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Abstract
arXiv is the default preprint server for machine learning, but by its own admission it has been
struggling with a dramatic increase in submissions, in part because of AI-assisted writing. Current
moderation removes an unknown quantity of submitted work, and deposits that then live only
on other repositories form a blind spot the field does not see. We motivate the problem with
a documented rejection in which arXiv declined a submission and offered, as the sole route to
reconsideration, prior publication in a conventional peer-reviewed journal, a requirement in tension
with the definition of a preprint. We then set that anecdote aside and measure the blind spot
directly. Over a 90-day window we assembled 1,526 recent AI/ML deposits on Preprints.org and
Zenodo, drew a reproducible random sample of 350, confirmed each as absent from arXiv (the
baseline), and scored four quality criteria (real research, broad relevance, testable, novel) using
five large language models spanning four independent vendors, with inter-rater reliability reported.
Cross-posting to arXiv was negligible (0.3%), so the off-arXiv corpus is effectively the entire blind
spot. About 7% of off-arXiv deposits clear all four criteria, but a majority are genuine checkable
research: an estimated 66.5% (95% CI 61.4 to 71.2) are real and testable, and roughly half of
the whole pile is real, testable, and novel work that fails only on breadth of interest, a curation
preference derived from the study’s origins rather than a validity judgment. The single binding
constraint is breadth, not soundness. Agreement across four vendors is substantial on the two
most significant axes (breadth Fleiss kappa 0.68, testable 0.72). A parallel sample of arXiv’s own
AI/ML papers scores far higher (96% admissible, no zero-of-four junk), which both shows that
arXiv’s curation raises average quality and validates the instrument, since the same criteria cleanly
separate a curated corpus from an uncurated one. Off-arXiv status is therefore not quality-neutral:
this work is lower quality on average than what arXiv hosts. Even so, a majority remains admissible,
and a preprint gate which filters on provenance rather than on testability discards a large volume
of checkable work. We measure the contents of the off-arXiv stream, not arXiv’s rejection behavior
on it, and we are explicit about that boundary.

1. Introduction
A preprint server exists to disseminate research before, or without, journal peer review. arXiv has
served that role for machine learning for three decades and is now the field’s default. Because it
is the default, work that arXiv declines and that then appears only elsewhere becomes effectively
invisible: not indexed alongside the literature the field actually reads, not surfaced by the tools
built on top of arXiv, and not counted.

Two questions follow. First, when arXiv declines a submission, what does it ask of the author, and
is that ask consistent with hosting preprints? Second, and separately, what is actually in the pile
of AI/ML work that lives off arXiv: is it noise, or is real research being lost from view?

This paper addresses the second question with a direct measurement and treats the first as moti-
vation. Our contributions are:
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1. A precise statement of a definitional problem in preprint moderation, grounded in a docu-
mented rejection (Section 2).

2. A reframing of what a preprint gate does: triage on an admissibility axis, for which content-
testability is the appropriate criterion and provenance is not (Section 3).

3. A cross-vendor, reproducible measurement of the off-arXiv AI/ML deposit stream, scoring
real-research, breadth, testability, and novelty over an off-arXiv baseline, with inter-rater
reliability across five models and four vendors (Sections 5 and 6).

4. A parallel comparison sample of arXiv’s own AI/ML papers under the identical rubric, which
quantifies the quality gap and serves as a construct-validity check on the classifier (Section
6.6).

5. An explicit account of what the measurement does and does not establish (Sections 7 and 8).

2. A definitional problem
The motivating case is a pair of rejections the author received from arXiv in January 2026, four days
apart, for two separate submissions that the author (and a few credentialed peers he consulted)
judged sound. The observations below turn on the first, whose relevant sentences are quoted
verbatim:

“your submission would benefit from additional review and revision that is outside of
the services we provide.”

“Our moderators will reconsider this material via appeal if it is published in a conven-
tional journal and you can provide a resolving DOI to the published version of the
work.”

“publication in a conventional journal does not guarantee that arXiv will accept this
work.”

“due to the high volume of submissions arXiv receives, we cannot offer more detailed
feedback.”

Three observations follow, none of which require generalizing beyond this case.

