence in responsible AI research.

5 The Narrow Breadth of Industry’s Responsible AI Research

To gain a comprehensive understanding of the breadth of industry’s responsible AI re-
search, and for meaningful comparisons with academia, we employed a multi-pronged
approach that leverages various NLP techniques. These methods consisted of clustering
algorithms to identify thematic patterns, different topic modeling analyses to uncover
latent themes and their prevalence, and a series of word frequency analyses to highlight
key concepts.
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5.1 Data Description

For our linguistic analysis, we used 10,799 paper abstracts, as abstracts provide a more
comprehensive representation of a paper’s content, published between 2010 and 2022. This
dataset included papers classified as responsible AI papers by our supervised machine
learning model (see section 4.1.2). Among the papers, 10,408 were authored by researchers
affiliated solely with academia (from the leading 100 universities) and 391 were authored
by researchers affiliated exclusively with AI firms.7 We focused on papers with sole
authorship from either academia or industry to better capture the differences in language
usage between these two groups without the potential confounding influence of industry-
academia collaboration. By omitting papers with mixed affiliations, we aimed to minimize
bias in the analysis that could arise from differing research priorities, potential conflicts of
interest, or the influence of joint funding on the framing and language of the research.

5.2 K-means Clustering

To analyze the research priorities of industry and academia separately in responsible AI
research, we used k-means clustering (MacQueen, 1967) in our data. K-means clustering
is used to organize large volumes of unstructured text data into meaningful clusters,
providing a foundation for an intuitive understanding.

We performed a sensitivity analysis by varying the number of clusters (k=6, 8, 10),
but for this discussion, we will focus on the insights from the ten-cluster analysis, which
provides a more granular understanding of the research themes within responsible AI.
After preprocessing and vectorizing all the abstracts together (regardless of affiliation)
with term frequency-inverse document frequency (TF-IDF), each paper was assigned to
one of the ten clusters based on semantic similarity by the k-means algorithm. These ten
clusters correspond to ten different themes of responsible AI.

To assess the extent to which industry and academia contributed to these different
themes, we calculated the percentage of papers from each group that belonged to each
cluster. For academia, we determined the percentage of academia-only papers belonging
to each cluster by dividing the number of academia-only papers in a specific cluster by the
total number of academia-only papers in our dataset and multiplying the result by 100.
Similarly, for industry, we calculated the percentage of industry-only papers belonging to
each cluster by dividing the number of industry-only papers in a specific cluster by the
total number of industry-only papers in our dataset and multiplying the result by 100.

This clustering, shown in Fig. 3a, highlights the narrow breadth of industry’s respon-
sible AI research. Here we quantify how differently industry and academia prioritize
different issues in responsible AI research. Our results suggest that industry focuses mostly
on issues like “bias,” “explainable AI,” “human-AI interaction,” and “algorithmic fairness,”
often sidelining broader societal implications. Academia, along with “bias,” emphasizes
more on “human-centric AI,” “ethical and moral concerns,” and “equitable AI.” Both

7To ensure the robustness of our findings, we also conducted an analysis using a randomly selected subset
containing 400 responsible AI papers with academic affiliations and compared them to industry papers. The
results of this additional analysis were consistent with our main findings.
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sectors, however, converge on the importance of “privacy” and “data governance” (see
Table S3 in the appendix for associated terms).

We conducted sensitivity analyses by varying the number of clusters, and our findings
remained consistent (see Fig. S12 and Fig. S13 in the appendix). Additionally, our temporal
analysis suggests industry’s focus on responsible AI research gets narrower over time, and
industry tends to engage in certain topics only after academia introduces them (see Fig. S9
in the appendix).

A comparison with conventional AI conferences. We compared the research priorities
of industry and academia by examining their focus in both conventional AI and respon-
sible AI conferences. We performed separate clustering analyses on industry-only and
academia-only papers from the leading ten conventional AI conferences (see Fig. S11 in
the appendix). Interestingly, we found that the research focus of industry and academia in
these conventional AI conferences are largely similar. This observation highlights indus-
try’s limited engagement in responsible AI research, as their research focus in conventional
AI conferences closely mirrors that of academia, while their research breadth in responsible
AI remains narrower.

5.3 Structural Topic Modeling

Next, we used structural topic modeling (STM) (Roberts et al., 2013) to identify how
prevalent different research topics are across industry and academia. STM builds on
probabilistic topic modeling (Blei, 2012) and is widely used in the literature (Lucas et al.,
2015; Mulder et al., 2021; Laufer et al., 2022). This method allows additional information,
such as affiliations, to be incorporated along with the target text to be analyzed to estimate
topic proportions more precisely. This let us analyze how prevalent (or dominant) a specific
topic was across our target groups (i.e., industry and academia). In our analysis, we used
the papers’ authors’ affiliations (i.e., industry or academia) as additional metadata along
with abstracts. We used the same dataset here as we did in our earlier k-means clustering
analysis.

Our analysis covered different numbers of topics (k=5, 10, 15), but in this section, we
focus on the results from the ten-topic model, as illustrated in Fig. 3b. This highlights
the contrasting priorities between industry and academia. Specifically, industry pays
more attention to technical improvement (for example, “AI model development,” “model
accuracy,” and “algorithmic fairness”) while ignoring their applicability or societal needs.
In contrast, academia seems to place more emphasis on “ethical and moral concerns,”
“accountability,” “societal implication,” and “equitable AI.” On the other hand, “privacy”
appears to be of mutual interest to academia and industry.

Our STM analysis, by analyzing the dominant topics present in both groups’ work,
suggests a concerning difference between the research priorities of industry and academia.
This shows that industry heavily emphasizes research on developing and improving AI
technology. In contrast, they pay limited attention to moral and ethical issues, accountabil-
ity, and the societal implications of their deployed technologies. Even though there is a
growing recognition within computing research that computing tools have an important
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Linguistic analysis suggests that industry has limited engagement in key issues in
responsible AI

Figure 3: Here, the first figure Fig. 3a quantifies the key focus areas in responsible AI research between
industry and academia (n = 10,799 papers in total; 2010-22) using k-means clustering on paper abstracts. Fig.
3b shows the structural topic modeling estimates using the same data. Topics toward the right-hand side are
more prevalent in abstracts from industry, while those toward the left are more prevalent in abstracts from
academia. Both analyses show that industry, unlike academia, prioritizes more in technical fixes, than in
ethical and moral concerns, and societal implications. Subsequently, by conducting a frequency analysis
of relevant terms on the same data, Fig. 3c shows the percentage that industry has limited engagement in
issues like, “Human rights” and “Environmental concerns,” while emphasizing more on “Explainable AI.”
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role to play in addressing social issues (Abebe et al., 2020), firms’ engagement in responsi-
ble AI research seems to overlook such normative issues. Overall, our results suggest that
industry is more focused on technical rather than sociotechnical aspects of responsible AI.

5.4 Frequency count

Additionally, we searched the abstracts of the same 10,799 papers used in our prior k-
means clustering analysis. We used regular expressions (regex) to identify relevant papers
and counted the total number of papers on each topic from industry and academia. To get
an intuitive measure of industry’s focus on different topics, we calculated the percentage
of papers on each topic by dividing the total number of papers from industry on each
one (identified using regex patterns) by the total number of papers from industry on
responsible AI (classified by our earlier model described in Section 4.1.2).

Repeating the same calculations for academia, and comparing the results with those of
industry, we observed their contrasting focus on different topics. We found that industry
has limited focus on issues like “human rights,” “environment concerns,” and “beneficence”
(Fig. 3b) while paying more attention to “explainable AI.” This disparity suggests that
industry may be prioritizing the development of AI systems that are easier to bring to
market, while largely neglecting the potential negative externalities associated with AI.
For example, the increasing computational power required for AI systems can contribute
to significant environmental concerns, such as high energy consumption and carbon
emissions, yet industry seems to be paying very limited attention to these issues. Overall,
while both industry and academia converse somewhat similarly on issues like “non-
maleficence,” on critical issues related to the negative implications of AI, they have a
relatively divergent focus.

5.5 Additional Linguistic Analyses

Furthermore, we employed complementary approaches on a subset of the dataset pre-
viously analyzed, specifically focusing on papers from three leading conferences in the
field of responsible AI. First, we used latent Dirichlet allocation (LDA) topic modeling
(Blei et al., 2001). The results mirrored our prior findings from STM analysis as previously
shown in Fig. 3b. The patterns held even when we varied the number of topics. In Fig.
S10 in the appendix, we present LDA topic modeling results for ten topics, and we list the
top keywords in Table S6 in the appendix.

Finally, we used a bigram frequency analysis, which requires fewer assumptions than
topic modeling and clustering approaches. Fig. S14 in the appendix shows the top 20 key-
words for industry-only and academia-only bigrams using a different dataset containing
the abstracts of papers from the three leading responsible AI conferences. This analysis
suggests that industry research has limited engagement with terms like “criminal justice,”
“implicit bias,” and “fairness metrics.” This alternative method reaffirmed our earlier
findings that industry research tends to focus less on ethical concerns and societal impacts,
favoring a greater emphasis on technical progress. Industry’s responsible AI research
tends to focus on areas that align with a market-driven approach, such as "explainable AI"
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and "model performance." Firms have greater incentives to develop and launch products
that are explainable, as this can help satisfy regulatory requirements and gain market
acceptance.

5.6 Summary of Findings

Our linguistic analysis, employing diverse methods across different datasets and varying
prior assumptions, revealed the distinct research priorities of industry and academia.
The findings indicate that industry places less emphasis on key aspects of responsible AI
compared to academia, instead focusing more on the technical aspects of responsible AI
and areas that align with market demands. In contrast, academia pays more attention
to crucial issues such as human rights considerations, moral concerns, and the societal
implications of AI, which is more consistent with the “sociotechnical approach” needed to
mitigate the impacts of advanced AI (Lazar and Nelson, 2023; Birhane et al., 2022). Overall,
it seems that industry-led AI research is on a trajectory that prioritizes solutions relying
solely on technical means, without incorporating broader societal insights, which may
compound AI’s dangers rather than address them effectively.

6 Limited Adoption of Responsible AI Research in Commercialization:
Patent Citation Analysis

To assess the extent to which industry integrates responsible AI research into its product
commercialization processes, we employed patent citations as a measure of how industry
builds upon academic research in its products and services, following established practices
in prior literature (Cao et al., 2023; Trajtenberg and Jaffe, 2002). The intuition is that if AI
firms incorporate responsible AI research in their products, it will likely be reflected in their
patent citations (Trajtenberg and Jaffe, 2002). This can be seen in the example provided
in Fig. 4, which illustrates how a patent citation can reveal the impact of responsible AI
research on firms’ innovations.

6.1 Data and Methodology:

We used two distinct datasets to capture the research paper references in patents. First,
for generic patents, we used the Reliance on Science data (dataset 4) by Marx & Fuegi
(2020). This dataset is continually updated and maintained by the authors, and we have
used the latest data available as of May 2024.8 The dataset includes 32,698,465 patents-
to-paper citations data from 2,905,718 USPTO patents (1947-2022) and 5,210,014 scientific
publications (1800-2022). Second, we used 141,770 AI patents between 1985 and 2018
(dataset 5) from Miric et al. (2023). After matching the AI patents data with the Reliance
on Science data, we identified 726,712 AI patent-to-paper citations to research papers from
1985 to 2018.

Prior research suggests that industry patents tend to pay more attention to industry
research and cite their own research more in their commercial innovations (Bikard, 2018;

8Marx, M. (2023). Reliance on Science (V62). Zenodo. doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.10215169
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Example of a patent that cited responsible AI research

Figure 4: A patent by IBM, “Unintended Bias Detection in Conversational Agent Platforms with Machine
Learning Models,” is an illustrative case that cited multiple responsible AI papers, including “Ethical
Challenges in Data-Driven Dialogue Systems,” which was published in one of the leading responsible AI
conferences–AIES. This highlights the importance of responsible AI research in commercial invention.
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Arora et al., 2021). To consider this different attention pattern, we conducted our patent
citation analysis for industry and academia co-authored papers separately. We compiled
two new, distinct datasets of responsible AI papers, separating papers from industry and
academia.