The stated deficiency describes the entire category. A preprint is, by definition, a paper
that has not yet undergone journal peer review. The service names the missing thing as “additional
review and revision” and, in the next sentence, operationalizes the cure as “published in a conven-
tional journal.” By the service’s own pairing, the review it finds lacking is conventional-journal
peer review. Every preprint lacks exactly that; it is what makes a preprint a preprint. A criterion
satisfied by the whole corpus a server hosts cannot, on its own, distinguish one submission as unfit.

The appeal path routes through the journals a preprint server exists to precede. Re-
consideration is offered only upon prior publication in a conventional journal, with a resolving DOI.
For an author whom moderators decline, the server has placed itself downstream of the journals,
which inverts the service’s functional position. The message then disclaims even that route (“does
not guarantee”).

The rejection is unfalsifiable by the sender’s own statement. The service asserts a deficiency
and, in the same message, states it “cannot offer more detailed feedback.” A claimed flaw that is
by policy unspecified cannot be checked or remedied.

The second rejection, four days later, is worth setting beside the first. It objected on different
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grounds: the submission “does not contain sufficient original or substantive scholarly research and
is not of interest to arXiv,” an appeal would be considered “if and only if this manuscript … is
accepted for publication in a peer reviewed journal,” and further attempts to resubmit “may result
in loss of submission privileges.” Two submissions, four days apart, drew one objection on process
(obtain peer review first) and one on interest (not substantive enough, and not of interest), and
neither named a specific thing to correct. The interest objection is the importance criterion of
Section 3 stated in the open; the peer-review-first condition is the definitional inversion above.
Together the two show the gate running on both axes this paper argues a preprint server should
not use.

This posture is now explicit policy in at least one domain. On 31 October 2025 arXiv updated
its moderation practice for the Computer Science category so that review articles and position
papers “must now be accepted at a journal or a conference and complete successful peer review”
before they will be considered, with authors required to supply documentation of that peer review
(arXiv, 2025). The stated rationale is volume: “In the past few years, arXiv has been flooded with
papers,” and “Generative AI / large language models have added to this flood by making papers,
especially papers not introducing new research results, fast and easy to write.” Whatever the merits
of that response, it establishes that requiring completed peer review as a precondition for posting
is documented arXiv practice rather than an idiosyncratic reading of one rejection, and it makes
the definitional tension official: for these submissions arXiv now requires the very property, prior
peer review, that a preprint by definition precedes.

We do not claim this reflects a general policy of rejecting unaffiliated authors; a single author’s
correspondence cannot establish a rate. A defender may reasonably say that arXiv performs only
light moderation for scope and plausibility and that the journal-appeal language is a standard
path for content-declined submissions. That defense does not dissolve the tension: the documented
appeal route still requires the one property a preprint definitionally lacks, and the reason given is
still unspecified. This is the observation that motivates the measurement below. Whether valuable
work is being declined at scale is an empirical question the anecdote cannot answer, so we turn to
the corpus.

3. Triage, not prestige: what a preprint gate does
Accepting or declining an inbound stream against stated criteria is triage. A preprint gate and a
curator applying quality filters perform the same operation; the venue of the inbound stream does
not change it. The design question is which axis the triage runs on.

Two axes are available. One is provenance: who or what produced the work, proxied in practice
by author affiliation (endorsement) or by the presence of prior peer review. The other is content:
whether the work makes a checkable claim. Filtering on provenance is either unknowable in the
general case or orthogonal to quality: an affiliated author can produce unfalsifiable work, and
an unaffiliated one can produce a rigorous, reproducible study. Filtering on content-testability is
neither unknowable nor orthogonal, and, as Section 6 shows, it is cheap and reproducible.

A second distinction matters. Admissibility is not importance. A preprint server’s proper
job is to decide what is admissible to the scientific conversation, not to decide what is important;
importance is sorted afterward, by replication and attention. Testability is the natural admissibility
gate: it is low by design, and it admits work whose significance is not yet known. This paper is
concerned with what happens when an importance judgment is collapsed into an admissibility gate
and enforced through a provenance proxy. The measurement that follows quantifies its cost: how
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much genuine, testable work the breadth axis alone sets aside.

4. Background
Several weeks ago the author, after noticing a number of interesting papers on Zenodo and
Preprints.org, decided to automate a search for such papers and disseminate them publicly. To
this effect five criteria were established:

1. The work must not be on arXiv
2. The work must be research and not a monograph or other work of opinion
3. The work must be empirical and reproducible
4. The work must be of broad interest
5. The work must be novel

Of these five criteria the first was foundational and the last two were editorial. Criteria 2 and 3
were functional.