For industry co-authored papers, the dataset comprised 683,390 papers (dating from
2010 to 2022) including: (a) Scopus-indexed papers from 1,771 AI firms (n = 679,919; 2010-
22), (b) industry co-authored papers from three leading responsible AI conferences (n =
160; 2018-22), and (c) a sample of industry co-authored papers containing expert-suggested
responsible AI keywords in their abstracts or titles (n = 3,311; 2010-22). For academia
co-authored papers, our dataset comprised 5,296,547 papers (dating from 2010 to 2022)
including: (a) Scopus-indexed papers from leading 100 universities (n = 5,265,419; 2010-
22), (b) academia co-authored papers from leading responsible AI conferences (n = 802;
2018-22), and (c) a sample of academia co-authored papers containing expert-suggested
responsible AI keywords (n = 30,326; 2010-22).

To observe all the USPTO patents citing any industry co-authored papers between
2010 and 2022, we first preprocessed our industry paper data and then cross-referenced
their DOIs with the Reliance on Science dataset. The matched distinct industry papers
(n = 34,590; 2010-22; cited by 96,376 patents) were then disaggregated into three groups–
responsible AI, conventional AI, and non-AI papers–by matching their DOIs with our
previously classified papers’ DOIs (using our ensemble classification model; see Section
4.1). For the sake of simplicity, we present only two categories–responsible AI and con-
ventional AI–in the output plots shown in Fig. 5. For USPTO patents citing academic
papers, we followed a similar approach to the one we used for industry papers and ob-
tained 156,140 distinct academia papers (2010-22; cited by 203,105 patents). Likewise, we
disaggregated them into the same groups (responsible AI, conventional AI, and non-AI
papers) using the DOIs of the papers classified by our ensemble model (see Fig. S15 and
Fig. S17 in the appendix for the complete process).

Additionally, we matched paper DOIs exclusively with AI patents for both industry
and academia co-authored papers separately. For this, we first matched the DOIs of our AI
patent dataset with the Reliance on Science dataset. Afterward, we compared this matched
data with our industry papers, which resulted in a dataset of 3,051 patents citing 2,349
distinct industry papers. Using the same process for academia papers, we obtained 4,509
distinct papers cited by 4,152 patents. Utilizing this publication data cited in patents for
both groups, we disaggregated them into three groups as we had done previously for
generic patents (non-AI, conventional AI, and responsible AI papers) by matching the
DOIs of the papers classified by the ensemble classifier (see Fig. S16 and Fig. S18 in the
appendix for the complete process).

6.2 Responsible AI Research in Generic Patents

Our analysis of over 32 million patent citations in USPTO patents shows that industry
patents rarely cite responsible AI research. We found that only 88 industry-authored
responsible AI papers were cited in these generic patents from 2010 to 2022, as presented
in Fig. 5a. In contrast, generic patents cited 7,532 conventional AI papers and 26,970
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non-AI papers from industry over the same period.9 We found a total of 246 patents
cited 88 responsible AI papers. Then we examined the top patent assignees’ that cited
industry-authored responsible AI research: IBM, Microsoft, and Google were the top
patent assignees. Interestingly, these are the same set of firms that had more engagement
in responsible AI research. The correlation between firms’ engagement in responsible
AI research and their patent citations emphasizes the crucial role of absorptive capacity
(Cohen and Levinthal, 1990) in facilitating the translation of responsible AI research into
commercial inventions.

We observed a similar pattern when we examined industry patents’ citations of aca-
demic papers. By matching over 5 million academic papers from Scopus (2010-22) with
data on over 32 million patent-paper-citations (1947-2022), we observed that industry cited
15,236 conventional AI and 140,508 non-AI academic papers, but only 396 responsible AI
papers from academia (see Fig. 5c). Upon examining the patents’ citations we found a total
of 983 patents cited academic responsible AI papers. Once again, the top patent assignees
citing such academic papers were IBM, Microsoft, and Google.10

6.3 Responsible AI Research in AI Patents

We further examined a subset of patents–specifically AI patents using a different source.
Our result, presented in Fig. 5b shows that out of 141,770 AI patents (1985-2018), cited
only three responsible AI papers from industry. However, during the same period, the
patents cited 1,438 conventional AI papers and 908 non-AI papers.

Similarly, we analyze academic papers cited in AI patents from industry. Our prior
pattern was also found here–only 17 responsible AI paper from academia were cited in AI
patents (see Fig. 5d). In contrast, 1,949 conventional AI and 2,541 non-AI papers were cited
by those patents. This disparity implies that while industry may draw upon academic
conventional AI research, it does not seem to do the same for academic responsible AI
research. However, in Fig. S19, we present evidence that AI firms’ responsible AI research
builds on academic responsible AI research.

We then analyze the patents that cite the responsible AI papers from industry and
academia. We find that the 17 university-authored responsible AI papers were cited by a
total of 22 patents and 3 industry-authored responsible AI papers received citations from 5
patents.

9A notable trend is the decreasing total number of citations across both categories–conventional AI and
responsible AI (see Fig. S20 in the appendix for the cumulative counts). There could be two potential
explanations for this trend. First, it takes time for basic knowledge to diffuse to commercial patents
(Mansfield, 1991; Cao et al., 2023). Also, older papers have more time to be discovered by others. Therefore,
patents are likely to cite older papers more than newer papers. The second reason is the time-consuming
patent application process; our data considers only the approved patents, not patent applications still under
review, contributing to the reduced citation count in recent years.

10When we manually checked these responsible AI papers we found a slight over-count of responsible AI
papers in industry and academia because of the keywords sampled responsible AI papers.
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Patent citation analyses illustrate that industry patents rarely cite responsible AI
research

Figure 5: This figure analyzes industry and academic papers’ citations in USPTO patents. By matching
against a comprehensive list of USPTO patent-paper citation data (n = 32,698,465 citations; 1947-2022), we
show in Fig. 5a and 5c that, only 88 and 396 responsible AI papers from industry and academia, respectively,
have been cited in generic patents, while 15,236 academia and 7,532 industry conventional AI papers have
been cited in patents between 2010-22. Using a separate dataset of AI patents (n = 141,770 patents; 1985-2018),
Fig. 5b and 5d illustrate that three responsible AI papers from industry and 17 from academia have been
cited in the AI patents between 2010-18, in stark contrast to the extensive incorporation of conventional AI
research.
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6.4 Summary of Findings

Taken together, our large-scale patent-to-paper citation analysis is consistent with our prior
results. It shows that industry has limited engagement in responsible AI, suggesting that
firms are barely integrating responsible AI research into their commercial products. This
limited integration could stem from two potential factors: either firms are not dedicating
adequate attention to responsible AI research (Bikard, 2018), or they lack the absorptive
capacity (Cohen and Levinthal, 1990; Zahra and George, 2002) necessary to effectively
assimilate and apply the knowledge produced by such research.

7 Discussion
Our results suggest that the rapid commercialization of AI (Maslej et al., 2023) is taking
place without sufficient consideration of its potential consequences. Industry’s limited
engagement with responsible AI research is concerning because AI firms are currently
at the forefront of research and innovation, shaping the trajectory of AI development.
Yet our results show that they have a limited engagement with responsible AI in both
research (as measured by publications) and development (as measured by patent citations
of responsible AI research). This means that the current AI trajectory is on a path that
might not be socially optimal.

This lack of engagement in research is also a cause for concern because innovation
research suggests that firms need to participate in research to develop their capacity to
absorb external knowledge (Cohen and Levinthal, 1990; Zahra and George, 2002). AI firms,
however, are starting to reduce their responsible AI research teams (Vynck and Oremus,
2023). For instance, leading technology firms have fired their responsible AI researchers at
a disproportionate rate (Field and Vanian, 2023) (see Table S10 for a list of recent firings).11

If industry does not engage in responsible AI research, its ability to adopt the latest external
research will be limited. Consequently, this lack of engagement could lead to less critical
examinations of social benefits and costs in the early stages of the design and could inhibit
the diffusion of responsible AI ideas from academia to industry.

While it is crucial for industry to enhance its engagement with the public, it is essential
to recognize that such involvement should supplement, not replace, public responsible AI
research. There is a significant concern that industry might have excessive influence over
the trajectory of AI research (Young et al., 2022; Ahmed and Wahed, 2020; Benkler, 2019)
and AI firms might unduly influence the future research agenda in the field of responsible
AI (Hao, 2021; Young et al., 2022; Baker and Hanna, 2022; Jazwinska, 2022). Therefore, we
argue that industry’s increased presence should be complementary to extant responsible AI
research.

Additionally, the responsible AI research community has a key role to play in making
its work more accessible and applicable for practitioners. For example, prior studies (Hol-
stein et al., 2019; Ali et al., 2023; Ghosh et al., 2023) have noted the difficulties practitioners
face when attempting to apply and implement research findings in real-world settings.

11Prior research further reveals that employees who prioritize ethical considerations often encounter
obstacles, as firms tend to prioritize product launches over investing resources in addressing ethical concerns
(Ali et al., 2023).
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Moreover, a substantial portion of academic responsible AI research may not be immedi-
ately applicable or easily integrated into commercial products, potentially contributing
to the limited industry engagement in this area. More efforts are needed to ensure that
industry and academia work together to translate academic responsible AI research into
commercial innovation.

Our research raises important questions for both innovation and responsible AI re-
search. For example, future studies could explore the factors that motivate certain firms to
publicly engage in responsible AI research. Similarly, examining the perceived benefits
and costs of such engagement, including enhanced trust, talent acquisition, innovation
outcomes, and regulatory compliance, could provide valuable insights for both managers
and policymakers.

7.1 Policy Implications

Our systematic analysis reveals a concerning lack of industry involvement in responsible
AI research, which poses significant risks to society. The development and commercial-
ization of AI technologies without adequate consideration of their societal implications
could have far-reaching negative consequences. Therefore, it is important to implement
comprehensive measures to ensure the responsible development and deployment of AI
systems.

Our results suggest that the lack of meaningful participation in responsible AI research
is a key reason why firms are largely reactive to AI-induced challenges. This lack of mean-
ingful participation hinders their ability to anticipate and mitigate the potential downsides
of their tools. For example, in 2016, Microsoft launched an AI chatbot on Twitter targeting
18-to-24-year-olds, which within 24 hours of its launch started posting anti-semitic, racist,
and misogynist content (Mason, 2016). Years later, in 2023, Snapchat launched its AI
chatbot, My AI, which reportedly encouraged physical intimacy with a minor (Fowler,
2023). These examples, spanning several years, underscore the pervasive reactive stance of
the AI ecosystem, where mitigating harms is often treated as an afterthought rather than a
proactive design principle. By actively engaging in responsible AI research, firms can de-
velop a more comprehensive understanding of the potential risks and ethical implications
of their technologies, enabling them to proactively address these issues during the design
and development process.

Despite the mounting pressure (The White House, 2023a; Krafft et al., 2021; Ahmed and
Jia, 2023; Belfield, 2020) stemming from the rapidly rising number of incidents concerning
the misuse of AI (Maslej et al., 2024), industry participation in responsible AI research
remains limited. This suggests that existing incentives might not be sufficient for the
corporate development of responsible AI (Askell et al., 2019). Prior research contends
that market pressure could accelerate the commercialization process, leading firms to
underinvest in responsible AI development (Askell et al., 2019). Regulatory frameworks
could induce AI firms to demonstrate substantial engagement in responsible AI research
as a prerequisite for product development and deployment.

Transparency and public accountability are vital in the AI development process
(Brundage et al., 2020; Mittelstadt, 2019). To foster trust and confidence in the AI ecosys-
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tem, policymakers should mandate AI firms to disclose their responsible AI research
efforts, ethical frameworks, and decision-making processes related to the development
and deployment of AI systems (de Laat, 2021; de Almeida et al., 2021). These disclosures
should be subject to independent audits and public scrutiny, ensuring that AI development
remains aligned with societal values and interests (Mökander et al., 2021).

Furthermore, policymakers need to prioritize the allocation of funding and resources
toward independent, public-sector responsible AI research initiatives. While industry
participation is vital, our findings underscore the importance of maintaining a robust,
impartial research ecosystem that can critically examine AI technologies and their societal
impacts without being influenced by commercial interests (Baker and Hanna, 2022).

More industry-academia research collaborations in responsible AI could help to bridge
the gap. These partnerships would promote knowledge exchange, foster the integration of
academic insights into industry practices, and cultivate a culture of responsible AI devel-
opment within firms. By leveraging the combined expertise and resources of academia
and industry, such collaborations could drive the advancement of responsible AI research
and its practical implementation.

7.2 Direction of AI is on a Suboptimal Path

The direction of AI research has far-reaching consequences for power, politics, and social
status in society (Acemoglu, 2021). In particular, the path-dependent nature of tech-
nological progress (Arthur, 2009) implies that decisions made during the design and
implementation phases of AI will have profound societal implications once the technology
is widely adopted (Bijker, 1997; Winner, 1980). The negative impact of AI systems can often
be difficult to reverse (Ehsan et al., 2022), underscoring the importance of carefully con-
sidering potential consequences and guiding AI development toward socially beneficial
outcomes from the very beginning.

If market forces fail to steer AI innovation towards socially beneficial outcomes, proac-
tive public policies and democratic processes are needed to mitigate potential harms and
ensure that AI aligns with the greater good (Rosenberg, 1969; Acemoglu, 2021). Just as
subsidies have been introduced to encourage innovation in renewable energy (Acemoglu
et al., 2012), similar measures could be taken to address the challenges associated with
AI and other digital technologies. As AI progresses, governments can provide guidance
on which validated AI systems are appropriate to deploy in high-stakes public contexts,
considering factors like efficacy, safety, fairness, and transparency. By establishing a robust
policy framework now, we can guide the development of human-complementary AI in
a direction that enhances human potential and benefits society as a whole (Brynjolfsson,
2022). Carefully crafted policies are essential to ensure that AI progress aligns with societal
values.

7.3 Limitations

Our study is not without limitations. First, our focus on peer-reviewed responsible AI
publications may not capture the full extent of AI firms’ research engagement. While our
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research questions led us to examine only peer-reviewed responsible AI publications, AI
firms may engage in research that they do not publish. Additionally, it is also possible that
firms have papers that are not peer-reviewed. However, this lack of public engagement is
a concern because prior research suggests that research engagement with academics also
increases the capacity for firms to adopt responsible AI research (Baruffaldi and Poege,
2023; Cohen and Levinthal, 1990). Additionally, peer-reviewed research and engagement
with academic outlets are important in building trust helping to work through important
and ambiguous design choices (Ghoshal and Dasgupta, 2023; Kleinberg et al., 2023).

Second, since the diffusion of knowledge from basic science to product creation requires
time (Mansfield, 1991), our patent citation analysis may underestimate the actual extent of
the commercialization of responsible AI research. Moreover, it is important to recognize
that not all elements of responsible AI research are amenable to patenting, nor are they
always reflected in patent citations (Cohen et al., 2000). However, we observe that some
AI patents cite recent academic papers on conventional AI and non-AI, suggesting that
industry can, to some extent, build upon academic work in this area.

Third, the training data for our supervised machine learning model, sourced from
leading responsible AI conferences, might not fully represent all industry research activ-
ities. While these conferences address a wide range of issues, they may still miss some
industry research topics. To address this, we implemented measures such as data ablation,
using different subsets of training datasets to classify industry papers (see Fig. S4 in the
appendix), and conducted manual validation. Additionally, we validated our findings
using a different classification method–an expert-consulted keyword search (see S7)–which
supported our key results. Lastly, we used a comprehensive sample of papers identified
through keyword searches (presented in Fig. 2c), yielding similar outcomes.

Notwithstanding these limitations, our results suggest that industry has a limited
breadth and depth in responsible AI research and rarely cites research in its commercial
innovation.

8 Conclusion
AI is set to transform our society, but like all technologies, it also carries notable risks
(Acemoglu, 2021; Lazar, 2022; Acemoglu and Lensman, 2023; Brynjolfsson, 2022). Our
large-scale study shows that the organizations that are developing and deploying this
technology have limited public engagement in responsible AI research. More specifically,
we document that even within AI research firms, who are setting the research agenda
and driving innovation (Ahmed et al., 2023; Frank et al., 2019; Koch et al., 2021), only
11.2% engage in meaningful responsible AI research. Additionally, we find that firms
demonstrate a limited scope in their approach to responsible AI and show a lack of enthu-
siasm toward critical issues in this area. Our results are robust across different datasets
and measurements. This study emphasizes that industry’s participation in responsible AI
research is markedly limited in breadth and depth. This limited participation is despite
industry’s substantial resources and significant external pressure (The White House, 2023a)
to engage in this field. Additionally, our large-scale patent analysis shows a disconnect
between research and commercialization, with industry largely failing to integrate respon-
sible AI research into their commercial products and services. Our results underscore
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the urgent need for industry to prioritize and deepen its involvement in responsible AI
research; ensuring that the development and deployment of AI align with societal values
and mitigate potential harms. Failure to do so may jeopardize public trust, hinder the
realization of AI’s benefits, and exacerbate the risks posed by this powerful technology.
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Supplementary Materials

S1 Additional Analyses on Engagement Analysis

S1.1 List of leading conferences: Dataset 2

Table S1: List of leading responsible and conventional AI conferences
Conference Type Conference Name Paper Count

Conventional AI ICML 16,070

(2010-2022) CVPR 15,226
ACL 14,260

AAAI 12,338
NeurIPS 11,969

ICCV 9,901
IJCAI 7,513
ECCV 7,459

EMNLP 6,067
KDD 5,209

Responsible AI AIES 383

(2018-2022) FAccT 383
EAAMO 85

S1.2 Supervised Machine Learning Model Details

Process for constructing Fig. 1b and 1c

Figure S1: This figure illustrates the overall workflow for classifying conventional AI and responsible AI
papers using XGBoost and SciBERT classifiers.
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Industry’s limited engagement in responsible AI research (all 1,771 AI firms)

Figure S2: This figure showcases industry and academia’s participation in conventional AI research
compared to their responsible AI research. This time we present all 1,771 AI firms’ (n = 679,919; 2010-22)
research instead of only the leading 100 firms. Here, individual organizations are symbolized by discrete
dots. A trend line reflects the participation trend within each group (industry and academia), and the shaded
bands correspond to 95% confidence intervals. Additionally, the black dashed line indicates a reference line
where the proportion of responsible AI papers to conventional AI papers is 2.5%.
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Industry’s limited engagement in responsible AI research (conference and journal
separately)

Figure S3: This figure showcases industry and academia’s conference (Fig. S3a) and journal (Fig. S3b)
publications, respectively, on responsible AI research compared to their conventional AI research. Here,
individual organizations are symbolized by discrete dots. A trend line reflects the participation trend within
each group, and the shaded bands correspond to 95% confidence intervals. Additionally, the black dashed
line indicates a reference line where the proportion of responsible AI papers to conventional AI papers is
2.5%.
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Industry’s limited engagement in responsible AI research (classification model is
robust to changes in training data)

Figure S4: This figure showcases industry and academia’s engagement in responsible AI research compared
to their conventional AI research for each group’s leading 100 organizations. Here, individual organizations
are symbolized by discrete dots. A trend line reflects the participation trend within each group (industry and
academia), and the shaded bands correspond to 95% confidence intervals. Additionally, the black dashed
line indicates a reference line where the proportion of responsible AI papers to conventional AI papers is
2.5%. In this graph, we have trained the model with data from (a) only journals (and tested them on journal
papers), (b) only conferences (and tested them on conference papers) (see Table S15), and (c) previous ACM
FAccT conferences for positive samples along with negative samples from other conferences (and tested
them on conference papers) (see Table S16). Even with varying training and testing data, the model produces
results consistent with our prior analysis shown in Fig. 1.
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Industry’s limited engagement in responsible AI conferences (author-weighted count)

Figure S5: The dashed blue line and orange line indicate the author-weighted proportion of papers that
have at least one industry co-author in conventional AI research (10 leading conferences; dataset 2) and
responsible AI research conferences (three leading conferences; also dataset 2), respectively.
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Industry’s limited engagement in keywords sampled responsible AI research
(author-weighted count)

Figure S6: The orange line represents the proportion of responsible AI research papers with at least one
industry-affiliated author, weighted by author affiliation. The responsible AI research papers are identified
using expert-suggested keywords (dataset 3).
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S1.3 Validation with Expert Suggested Keywords

Industry’s limited engagement in responsible AI research (a comparison with academia)

Figure S7: The first figure (Fig. S7a) shows the diagram of 1,771 AI firms that have AI research and
responsible AI research activities using an expert-recommended keyword list. We present them in three
groups based on their degree of engagement: (a) no engagement in responsible AI research, (b) limited
engagement (published fewer than 5 papers), and (c) engagement (published 5 or more papers). Fig. S7b
showcases a stark difference in the leading 100 AI firms’ (n = 506,017 papers) and universities’ (n = 5,265,419
papers) participation in AI research compared to their responsible AI research. Here, individual organizations
are symbolized by discrete dots. A trend line reflects the participation trend within each group, and the
shaded bands correspond to 95% confidence intervals. Additionally, the dashed line indicates a reference
line where the proportion of responsible AI papers to total AI papers is 2.5%.
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Table S2: Expert-suggested Keywords for Identifying Responsible AI Research Papers
Dataset 3

Theme Keywords/Phrases Covered
Ethical & Moral Im-
plications

ethics, ethical, ethics (in) ai, ethical ai, virtue ethics, transpar-
ent, transparency, accountable, accountability, liable, liability,
culpability, responsible, value alignment, equality, equity,
equitable, moral, morale, morality

Legal & Gover-
nance Issues

justice, ai and law, distributive justice, judicial, governance,
audit, auditable ai, gdpr, political bias, de-bias, de-biasing,
compliance

Societal & Social
Impacts

human centric, social good, human right(s), human dig-
nity, empowerment, harmony, marginalization, harmony,
discriminatory, egalitarian, social implication, societal im-
plication, philosophical aspect, sociotechnical, counteract
discrimination, counteracting discrimination, avoid discrim-
ination, avoiding discrimination, mitigate discrimination,
mitigating discrimination, address discrimination, address-
ing discrimination, promote diversity, promoting diversity,
improve diversity, improving diversity, increase diversity,
increasing diversity

Technical Consid-
erations & Chal-
lenges

interpretable ai, xai, explainable ai, transparent models, in-
crease explainable models, increasing explainable models,
enhance explainable models, enhancing explainable models,
improve explainable models, improving explainable models,
increase interpretable models, increasing interpretable mod-
els, enhance interpretable models, enhancing interpretable
models, improve interpretable models, improving inter-
pretable models

Environmental
Concerns

carbon neutral, carbon neutrality, carbon emission, carbon
footprint, carbon intensity, green ai, green computing, de-
carbonization, climate crisis, climate change, promote sus-
tainable ai, promoting sustainable ai, achieve sustainable ai,
achieving sustainable ai

Privacy private data, preserve privacy, preserving privacy, privacy
preserving, privacy enhancing, data protection, digital rights