In the study that follows, the foundational criterion becomes the baseline (Section 5.2), the two
functional criteria become Research and Testable, and the two editorial criteria become Broad and
Novel.

5. Method
5.1 Corpus

We queried two repositories that host AI/ML work outside arXiv: Preprints.org (via Crossref, DOI
prefix 10.20944, type posted-content, cursor-paginated across the full window) and Zenodo (public
API, publication types only). The window was 2026-04-10 to 2026-07-09 (90 days). We used
eight topic queries spanning large language models, evaluation, machine learning, neural networks,
transformers, alignment, safety, and deep learning. After de-duplication by DOI, the corpus held
1,526 in-window deposits: 1,349 from Preprints.org and 177 from Zenodo. The Preprints.org pull
is near-complete for the window; the Zenodo pull is API-limited and is reported as a floor, that is,
an undercount.

5.2 Sample and baseline

We drew a random sample of 350 (fixed seed, reproducible): 296 Preprints.org, 54 Zenodo. The
study baseline is off-arXiv: for each sampled paper we ran an arXiv title search and recorded
whether a close-matching entry exists. One of 350 was on arXiv (0.3% cross-post), leaving 349 as
the off-arXiv baseline. “Not on arXiv” is thus the denominator, the universe studied, not a quality
criterion.

5.3 The four criteria

Each paper was judged PASS or FAIL, independently, on four criteria; genuinely ambiguous cases
were failed by rule.

• Research: a genuine research work, not marketing, a student exercise, a press release, a
bibliography, a dataset-only deposit, or content-free filler.

• Testable: falsifiable and repeatable. A paper qualifies if it makes a checkable claim backed
by either an experiment, benchmark, or measured result with enough method or data to
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re-run it, or a formal proof, derivation, or bound spelled out enough to verify or refute. A
rigorous theoretical contribution with a proof counts on the same footing as a reproducible
experiment. Surveys, position pieces, and proposals that present neither results nor a proof
fail.

• Broad: the core contribution concerns AI/ML itself (methods, capability, evaluation, effi-
ciency, alignment/safety, systems, agents, robustness) with cross-field interest, rather than a
narrow single-domain application of standard methods to one dataset. This is an editorial
breadth-of-interest axis, not a validity axis.

• Novel: a fresh, self-contained contribution, not a survey, a re-hosted journal article, or a
minor version bump of the authors’ prior work.

A paper’s score is the count of criteria passed, 0 to 4.

5.4 Classification and reliability

Each paper was scored from its title and abstract by five large language models spanning four
independent vendors: two Anthropic models (Claude Opus 4.8, Claude Sonnet 4.6), one xAI model
(Grok), one OpenAI model (GPT-5), and one Google model (Gemini 2.5 Pro). All five received
an identical rubric and returned a PASS/FAIL verdict per criterion with a short justification,
logged per paper for audit. The five-model panel lets us report inter-rater reliability and compute
majority-vote verdicts robust to any single model.

5.5 Statistics

Proportions are reported with 95% Wilson score intervals; population estimates scale the sample
proportion to the off-arXiv corpus (about 1,522 of 1,526). Inter-rater reliability is reported as raw
pairwise agreement and as Fleiss kappa across the five raters. We note where kappa is deflated by
skewed base rates (the well-known high-agreement, low-kappa paradox).

6. Results
6.1 The arXiv blind spot is legitimate research, mostly

Cross-posting to arXiv was 0.3% (1 of 350), so the off-arXiv corpus is effectively the whole blind spot.
The quality pyramid over the off-arXiv baseline, one model’s full-sample scoring, with population
estimates:

Score Sample share 95% CI Est. of ~1,522/quarter
4 / 4 7.4% 5.1–10.7% ~113
3 / 4 59.3% 54.1–64.3% ~903
2 / 4 15.8% 12.3–20.0% ~240
1 / 4 13.2% 10.0–17.1% ~201
0 / 4 4.3% 2.6–7.0% ~65

Per-criterion pass rates over the baseline reveal a single binding constraint:

Criterion Pass rate 95% CI
research 92.6% 89.3–94.9%
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Criterion Pass rate 95% CI
broad 17.5% 13.9–21.8%
testable 69.1% 64.0–73.7%
novel 73.4% 68.5–77.7%

The narrowing from base to apex is driven almost entirely by breadth. Most off-arXiv AI/ML
deposits are genuine research (92.6%), a majority are testable (69.1%), and most are novel (73.4%).
What few clear the top tier is a matter of breadth of interest, which is a curation preference related
to public dissemination rather than a judgment about scientific soundness.