Risk risk assessment, harm prevention
Safe safe ai, responsible ai, robust ai, safe artificial intelligence, re-

sponsible artificial intelligence, robust artificial intelligence,
ai safety

Toxicity, Hate
Speech & Misinfor-
mation

toxicity, hate speech, harmful content, explicit content, toxic
content, misinformation detection, disinformation detection,
ai generated misinformation, ai generated disinformation

Continued on next page
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Table S2 continued from previous page
Theme Keywords/Phrases Covered
Bias bias mitigation, mitigating bias, bias in machine learning,

bias detection, bias in facial recognition, bias measurement,
bias arise, bias arises, bias capturing, bias related, bias (in)
automated (systems), bias towards, bias word(s), bias (in)
word embedding, implicit bias, gender bias, algorithmic
bias, mitigating bias, error (or) bias, source bias, model bias,
unintended bias, human bias, reducing bias, reduction (in)
bias, racial bias, statistical bias, based bias, potential bias

Fairness fairness metrics, fairness constraint(s), fairness criteria, fair-
ness criterion, fairness metric(s), fairness measure, fairness
measurement(s), fairness perception(s), fairness (in/and)
accuracy, fairness definition, fairness notion(s), fairness
(and/in) justice, fairness concern(s), fairness context(s), fair-
ness (in) algorithm(s), fairness method(s), fairness (in) ai
(models/systems), fairness principle(s), fairness toolkit(s),
procedural fairness, definition (of) fairness, improving fair-
ness, measuring fairness, perception (of) fairness, learning
fairness, robustness (and) fairness, privacy (and) fairness,
fairness trade off(s)

Trust (public) trust (in) ai, trustworthy/trustable ai, trustwor-
thy/trustable judgement(s), trustworthy/trustable model(s),
trustworthy/trustable machine learning (model/system),
trustworthy/trustable system(s), user trust, public trust, pro-
moting trust, foster trust, fostering trust

Accountability accountable framework(s), accountability (of/in) frame-
work(s), accountability (in/and) model(s), accountability
process(es), auditable, human oversight, regulatory over-
sight, stakeholder oversight, public oversight

Accessibility & In-
clusivity

accessible ai, ai for social good, underserved communi-
ties, non-discriminatory, disability rights, equal opportunity,
equal opportunities, inclusion, inclusive

Model Cards model card(s)
Misc. disparate impact, disparate treatment, protected attribute(s),

parity, intellectual property, counterfactual explanation, al-
gorithmic decision making, model performance disparities,
black box model(s)

53



S1.4 Keywords for Classifying AI Research Papers

nlp, opennlp, swarm intelligence, opinion mining, node embeddings, vowpal, opennn, per-
ceptron, monte carlo tree search, automl, rnn, machine translation, probabilistic graphical
models, graph convolutional networks, neural network, multi head attention, aggregated
model, music generation, active learning, multimodal learning, neural style transfer,
regularization, cudnn, neural net, neural model, backpropagation, deep convolutional
gan, hardware acceleration neural networks, variational autoencoder, robotics, transfer
learning, causal inference, h2o software, lstm, dialogflow, synthetic data, gpt, advances
neural information processing systems, deep reinforcement learning, deep network, onnx,
deep supervised hashing, paddlepaddle, relu, self attention, transformer xl, catastrophic
forgetting, natural language toolkit, data privacy, knowledge graphs commonsense, to-
kenization, text speech, personalized federated learning, deep linear network, spectral
graph theory, siamese networks, time series decomposition, knn, domain adaptation, com-
putational linguistics, sentiment analysis, pixelcnn, max pooling, latent dirichlet allocation,
dropconnect, back propagation, gan, bayesian networks, deep metric learning, sentiment
classification, local training, natural language understanding, mlpack, stylegan, predictive
analytics, attention mechanism, hybrid systems, overfitting, neural arithmetic logic units,
model pruning, generative adversarial network, caffe deep learning framework, grasp-
net, disentanglement, image inpainting, mxnet, pointnet, machine learning, knowledge
graph, distribution detection, model deployment, lexical semantics, adversarial examples,
multi agent systems, genetic algorithm, ensemble learning, mobilenet, robotic, generative
adversarial net, auto regressive model, feature extraction, support vector machine, topic
model, quantum algorithms, simulated annealing, arima, deep q learning, early stopping,
recommender systems, video summarization, deep encoder decoder, distilbert, markov
chain monte carlo, madlib, ensemble methods, data augmentation, affective computing,
pre trained models, knowledge discovery data mining, one shot learning, ai, modular
audio recognition framework, image captioning, lexalytics, bert, local interpretable model,
hierarchical topic modeling, gradient descent, data mining, interpretability ai, concept
drift, mode collapse, time series forecasting, nd4j software, chatbot, latent space, sequence
sequence, tsne, activation functions, multi modal fusion, gans, asynchronous updates,
differential privacy, inverse reinforcement learning, federated averaging, image process-
ing, quantization, neural networks, encoder decoder, edge computing, language model,
graph neural networks, image image translation, lda, microsoft cognitive toolkit, continual
learning, dataset shift, federated learning, deep deterministic policy gradient, communi-
cation efficient learning, r cnn, deberta, self supervised learning, zero knowledge proof,
shot learning, genomic data analysis, natural language processing, skip connections, neu-
rosymbolic computing, roberta, decision trees, theano, super resolution, spiking neural
network, lasagne, data imputation, text mining, libsvm, inception score, multi armed ban-
dit, model explanation, energy based model, softmax, video analytics, supervised learning,
tensor processing unit, synthetic data generation, albert, adversarial networks, dynamic
programming, convolutional network, edge ai, semi supervised learning, generative pre
trained transformer, feature importance, style transfer, attention mechanisms, bias detec-
tion, apertium, object tracking, opencl, optimization algorithms, imagenet, semantic driven
subtractive clustering method, secure multi party computation, conditional random field,
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minilm, antlr, deep embedding, model auditing, quantum neural networks, video object
segmentation, resnet, dcgan, radial basis function network, decision tree, frechet inception
distance, model accountability, self play, evolutionary algorithms, capsule networks, neu-
ral architecture search, tflearn, pixelrnn, neural commonsense knowledge bases, particle
swarm optimization, sonnet, ai chatbot, collaborative filtering, pytorch lightning, auto
encoder, hill climbing, kernel trick, bidirectional encoder representations, u net, positional
encoding, spacy, computer vision, deep generative network, conditional gan, knowledge
based systems, nltk, hidden markov model, restricted boltzmann machine, recurrent net-
work, adversarial training, bert variants, gated recurrent unit, dropout, bias ai, model
transparency, deep probabilistic model, image recognition, drug discovery ai, pytorch,
zero shot learning, deep generative model, differentiable neural computers dnc, cyclegan,
data clustering, deep hashing method, long short term memory, anomaly detection, neural
language model, ibm watson, federated transfer learning, mahout, information retrieval,
proximal policy optimization, deep learning, shapley additive explanations, bagging,
vision transformer, deep recurrent network, mlpy, sparse coding, dynet, transformer archi-
tectures, neural architecture optimization, tensorflow, natural language learning, audio
scene analysis, spectral clustering, depth wise convolution, autoencoder, decentralized
training, viterbi algorithm, protein folding ai, variational inference, gluon, word2vec,
noise injection, symbolic ai, multi task learning, deeplearning4j, pybrain, deep belief
network, deep architecture, k nearest neighbor, q learning, hopfield network, neural tur-
ing machine, latent variable, word embedding, automatic speech recognition, federated
optimization, nearest neighbor algorithm, xgboost, experts system, feedforward neural
networks, split learning, deep representation learning, residual neural network, actor
critic, neural architecture, fine tuning, glove, meta learning, model interpretability, text
generation, hyperparameter tuning, anomaly detection time series, boltzmann machine,
shap, transformer, knowledge distillation, unsupervised learning, ernie, machine vision,
reinforcement learning, object recognition, scikit learn, stacked boltzmann, policy gradi-
ents, learning representations, interactive learning, graphics processing unit, umap, device
learning, naive bayes, keras, allennlp, deep convolutional, conversational agent, artificial
intelligence, multilayer perceptron, deep model, hard negative mining, deep autoencoder,
hierarchical temporal memory, seq2seq, homomorphic encryption, virtual agents, bidirec-
tional encoder representations transformers, pattern recognition, opencv, random forest,
genetic algorithms, alphago, memory networks, word movers distance, speech recognition,
convolutional neural networks, residual connections, gradient boosting, sequence model,
lexical acquisition, neural processing unit, deep q network, rectifier linear unit, liquid state
machine, neural machine translation, cross validation, bayesian neural networks, latent
semantic analysis
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S1.5 Industry’s limited engagement in responsible AI research at conventional AI
conferences

We examined industry engagement in responsible AI at conventional AI conferences. In
recent years, conventional AI conferences have also started to focus on responsible AI
research (Maslej et al., 2024). It is plausible that industry is doing more work in responsible
AI but not presenting them at the leading responsible AI conferences.

Figure S8: This figure illustrates the limited participation of industry researchers in responsible AI research
at conventional AI conferences. The graph shows the author affiliation weighted percentage of industry-
authored responsible AI papers out of all responsible AI papers presented at 10 leading conventional AI
conferences from 2010 to 2022 (n = 1,311; a subset of papers from dataset 2).

To investigate this possibility, we classified all papers from the leading 10 conventional
AI conferences using our supervised ML model to identify the subset of responsible AI pa-
pers. We then calculated the author-weighted percentage of these papers with at least one
industry co-author by using equation 3. Figure S8 presents the percentage of responsible AI
papers with industry co-authorship at the leading conventional AI conferences. The figure
suggests that industry’s share of responsible AI research at conventional AI conferences
has largely stayed the same in recent years. Additionally, two key issues remain: First,
responsible AI research still makes up a small portion of the total research presented at
conventional AI conferences. Second, unlike industry’s rapid growth in conventional AI
(see Figure 2b), the growth in responsible AI research is more gradual and modest in recent
years. The majority of these industry-authored responsible AI papers focus on technical
issues such as privacy, data bias, and explainable AI. Overall, our conclusion of limited
industry engagement in responsible AI research across all publication outlets still holds.

56



S2 Additional Analyses on Linguistic Analysis

Industry has a narrower focus on responsible AI research than academia: We used
publication data from the three leading responsible AI conferences and used the abstracts
of those papers to identify key research themes in responsible AI research. Fig. S9 shows
the research topics that industry and academia explore in their responsible AI research.
We used k-means clustering analysis on the abstracts of the responsible AI papers (see
keywords list in Table S8 in the appendix). After clustering, we labeled each paper based
on the cluster and then calculated the percentage of papers associated with that cluster
for each year. Here, we present the analysis of 10 clusters on papers from 2018 to 2022
(the results are similar for other clusters, see Fig. S12 for 8 clusters & S13 for 6 clusters).
Our analysis shows that relative to academia, industry engages in fewer topics (only 4
topics in 2018 compared to academia’s 8 topics). The tendency for industry to have a
more limited research scope than academia, as shown across other years, aligns with
prior research (Klinger et al., 2020). It suggests a consistent pattern of industry’s narrower
research focus over time. Moreover, our findings remain consistent even when we employ
alternative machine learning methodologies like LDA topic modeling (see Fig. S10) and
bigram frequency count (see Fig. S14), or theme-specific analysis (see Fig. 3b).

Linguistic analysis shows industry has a narrower focus on responsible AI research,
which broadens over time

Figure S9: This figure shows the clusters of topics in responsible AI (see Table S8) that industry and
academia engage in, respectively, as determined by k-means clustering on abstracts (n = 629) from responsible
AI conferences (dataset 2). Here, each color represents a specific research cluster. As elaborated in the
Methods section, this pattern is robust to changes in the number of clusters or alternative machine learning
methods.
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Furthermore, we found that industry typically began exploring research topics only
after academia introduced them. For instance, we observed that industry’s four topics in
2018 increased to seven by the end of 2022 (see Fig. S9). Conversely, academia started with
a broader spectrum of topics (8 topics), which eventually increased to 10. Interestingly,
we observed that industry research has broadened more over time, underscoring the
importance of industry’s consistent engagement in academic venues (Baruffaldi and Poege,
2023). This analysis provides suggestive evidence that research engagement can benefit
industry by broadening its understanding of responsible AI. Besides, the expansion of
industry’s research portfolio was, in part, likely influenced by the relevance and utility
of those additional topics to them. Overall, AI firms have a narrow scope of responsible
AI research and appear to trail behind academia in exploring a range of topics within this
field.
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Table S3: Most associated words for each cluster related to k-means clustering (Fig. 3a)
Topic name Top Keywords
Ethical & Moral Concerns moral, foundations, judgments, morality, ethics, ethi-

cal, agents, human, theory, social, norms, model, peo-
ple, reasoning, decision

Bias research, data, bias, policy, equity, systems, racial, use,
based, paper, decision, study, social, results, using

Algorithmic Fairness fairness, fair, learning, algorithms, data, machine, al-
gorithmic, accuracy, algorithm, model, bias, groups,
protected, models, group

Privacy privacy, data, differential, private, information, learn-
ing, users, model, federated, concerns, differentially,
sensitive, protection, user, models

Equitable AI poverty, inequality, income, economic, poor, racial,
wealth, social, households, countries, policy, data,
growth, research, pape

Human-AI Interaction ai, human, intelligence, artificial, systems, humans,
research, decision, design, xai, learning, data, use, tech-
nologies, making

Explainable AI models, model, learning, explanations, machine, data,
ml, human, explanation, decision, systems, predictions,
methods, based, performance

Data Governance data, research, big, use, science, privacy, collection, in-
formation, researchers, sharing, datasets, open, social,
access, analysis

Human-cenric AI social, design, technology, media, research, digital,
technologies, hci, ethical, community, users, systems,
use, work, platforms

Human-Robot Interaction robot, robots, trust, human, social, interaction, humans,
robotic, participants, hri, team, design, children, study,
people
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Table S4: Most associated words for each topic on structural topic modeling analysis (Fig.
3b)

Topic name Top Keywords
Human-AI interaction human, trust, social, people, participants, robot, robots,

study, humans, interaction, children, results, behavior,
interactions, perceived

Model performance model, models, learning, data, machine, accuracy,
methods, based, explanations, privacy, using, show,
training, approach, fairness

Ethical & moral concerns moral, theory, ethical, paper, values, argue, social, legal,
research, one, ethics, value, framework, making, norms

Societal implication inequality, poverty, economic, find, population, in-
come, policy, using, market, results, measures, finan-
cial, also, level, effects

AI model development ai, design, systems, technology, intelligence, artificial,
technologies, research, learning, work, health, future,
machine, care, paper

Algorithmic fairness fairness, users, systems, system, bias, algorithms, user,
algorithmic, online, biases, content, platforms, fair, al-
gorithm, news

Accountability racial, accountability, black, police, race, gender, use,
disparities, public, study, bias, findings, discrimination,
crime, white

Decision making decision, group, performance, team, making, groups,
decisions, teams, agents, results

Equitable AI community, equity, communities, policy, social, digital,
urban, public, access, local, justice, housing, cities, pa-
per, research

Privacy data, research, privacy, social, information, use, re-
searchers, media, analysis, science
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Table S5: Keywords for constructing Fig. 3b
Category Keywords

Human Rights

marginal*, under represent*, human right*, raci* inequal*,
raci* discrimia*, raci* dispar*, gender discrimia*, human dignity,
justice , social value*,global value*, human value*,
humanity, fundamental right*

Environment Concerns environ*, carbon footprint, climate, greenhouse, decarbon*,
emission, sustainab*, green ai

Beneficence
benefi*, well being, peace, social good*, common good*,
empower*, inclus*, welfare, social value*, people* value*,
harness*, public health

Non-maleficence non malef*, security, safety, harm, protect*,
precaut*, prevent*, integrity , non subver*, oversight

Explainable AI explain*, interpret*, xai, transparen*, feature attribution*,
feature importance*, reproduci*, human understand*
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Linguistic analysis shows industry has a narrower focus in responsible AI research but
broadens over time (LDA topic modeling, n = 10 topics)

Figure S10: This figure shows the clusters of responsible AI topics (see Table S6 for keywords) that only
industry (top) and only academia (bottom) engage in, respectively, as determined by LDA topic modeling
on abstracts (n = 629) from responsible AI conferences (dataset 2). Here, each color represents a specific
research cluster. We determined the percentage by dividing the number of papers from each topic by the
total number of papers produced by that group for that specific year.
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Linguistic analysis shows industry has a similar focus in conventional AI research
(k-means clustering, n = 10 topics)

Figure S11: This figure shows the clusters of conventional AI topics (see Table S7 for keywords) that only
industry and only academia engage in, respectively, as determined by k-means clustering analysis on paper
abstracts (n = 79576) from top 10 conventional AI conferences (dataset 2). Here, each color represents a
specific research cluster. We determined the percentage by dividing the number of papers from each topic by
the total number of papers produced by that group.
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Linguistic analysis shows industry has a narrower focus in responsible AI research
but broadens over time (k-means clustering, 8 clusters)

Figure S12: This figure shows the clusters of responsible AI topics (see Table S9 for keywords) that industry
(top) and academia (bottom) engage in, respectively, as determined by k-means clustering on abstracts of
papers (n = 629) from three responsible AI conferences. Here, each color represents a specific research cluster.
We determine the percentage by dividing the number of papers from each cluster by the total number of
papers produced by that group for that specific year.
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Linguistic analysis shows industry has a narrower focus in responsible AI research
but broadens over time (k-means clustering, 6 clusters)

Figure S13: This figure shows the clusters of responsible AI topics (see Table S9 for keywords) that industry
(top) and academia (bottom) engage in, respectively, as determined by k-means clustering on abstracts of
papers (n = 629) from three responsible AI conferences. Here, each color represents a specific research cluster.
We determined the percentage by dividing the number of papers from each cluster by the total number of
papers produced by that group for that specific year.
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Linguistic analysis shows industry has a narrower focus in responsible AI research
(bigram frequency analysis)

Figure S14: This figure shows the bigram frequency analysis for industry (top) and academia (bottom)
based on abstracts of papers from the three leading responsible AI conferences. This analysis suggests that
industry research is limited compared to academia. In particular, industry has limited engagement in topics
like criminal justice, implicit bias, and fairness metrics.
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Table S6: Topic modeling keywords list from Fig. S10
Number of topics Keywords List

10

Topic- 0: fairness, individuals, ai, ethics, show, different, social, ethical,
machine, research
Topic- 1: data, social, fairness, learning, systems, machine, bias, models,
algorithmic, paper
Topic- 2: systems, ethical, moral, ai, autonomous, design, ethics, paper,
public, agents
Topic- 3: learning, ai, systems, machine, fairness, bias, gender, account-
ability, system, algorithmic
Topic- 4: ai, data, model, fairness, systems, learning, models, risk, dis-
parities, decisions
Topic- 5: model, systems, models, explanations, ai, algorithmic, trans-
parency, data, information, work
Topic- 6: learning, machine, human, ai, fairness, models, moral, social,
may, data
Topic- 7: fairness, data, ai, algorithmic, work, algorithms, show, impact,
fair, systems
Topic- 8: ai, data, trust, fairness, models, systems, human, learning,
paper, work
Topic- 9: fairness, ai, data, model, systems, research, paper, work, fair,
analysis
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Table S7: Word clustering keywords of Conventional AI papers list from Fig. S11
Cluster size Keywords List

10

Cluster- 0: learning, data, training, model, network, neural, deep, net-
works, models, classification, methods, performance, method, tasks,
label
Cluster- 1: algorithm, problem, algorithms, optimization, learning, prob-
lems, optimal, function, data, method, linear, gradient, time, methods,
matrix
Cluster- 2: data, model, based, paper, information, social, using, time,
user, results, approach, method, systems, users, used
Cluster- 3: video, action, temporal, videos, motion, frames, frame, recog-
nition, human, actions, model, method, features, based, dataset
Cluster- 4: language, word, translation, models, model, text, task, lan-
guages, sentence, words, english, semantic, based, tasks, embeddings
Cluster- 5: clustering, data, clusters, cluster, algorithm, means, method,
subspace, algorithms, view, based, proposed, spectral, methods, matrix
Cluster- 6: graph, graphs, node, nodes, network, networks, learning,
knowledge, based, model, information, structure, methods, embedding,
gnns
Cluster- 7: image, images, method, face, depth, based, network, pro-
posed, segmentation, features, pose, methods, model, feature, resolution
Cluster- 8: object, objects, detection, tracking, segmentation, image,
method, visual, based, scene, model, approach, images, dataset, pose
Cluster- 9: domain, adaptation, target, source, domains, data, transfer,
learning, cross, model, training, method, unsupervised, labeled, knowl-
edge
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Table S8: Top 10 keywords per cluster in K-means clustering
Cluster size Cluster name Top keywords

10

Explainable AI Cluster 0: explanations, explanation, model, counterfactual,
models, recourse, feature, black, box, explainability

Normative Agent
Design

Cluster 1: systems, design, agent, learning, reward, norm,
value, agents, human, norms

Ethical Data Man-
agement

Cluster 2: data, privacy, learning, dataset, access, ml, ethi-
cal, public, machine, training

Robotic Ethics and
Responsibility

Cluster 3: robots, human, responsibility, robot, ethical,
norms, rights, moral, autonomous, machine

Bias Detection in
Language Systems

Cluster 4: bias, biases, gender, language, word, content,
detection, systems, embeddings, social

Fairness Metrics in
Decision Making

Cluster 5: fairness, fair, group, decision, groups, metrics,
learning, parity, individual, model

Social Impact of Al-
gorithmic Models

Cluster 6: algorithmic, social, model, fairness, systems,
work, algorithms, models, learning, use

Human-Centric
Decision Feedback
Systems

Cluster 7: decision, making, feedback, assessments, fair-
ness, algorithmic, human, model, decisions, ai

Trust and Ethics in
AI Systems

Cluster 8: ai, ethics, intelligence, ethical, artificial, systems,
trust, human, research, technologies

Moral Dimensions
of Autonomous
Agents

Cluster 9: moral, ethical, autonomous, agents, machine,
ethics, systems, vehicles, human, learning
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Table S9: Top 10 keywords per cluster in K-means clustering
Cluster size Cluster name Top keywords

8

AI Ethical Prac-
tices

Cluster 0: ai, ethics, intelligence, ethical, artificial,
systems, research, human, trust, technologies

Bias in AI Cluster 1: bias, biases, racial, gender, language,
word, embeddings, social, datasets, images

AI Fairness Met-
rics

Cluster 2: fairness, group, decision, model,
groups, utility, parity, outcomes, based, individu-
als

AI Social Impact Cluster 3: data, ai, systems, social, design, public,
diversity, research, communities, challenges

Machine Ethics Cluster 4: moral, machine, ethical, learning, hu-
man, robots, autonomous, robot, trust, norms

Algorithmic Ac-
countability

Cluster 5: algorithmic, decision, systems, mak-
ing, accountability, ethical, decisions, informa-
tion, risk, ai

AI Explainabil-
ity

Cluster 6: explanations, models, data, model,
learning, explanation, machine, xai, human,
transparency

Algorithmic
Fairness

Cluster 7: fairness, fair, data, learning, algorithms,
attributes, sensitive, model, algorithmic, notions

6

AI Ethics &
Trust

Cluster 0: ai, ethics, intelligence, systems, ethical,
artificial, human, research, trust, public

Fairness in Algo-
rithms

Cluster 1: fairness, fair, group, groups, algo-
rithms, parity, metrics, notions, learning, decision

Algorithmic
Data Models

Cluster 2: data, algorithmic, model, fairness,
learning, decision, systems, models, work, social

AI Explainabil-
ity

Cluster 3: explanations, explanation, model, xai,
models, trust, explainability, user, explainable,
decision

Bias in Lan-
guage Models

Cluster 4: bias, biases, gender, language, word,
embeddings, social, nlp, models, english

Ethical Au-
tonomous
Systems

Cluster 5: ethical, moral, human, autonomous,
systems, agents, ethics, agent, machine, account-
ability
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S3 Additional Analyses on Citation Analysis

Process for constructing Fig. 5a (examining industry’s reliance on responsible AI
research by industry)

Figure S15: This figure documents the process of how we combined multiple datasets to examine USPTO
patents’ reliance on responsible AI research.

Process for constructing Fig. 5b (examining industry’s reliance on responsible AI
research by industry)

Figure S16: This figure documents the process of how we combined multiple datasets to examine AI
patents’ reliance on responsible AI research.
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Process for constructing Fig. 5c (examining industry’s reliance on responsible AI
research by academia)

Figure S17: This figure documents the process of how we combined multiple datasets to examine USPTO
patents’ reliance on academic responsible AI research.

Process for constructing Fig. 5d (examining industry’s reliance on academic responsible
AI research)

Figure S18: This figure documents the process of how we combined multiple datasets to examine AI
patents’ reliance on academic responsible AI research.
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S4 Industry’s Academic Research builds on Academia’s Responsible AI
Research

We analyzed citation data from the three leading responsible AI conferences. First, we
took all of the citations from industry co-authored paper titles and matched those with
academic paper titles using a cosine similarity, with a 90% threshold. Results were similar
when we used “exact matching.” We counted the unique number of industry papers
that cited one or more academic papers. Then, we counted the total number of papers
co-authored by industry for that specific year. This process allowed us to compute the
percentage of industry papers that cite academic works. We followed the same procedure
to examine responsible AI papers co-authored by academia that cite responsible AI papers
co-authored by industry.

Citation analysis suggests that industry builds upon academic responsible AI research

Figure S19: This figure shows the percentage of industry co-authored responsible papers (n = 851) that cite
academic papers, and academia co-authored papers that cite industry papers at the three leading responsible
AI conferences (2018-2022; dataset 2). The yearly percentages are computed by dividing the number of
industry-authored papers that cite one or more academic papers by the total number of industry-authored
papers for that same year. A similar calculation is performed for academic-authored papers that cite industry
papers.
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Patent citation analyses: cumulative count over the years

Figure S20: This figure shows industry and academic papers’ cumulative citations in USPTO patents. By
matching against a comprehensive patent-paper citation data (n = 32,698,465; 1947-2022), we show in Fig.
S20a and S20c that, only 88 and 396 responsible AI papers from industry and academia, respectively, have
been cited in generic patents, while 15,236 academia and 7,532 industry conventional AI and non-AI papers
have been cited between 2010-22. Using a separate dataset of AI patents (n = 141,770; 1985-2018), Fig. S20b
and S20d further documents, 3 industry and 17 academic responsible AI papers have been cited in any AI
patents between 2010-22, in stark contrast to the incorporation of conventional AI and non-AI research.
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S5 Additional Details

Table S10: Recent news on firings/layoffs of responsible AI teams in Industry

Date Title Firms Quotes
Nov 14,
2022

Why Meta and Twitter’s AI
and ML layoffs matter |
The AI Beat | VentureBeat,
Elon Musk Has Fired Twit-
ter’s “Ethical AI” Team |
WIRED

Twitter,
Meta

“Ten days ago, as part
of mass Twitter layoffs,
the company’s entire eth-
ical artificial intelligence
(AI) team–which worked to
make Twitter’s algorithms
more transparent and fair–
was let go. ”
“Meta layoffs an entire 50-
person research team fo-
cused on machine learning
(ML) infrastructure, called
Probability.”

Mar 14,
2023

Microsoft lays off AI ethics
and society team-The Verge

Microsoft “The ethics and society
team was at its largest in
2020, when it had roughly
30 employees including
engineers, designers, and
philosophers. In October,
the team was cut to roughly
seven people as part of a re-
organization.”

Mar 29,
2023

Big tech companies cut AI
ethics staff, raising safety
concerns | Financial Times

“The speed with which
they are being abolished
leaves Big Tech’s algo-
rithms at the mercy of ad-
vertising imperatives, un-
dermining the wellbeing
of kids, vulnerable people
and our democracy.”- Josh
Simons, former Facebook
AI ethics researcher and au-
thor of Algorithms for the
People.

Continued on next page
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Table S10 Continued from previous page
Date Title Firms Quotes
Mar 30,
2023

Microsoft and Amazon
have cut their AI ethics
teams as Elon Musk and
Steve Wozniak call for
a moratorium on tech
companies’ “out-of-control
race”

Twitter,
Microsoft

“Twitter’s ‘ethical AI team’
was cut days before the
first round of Musk’s lay-
offs affecting thousands of
employees at the company
in November, less than
a week after he became
CEO.”
Microsoft, “But it no longer
has a central team of ethi-
cists dedicated to research-
ing the potential harms of
AI systems. Members of
the original AI ethics team
were either reassigned to
product teams or were laid
off.”

April 12,
2023

Amazon’s Twitch Safety, AI
Ethics Job Cuts Raise Con-
cerns Among Ex-Workers -
Bloomberg

Amazon “Amazon’s Twitch Safety,
AI Ethics Job Cuts Raise
Concerns Among Ex-
Workers”

May 26,
2023

Tech layoffs ravage the
teams that fight online
misinformation and hate
speech

Meta,
Amazon,
Alphabet
(Google),
Twitter

“Meta, Amazon, Alphabet,
and Twitter have all dras-
tically reduced the size of
their teams focused on in-
ternet trust and safety as
well as ethics as the compa-
nies focus on cost cuts.”
“As part of Meta’s mass lay-
offs, the company ended
a fact-checking project that
had taken half a year to
build, according to people
familiar with the matter.”

Continued on next page
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Table S10 Continued from previous page
Date Title Firms Quotes
May 30,
2023

Big Tech’s Cost-Cutting
Slashes AI Ethics, Trust
And Safety; Will Netflix’s
Anti-Password Sharing
Work? | AdExchanger

Meta,
Twitter,
Amazon,
Microsoft

“Meta also laid off 200
content moderators, 16
members of Instagram’s
well-being group, and
more than 100 employees
working on platform
integrity.”
“Twitter slashed its ethical
AI team from 17 to just
one member and laid off
15% of its trust and safety
department.”
“Amazon also downsized
its ethical AI team and
cut 50 positions dedicated
to identifying abusive
and illegal behavior on
its streaming platform
Twitch.”
“Microsoft cut all 30 mem-
bers of its ethics and society
team.”
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Table S11: List of leading 100 universities: Dataset 1 (Based on csranking.org’s list, which
considers the number of publications at leading conferences)

Rank Institution Rank Institution
1 Massachusetts Institute of Tech-

nology
51 University of Utah

2 Carnegie Mellon University 52 Boston University
3 Georgia Institute of Technology 53 George Mason University
4 Stanford University 54 University of Massachusetts
5 University of California, Berke-

ley
55 Yale University

6 University of Illinois Urbana-
Champaign

56 University of Connecticut

7 University of California, Santa
Barbara

57 University of Texas at Arlington

8 University of Michigan 58 City University of New York
9 University of Southern Califor-

nia
59 Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute

10 Texas A&M University 60 University of Notre Dame
11 Harvard University 61 Indiana University Bloomington
12 Pennsylvania State University 62 New Jersey Institute of Technol-

ogy
13 University of Texas at Austin 63 Rochester Institute of Technol-

ogy
14 University of Maryland, College

Park
64 University of Chicago

15 University of Washington 65 University of Delaware
16 University of California, San

Diego
66 Oregon State University

17 University of California, Los An-
geles

67 Rice University

18 New York University 68 Worcester Polytechnic Institute
19 Arizona State University 69 Emory University
20 Virginia Tech 70 University of California, River-

side
21 Johns Hopkins University 71 Temple University
22 Cornell University 72 University of California, Santa

Cruz
23 University of Minnesota 73 Stevens Institute of Technology
24 University of Florida 74 University of Rochester
25 Ohio State University 75 Wayne State University
26 Columbia University 76 Brown University
27 University of Pennsylvania 77 Drexel University
28 Duke University 78 University of South Carolina

Continued on next page
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Table S11 – Continued from previous page
Rank Institution Rank Institution
29 University of Wisconsin-

Madison
79 University of Kentucky

30 Northwestern University 80 University of Georgia
31 Michigan State University 81 Illinois Institute of Technology
32 Princeton University 82 West Virginia University
33 University of Pittsburgh 83 Purdue University
34 North Carolina State University 84 Lehigh University
35 Rutgers, The State University of

New Jersey
85 Brigham Young University

36 University of Texas at Dallas 86 University of North Texas
37 University of Central Florida 87 Tufts University
38 University of California, Irvine 88 Washington University in St.

Louis
39 Northeastern University 89 University of California, Merced
40 University at Buffalo 90 Binghamton University
41 California Institute of Technol-

ogy
91 Dartmouth College

42 University of California, Davis 92 Washington State University
43 University of Colorado Boulder 93 University of Massachusetts

Lowell
44 University of Arizona 94 Colorado School of Mines
45 University of North Carolina at

Chapel Hill
95 Georgetown University

46 University of Houston 96 University of Maryland, Balti-
more County

47 Iowa State University 97 University of Oregon
48 University of Illinois at Chicago 98 Tulane University
49 Stony Brook University 99 Brandeis University
50 University of Virginia 100 University of New Hampshire
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Table S12: List of leading 100 AI firms (based on the number of AI papers)

Rank Company Rank Company
1 Microsoft 51 NVIDIA
2 IBM 52 STMicroelectronics
3 Google 53 Honda R&D Co
4 Nokia Corporation 54 Thales Group
5 Huawei Technologies 55 Ericsson Sweden
6 Nippon Telegraph and Tele-

phone Corporation
56 Bytedance

7 Tencent 57 Airbus Defence and Space
8 Siemens AG 58 BAE Systems plc
9 Alibaba 59 LG Electronics Korea
10 Amazon 60 SAP AG
11 Samsung Electronics 61 ASELSAN ELEKTRONIK
12 Intel Corporation 62 Telefonica SA
13 Bell 63 Hyundai Motor Group
14 Tata Consultancy Services India 64 BBN Technologies
15 State Grid Corporation of China 65 Accenture
16 NEC Corporation 66 Cisco Systems
17 General Electric Company 67 Saudi Arabian Oil Company
18 Mitsubishi Electric Corporation 68 Infineon Technologies AG
19 Adobe 69 AstraZeneca
20 Baidu 70 Audi AG
21 Yahoo Inc 71 PARC
22 Toyota Motor Corporation 72 Zte
23 Hewlett-Packard Inc. 73 Panasonic Corporation
24 Schlumberger Limited 74 Volvo
25 Philips Research 75 Pfizer
26 Facebook 76 Novartis International AG
27 Hitachi Ltd 77 DENSO Corporation
28 Robert Bosch GmbH 78 Apple
29 Fujitsu Ltd 79 British Telecommunications PLC
30 ABB Group 80 TOTAL SA
31 Ford Motor Company 81 SAIC
32 Interuniversity Micro-

Electronics Center at Leuven
82 eBay

33 Daimler AG 83 Merck
34 Toshiba Corporation 84 Yandex Europe AG
35 Sandia National Laboratories,

New Mexico
85 Henry Ford Health System

36 Qualcomm Incorporated 86 Rolls Royce
37 DeepMind Technologies 87 SAAB AB
38 Disney 88 LinkedIn

Continued on next page
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Table S12 – Continued from previous page
Rank Company Rank Company
39 Volkswagen 89 China Mobile
40 General Motors 90 Honeywell International Inc
41 Xerox Corporation 91 Texas Instruments
42 SRI International 92 Chevron Corporation
43 Raytheon 93 Northrop Grumman corporation
44 Deutsche Telekom 94 Exxon Mobil Corporation
45 Sony Corporation 95 Kitware
46 At And T Labs-research 96 HRL Laboratories
47 Sensetime 97 Halliburton
48 Boeing Corporation 98 Naver Corporation
49 KDDI Corporation 99 AVL List GmbH
50 Lockheed Martin Corporation 100 Nuance Communications
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Table S13: Details of the training data for the supervised machine learning model to classify
responsible AI papers

Data Source Name Paper
Count

Paper Type Data Source Type

AAAI 132 Other papers12 Conference
AAAI Conference on Human
Computation and Crowdsourcing
(HCOMP)

1 Other papers Conference

AAAI Spring Symposium - Techni-
cal Report

1 Other papers Conference

AAAI Workshop - Technical Report 1 Other papers Conference
ACL 241 Other papers Conference
ACM Conference on Computer Sup-
ported Cooperative Work and Social
Computing (CSCW)

1 Other papers Conference

ACM Conference on Human Factors
in Computing Systems

23 Responsible AI Conference

ACM Conference on Human Factors
in Computing Systems

8 Other papers Conference

ACM International Conference on
Intelligent User Interfaces (IUI)

1 Other papers Conference

ACM International WSDM Confer-
ence

4 Other papers Conference

ACM SIGGROUP Conference on
Supporting Group Work

1 Other papers Conference

ACM Symposium on Access Con-
trol Models and Technologies (SAC-
MAT)

1 Other papers Conference

AIES 362 Responsible AI Conference
American Medical Informatics Asso-
ciation (AMIA)

2 Other papers Conference

Annual ACM Web Science Confer-
ence (WebSci)

1 Other papers Conference

Annual IEEE/ACM International
Symposium on Microarchitecture
(MICRO)

22 Other papers Conference

Asia-Pacific Power and Energy En-
gineering Conference (APPEEC)

10 Other papers Conference

CEUR Workshop Proceedings 16 Other papers Conference
China International Conference on
Electricity Distribution (CICED)

7 Other papers Conference

Communications in Computer and
Information Science

13 Responsible AI Conference

12Consists of conventional AI papers & Non-AI papers
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Data Source Name Paper
Count

Paper Type Data Source Type

CVPR 182 Other papers Conference
DAC 193 Other papers Conference
Design, Automation & Test in Eu-
rope Conference (DATE)

61 Other papers Conference

EAAMO 40 Responsible AI Conference
ECCV 101 Other papers Conference
Economics and Natural Language
Processing

1 Responsible AI Conference

EMNLP 98 Other papers Conference
FAccT 336 Responsible AI Conference
FOCS 68 Other papers Conference
ICCV 123 Other papers Conference
ICLR 193 Other papers Conference
ICML 188 Other papers Conference
ICSE 173 Other papers Conference
IEEE Intelligent Transportation Sys-
tems Conference (ITSC)

1 Other papers Conference

IEEE International Conference on
Service Operations and Logistics,
and Informatics (SOLI)

1 Other papers Conference

IEEE International Conference on
Trust, Security and Privacy in Com-
puting and Communications

1 Responsible AI Conference

IEEE Real-Time and Embedded
Technology and Applications Sym-
posium (RTAS)

15 Other papers Conference

IJCAI 112 Other papers Conference
Information Theory and Applica-
tions Workshop (ITA)

1 Other papers Conference

International Conference on Agents
and Artificial Intelligence (ICAART)

1 Other papers Conference

International Conference on Infor-
mation Fusion (FUSION)

1 Other papers Conference

International Conference on World
Wide Web Companion

5 Other papers Conference

International World Wide Web Con-
ferences (WWW)

1 Other papers Conference

IOP Conference Series: Earth and
Environmental Science

40 Other papers Conference

KDD 89 Other papers Conference
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Data Source Name Paper
Count

Paper Type Data Source Type

Lecture Notes in Computer Science
(including subseries Lecture Notes
in Artificial Intelligence and Lecture
Notes in Bioinformatics)

7 Other papers Conference

MICRO 41 Other papers Conference
MOBISYS 52 Other papers Conference
NeurIPS 222 Other papers Conference
NSDI 29 Other papers Conference
RTAS 19 Other papers Conference
Software Engineering for Responsi-
ble AI

1 Responsible AI Conference

STOC 63 Other papers Conference
USENIXSecurity 167 Other papers Conference
Workshop on Network on Chip Ar-
chitectures (NoCArc) in conjunction
with the Annual IEEE/ACM Inter-
national Symposium on Microarchi-
tecture (MICRO)

1 Other papers Conference

Ab Imperio 4 Other papers Journal
Academic Medicine 1 Other papers Journal
Academic Medicine: Journal of the
Association of American Medical
Colleges

1 Other papers Journal

ACM proceeding series 11 Responsible AI Journal
ACM Proceeding Series 1 Other papers Journal
ACM Transactions on Interactive In-
telligent Systems

3 Responsible AI Journal

Advances in Intelligent Systems and
Computing

5 Responsible AI Journal

Advances in Transdisciplinary Engi-
neering

1 Other papers Journal

AI & Society 34 Responsible AI Journal
AI Magazine 3 Other papers Journal
American Political Science Review 35 Other papers Journal
applied intelligence 39 Other papers Journal
Artificial Intelligence and Law 10 Other papers Journal
Artificial Intelligence Journal 4 Other papers Journal
Artificial Intelligence Review 14 Other papers Journal
Behavioural Public Policy 1 Other papers Journal
Big Data & Society 15 Responsible AI Journal
Bioethics 4 Other papers Journal
Cambridge Quarterly of Healthcare
Ethics

1 Other papers Journal
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Data Source Name Paper
Count

Paper Type Data Source Type

Cities & Health 1 Other papers Journal
Citizen Science: Theory and Practice 1 Other papers Journal
Clinics in Dermatology 1 Other papers Journal
Columbia Law Review 1 Other papers Journal
Communications of the ACM 1 Responsible AI Journal
Computer Law & Security Review 16 Other papers Journal
Configurations 6 Other papers Journal
Constitutional Commentary 15 Other papers Journal
Cultural Studies Critical Methodolo-
gies

15 Other papers Journal

Daedalus 15 Other papers Journal
Ecology and Society 14 Other papers Journal
Econometrica 20 Other papers Journal
Economics of Education Review 1 Other papers Journal
eLife 111 Other papers Journal
Energies 27 Other papers Journal
Energy 18 Other papers Journal
Energy Procedia 7 Other papers Journal
Energy Reports 27 Other papers Journal
Engineering Applications of Artifi-
cial Intelligence

52 Other papers Journal

Epidemiology 1 Other papers Journal
Ethics and Information Technology 3 Other papers Journal
European Law Review 14 Other papers Journal
Expert Systems with Applications 152 Other papers Journal
Frontiers in Artificial Intelligence
and Applications

14 Responsible AI Journal

Frontiers in Psychology 45 Other papers Journal
IBM Journal of Research and Devel-
opment

1 Other papers Journal

IEEE Access 10 Responsible AI Journal
IEEE Access 12 Other papers Journal
IEEE Internet Computing 1 Other papers Journal
IEEE Security & Privacy 3 Responsible AI Journal
IEEE Technology and Society Maga-
zine

4 Responsible AI Journal

IEEE Transactions on Cybernetics 195 Other papers Journal
IEEE Transactions on Fuzzy Systems 46 Other papers Journal
IEEE Transactions on Image Process-
ing

15 Other papers Journal

IEEE Transactions on Neural Net-
works and Learning Systems

145 Other papers Journal
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Data Source Name Paper
Count

Paper Type Data Source Type

IEEE Transactions on Pattern Analy-
sis and Machine Intelligence

153 Other papers Journal

IEEE Transactions on Power Sys-
tems

11 Other papers Journal

IEEE Transactions on Robotics 15 Other papers Journal
IEEE Transactions on Software Engi-
neering

96 Other papers Journal

IFIP Advances in Information and
Communication Technology

3 Other papers Journal

Information Systems Frontiers 5 Responsible AI Journal
Information Systems Frontiers 1 Other papers Journal
Information, Communication & So-
ciety

7 Responsible AI Journal

Injury Prevention: Journal of the
International Society for Child and
Adolescent Injury Prevention

1 Other papers Journal

International Journal of Computer
Vision

15 Other papers Journal

International Journal of Electrical
Power & Energy Systems

13 Other papers Journal

Iowa Law Review 1 Other papers Journal
JAMIA Open 1 Other papers Journal
JCO Clinical Cancer Informatics 1 Other papers Journal
Journal of Advances in Modeling
Earth Systems (JAMES)

4 Other papers Journal

Journal of Artificial Intelligence Re-
search

78 Other papers Journal

Journal of Business Ethics 1 Other papers Journal
Journal of Communication 17 Other papers Journal
Journal of European Public Policy 3 Other papers Journal
Journal of Experimental Criminol-
ogy

1 Other papers Journal

Journal of Information & Knowl-
edge Management

5 Other papers Journal

Journal of Information, Communi-
cation and Ethics in Society

2 Responsible AI Journal

Journal of Information, Communi-
cation and Ethics in Society

1 Other papers Journal

Journal of Interpersonal Violence 1 Other papers Journal
Journal of Labor Economics 1 Other papers Journal
Journal of machine learning re-
search

249 Other papers Journal

Journal of Medical Ethics 7 Other papers Journal
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Data Source Name Paper
Count

Paper Type Data Source Type

Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology

1 Other papers Journal

Journal of Physics: Conference Se-
ries

14 Other papers Journal

Journal of Privacy and Confidential-
ity

12 Responsible AI Journal

Journal of Public Administration Re-
search and Theory

1 Other papers Journal

Journal of Quantitative Criminology 1 Other papers Journal
Journal of Responsible Innovation 10 Other papers Journal
Jusletter 4 Other papers Journal
Knowledge and Information Sys-
tems

1 Other papers Journal

Knowledge-Based Systems 90 Other papers Journal
Law & Policy 1 Other papers Journal
Management Science 22 Other papers Journal
Minds and Machines 13 Responsible AI Journal
nature machine intelligence 3 Responsible AI Journal
nature machine intelligence 100 Other papers Journal
Networks and Systems 4 Other papers Journal
Neural Computing and Applica-
tions

73 Other papers Journal

Neural Networks 70 Other papers Journal
neurocomputing 202 Other papers Journal
NeuroImage 69 Other papers Journal
Neuroscience 83 Other papers Journal
New Media & Society 5 Responsible AI Journal
New Media & Society 8 Other papers Journal
New York University Law Review 15 Other papers Journal
NPJ Digital Medicine 10 Other papers Journal
Nutrition Today 9 Other papers Journal
Optics Express 65 Other papers Journal
Organization 1 Other papers Journal
Palliative Medicine 1 Other papers Journal
Philosophical Studies 45 Other papers Journal
Philosophy & Technology 11 Other papers Journal
PLOS ONE 431 Other papers Journal
Policy and Society 3 Other papers Journal
Political Science Research and Meth-
ods

1 Other papers Journal

Politics 1 Other papers Journal
Psychiatric Services 1 Other papers Journal
Psychoanalytic Dialogues 15 Other papers Journal
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Data Source Name Paper
Count

Paper Type Data Source Type

Psychological Science 15 Other papers Journal
Public Administration Review 15 Other papers Journal
Public Management Review 1 Other papers Journal
Qualitative Inquiry 23 Other papers Journal
Religions 9 Other papers Journal
Revista Jurídicas CUC 1 Other papers Journal
Science Advances 1 Other papers Journal
Science and Engineering Ethics 14 Other papers Journal
Science robotics 58 Other papers Journal
Scientific Reports 278 Other papers Journal
Sensors 5 Other papers Journal
Social Media + Society 11 Other papers Journal
Stanford Journal of Law, Science &
Policy

1 Other papers Journal

Studies in Gender and Sexuality 15 Other papers Journal
Studies in Higher Education 1 Other papers Journal
Sustainability 19 Other papers Journal
Sustainability Science 12 Other papers Journal
Synthese 25 Other papers Journal
Technology in Society 5 Responsible AI Journal
Technology in Society 8 Other papers Journal
The Annals of Statistics 19 Other papers Journal
The George Washington Law Re-
view

1 Other papers Journal

The Hastings Center Report 1 Other papers Journal
The New England Journal of
Medicine

51 Other papers Journal

The Pan African Medical Journal 1 Other papers Journal
Theory and Decision 1 Other papers Journal
Work, Employment & Society 1 Other papers Journal
World Wide Web Journal (WWW) 1 Other papers Journal
Yale Journal on Regulation 1 Other papers Journal
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Table S14: Details of the training data for the supervised machine learning model to classify
conventional AI papers

Data Source Name Paper
Count

Paper Type Data Source Type

AAAI 132 AI Conference
ACL 241 AI Conference
ACM Conference on Human Factors
in Computing Systems

23 AI Conference

ACM International WSDM Confer-
ence

4 AI Conference

AIES 362 AI Conference
American Control Conference
(ACC)

1 Non-AI Conference

Annual IEEE/ACM International
Symposium on Microarchitecture
(MICRO)

22 Non-AI Conference

Asia-Pacific Power and Energy En-
gineering Conference (APPEEC)

10 Non-AI Conference

CEUR Workshop Proceedings 16 Non-AI Conference
China International Conference on
Electricity Distribution (CICED)

7 Non-AI Conference

Communications in Computer and
Information Science

13 AI Conference

CVPR 182 AI Conference
DAC 193 Non-AI Conference
Design, Automation & Test in Eu-
rope Conference (DATE)

61 Non-AI Conference

EAAMO 40 AI Conference
ECCV 101 AI Conference
EMNLP 97 AI Conference
FaccT 336 AI Conference
FOCS 68 Non-AI Conference
ICCV 123 AI Conference
ICLR 193 AI Conference
ICML 188 AI Conference
ICSE 173 Non-AI Conference
IEEE Real-Time and Embedded
Technology and Applications Sym-
posium (RTAS)

15 Non-AI Conference

IJCAI 112 AI Conference
International Conference on World
Wide Web Companion

5 AI Conference

IOP Conference Series: Earth and
Environmental Science

40 Non-AI Conference
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Data Source Name Paper
Count

Paper Type Data Source Type

KDD 89 AI Conference
Lecture Notes in Computer Science
(including subseries Lecture Notes
in Artificial Intelligence and Lecture
Notes in Bioinformatics)

5 AI Conference

MICRO 41 Non-AI Conference
MOBISYS 52 Non-AI Conference
NeurIPS 221 AI Conference
NSDI 29 Non-AI Conference
RTAS 19 Non-AI Conference
STOC 63 Non-AI Conference
USENIXSecurity 167 Non-AI Conference
Workshop on Network on Chip Ar-
chitectures (NoCArc) in conjunction
with the Annual IEEE/ACM Inter-
national Symposium on Microarchi-
tecture (MICRO)

1 Non-AI Conference

Ab Imperio 4 Non-AI Journal
ACM Proceeding series 11 AI Journal
ACM Transactions on Interactive In-
telligent Systems

3 AI Journal

Advances in Intelligent Systems and
Computing

5 AI Journal

AI & Society 34 AI Journal
AI Magazine 3 Non-AI Journal
American Political Science Review 35 Non-AI Journal
Applied Intelligence 39 AI Journal
Artificial Intelligence and Law 10 Non-AI Journal
Artificial Intelligence Journal 4 Non-AI Journal
Artificial Intelligence Review 14 AI Journal
Automatica 1 Non-AI Journal
Big Data & Society 15 AI Journal
Bioethics 4 Non-AI Journal
Cartography and Geographic Infor-
mation Science (CaGIS)

1 Non-AI Journal

Chemistry of Materials 1 Non-AI Journal
Computer Law & Security Review 16 Non-AI Journal
Configurations 6 Non-AI Journal
Constitutional Commentary 15 Non-AI Journal
Cultural Studies Critical Methodolo-
gies

15 Non-AI Journal

Daedalus 15 Non-AI Journal
Dentomaxillofacial Radiology 1 Non-AI Journal
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Data Source Name Paper
Count

Paper Type Data Source Type

Discrete Mathematics 1 Non-AI Journal
Ecology and Society 14 Non-AI Journal
Econometrica 20 Non-AI Journal
eLife 111 Non-AI Journal
Energies 27 Non-AI Journal
Energy 18 Non-AI Journal
Energy Procedia 7 Non-AI Journal
Energy Reports 27 Non-AI Journal
Engineering Applications of Artifi-
cial Intelligence

52 AI Journal

Ethics and Information Technology 3 Non-AI Journal
European Law Review 14 Non-AI Journal
Expert Systems with Applications 152 AI Journal
Frontiers in Artificial Intelligence
and Applications

14 AI Journal

Frontiers in Psychology 45 Non-AI Journal
ieee access 22 AI Journal
IEEE Security & Privacy 3 AI Journal
IEEE Technology and Society Maga-
zine

4 AI Journal

IEEE Transactions on Automatic
Control

1 Non-AI Journal

IEEE Transactions on Automation
Science and Engineering

1 Non-AI Journal

IEEE Transactions on Control Sys-
tems Technology

1 Non-AI Journal

IEEE Transactions on Cybernetics 195 AI Journal
IEEE Transactions on Fuzzy Systems 46 AI Journal
IEEE Transactions on Image Process-
ing

15 AI Journal

IEEE Transactions on Neural Net-
works and Learning Systems

145 AI Journal

IEEE Transactions on Pattern Analy-
sis and Machine Intelligence

153 AI Journal

IEEE Transactions on Power Sys-
tems

11 Non-AI Journal

IEEE Transactions on Robotics 15 AI Journal
IEEE Transactions on Software Engi-
neering

96 Non-AI Journal

IEEE/ASME Transactions on
Mechatronics

1 Non-AI Journal

IFIP Advances in Information and
Communication Technology

3 Non-AI Journal
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Data Source Name Paper
Count

Paper Type Data Source Type

Information Systems Frontiers 5 AI Journal
Information Systems Frontiers 1 Non-AI Journal
Information, Communication & So-
ciety

7 AI Journal

International Journal of Computer
Vision

15 AI Journal

International Journal of Electrical
Power & Energy Systems

13 Non-AI Journal

Journal of Advances in Modeling
Earth Systems (JAMES)

4 Non-AI Journal

Journal of Artificial Intelligence Re-
search

78 AI Journal

Journal of Child Language 1 Non-AI Journal
Journal of Communication 17 Non-AI Journal
Journal of Dental Education 1 Non-AI Journal
Journal of European Public Policy 3 Non-AI Journal
Journal of Financial Crime 1 Non-AI Journal
Journal of Industrial Textiles 1 Non-AI Journal
Journal of Information & Knowl-
edge Management

5 AI Journal

Journal of Information, Communi-
cation and Ethics in Society

2 AI Journal

Journal of Information, Communi-
cation and Ethics in Society

1 Non-AI Journal

Journal of machine learning re-
search

249 AI Journal

Journal of Medical Ethics 6 Non-AI Journal
Journal of Physics: Conference Se-
ries

14 Non-AI Journal

Journal of Privacy and Confidential-
ity

12 AI Journal

Journal of Responsible Innovation 10 Non-AI Journal
Journal of the American Chemical
Society (JACS)

1 Non-AI Journal

Jusletter 4 Non-AI Journal
Knowledge-Based Systems 90 AI Journal
Management Science 20 Non-AI Journal
Minds and Machines 13 AI Journal
Nature Machine Intelligence 103 AI Journal
Networks and Systems 4 Non-AI Journal
Neural Computing and Applica-
tions

73 AI Journal

Neural Networks 70 AI Journal
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Data Source Name Paper
Count

Paper Type Data Source Type

Ndeurocomputing 202 AI Journal
NeuroImage 69 Non-AI Journal
Neuroscience 83 Non-AI Journal
New Media & Society 8 Non-AI Journal
New Media & Society 5 AI Journal
New York University Law Review 15 Non-AI Journal
NPJ Digital Medicine 10 Non-AI Journal
Nutrition Today 9 Non-AI Journal
Optics Express 65 Non-AI Journal
Philosophical Studies 45 Non-AI Journal
Philosophy & Technology 11 Non-AI Journal
PLOS ONE 431 Non-AI Journal
Policy and Society 3 Non-AI Journal
PS: Political Science & Politics 1 Non-AI Journal
Psychoanalytic Dialogues 15 Non-AI Journal
Psychological Science 15 Non-AI Journal
Public Administration Review 15 Non-AI Journal
Qualitative Inquiry 23 Non-AI Journal
Religions 9 Non-AI Journal
Science and Engineering Ethics 14 Non-AI Journal
Science Robotics 58 AI Journal
Scientific Reports 278 Non-AI Journal
Sensors 5 Non-AI Journal
Social Media + Society 11 Non-AI Journal
Studies in Gender and Sexuality 15 Non-AI Journal
Sustainability 19 Non-AI Journal
Sustainability Science 12 Non-AI Journal
Synthese 25 Non-AI Journal
Technology in Society 8 Non-AI Journal
Technology in Society 5 AI Journal
The Annals of Applied Statistics 1 Non-AI Journal
The Annals of Statistics 19 Non-AI Journal
The Astrophysical Journal 1 Non-AI Journal
The Electronic Journal of Combina-
torics

1 Non-AI Journal

The New England Journal of
Medicine

51 Non-AI Journal
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Table S15: Deatils of the conference only training data to classify conventional AI papers

Data Source Name Paper Count Paper Type Data Source Type
AIES 144 AI Conference
FaccT 142 AI Conference
ACL 65 AI Conference
NeurIPS 57 AI Conference
ICML 48 AI Conference
AAAI 46 AI Conference
CVPR 45 AI Conference
IJCAI 37 AI Conference
ECCV 29 AI Conference
EMNLP 28 AI Conference
ICCV 23 AI Conference
KDD 22 AI Conference
EAAMO 14 AI Conference
ICSE 137 Non-AI Conference
DAC 124 Non-AI Conference
USENIXSecurity 83 Non-AI Conference
FOCS 36 Non-AI Conference
STOC 35 Non-AI Conference
MOBISYS 32 Non-AI Conference
MICRO 27 Non-AI Conference
NSDI 13 Non-AI Conference
RTAS 13 Non-AI Conference
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Table S16: Deatils of the conference only responsible AI training data

Data Source Name Paper Count Paper Type Data Source Type
AIES 144 Responsible AI Conference
FaccT 142 Responsible AI Conference
ACL 65 Other papers Conference
NeurIPS 57 Other papers Conference
ICML 48 Other papers Conference
AAAI 46 Other papers Conference
CVPR 45 Other papers Conference
IJCAI 37 Other papers Conference
ECCV 29 Other papers Conference
EMNLP 28 Other papers Conference
ICCV 23 Other papers Conference
KDD 22 Other papers Conference
EAAMO 14 Responsible AI Conference
ICSE 137 Other papers Conference
DAC 124 Other papers Conference
USENIXSecurity 83 Other papers Conference
FOCS 36 Other papers Conference
STOC 35 Other papers Conference
MOBISYS 32 Other papers Conference
MICRO 27 Other papers Conference
NSDI 13 Other papers Conference
RTAS 13 Other papers Conference
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