6.2 Two honest readings of the same data

Dropping the editorial breadth axis and asking only what is genuine, checkable research:

Set Share Est. of ~1,522 95% CI
real +
testable

66.5% ~1,012 61.4–71.2%

real +
testable +
novel

61.9% ~942 56.7–66.8%

real +
testable +
novel,
failing only
on breadth

54.4% ~828 49.2–59.6%

The data supports two claims at once, at different thresholds, and both are honest:

1. The strict bar is strict. Only about 7% of off-arXiv deposits are real, broad, testable, and
novel; 4.3% are near-worthless (0 of 4). Signal-to-noise, at the top tier, is brutal.

2. The blind spot holds substantial real work. Roughly 62% (about 942 per quarter)
are real, testable, and novel, and about half of the entire pile is such work failing only on
breadth of interest. That is not a handful of overlooked items; it is on the order of hundreds
of checkable, novel AI/ML papers per quarter living where the field does not look.

6.3 Two noise profiles

The two sources fail differently. Preprints.org is almost uniformly genuine research (96.6% research)
but narrow (15.2% broad, 66.2% testable, 78.0% novel), with only 3% scoring 0 of 4; its noise is
single-domain application. Zenodo (a floor, sample n=53) is noisier in kind, 69.8% research, 30.2%
broad, 28.3% testable, 47.2% novel, with 26% at 0 of 4; its noise is non-research deposits such as
manifestos, essays, and license-only records. The two noise profiles differ, but the conclusion is the
same once the criteria are applied.
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6.4 Cross-vendor reliability

Five models across four vendors scored a common 60-paper slice. Fleiss kappa and mean raw
pairwise agreement:

Criterion Mean pass rate Raw agreement Fleiss kappa
broad 25% 88% 0.68 (substantial)
testable 71% 89% 0.72 (substantial)
research 91% 90% 0.39
novel 67% 75% 0.44 (moderate)

The two axes that carry the analysis, breadth (the bottleneck) and testability (validity), are sub-
stantial agreement across four vendors. The testable figure is measured under the clarified rule
that counts a rigorous proof on the same footing as an experiment (Section 5.3); re-scoring testable
under that rule left reliability essentially unchanged (kappa 0.74 to 0.72), so widening the criterion
to admit theory raised the pass rate without improving agreement. The low kappa on research is
a base-rate artifact: raw agreement is 90%, but because 91% of papers pass, there is little negative
class to disagree over, and kappa penalizes the skew. That near-unanimous finding, that the off-
arXiv pile is overwhelmingly genuine research, is a strength read correctly. Novelty is the genuine
soft axis (75% raw agreement, kappa 0.44), so we lead on real-plus-testable, which does not depend
on it. Individual models differ in leniency, but majority voting absorbs the outliers, and requiring
three of five models to agree reproduces the pyramid’s shape on the slice.

6.5 The blind spot against arXiv’s intake

To size the off-arXiv stream against arXiv itself, we counted arXiv submissions in the matching
categories over the identical window (2026-04-10 to 2026-07-09), then crawled the full set to separate
primary from cross-listed papers. Over the window, 29,743 submissions list cs.LG, cs.CL, cs.AI, or
stat.ML anywhere in their categories; of these, 19,638 (66%) carry one of the four as their primary
category, and the remaining 10,105 cross-list in from elsewhere (cs.CV, cs.CR, cs.RO, and others).
The primary-only figure is the tighter denominator for “AI/ML on arXiv”; the cross-inclusive figure
is the looser one. Against either, the off-arXiv admissible volume (~1,012 real-plus-testable papers
in the window) is a low single-digit share:

arXiv denominator (90 days) Count Off-arXiv admissible (~1,012) as share
primary-only core (cs.LG / cs.CL /
cs.AI / stat.ML)

19,638 ~5.2% [4.8–5.5%]

cross-inclusive union (touching
those four)

29,743 ~3.4%

Read plainly: for every 100 papers arXiv hosted whose main topic is AI/ML, about five additional
admissible papers existed off it. The blind spot is real in absolute terms, roughly 1,000 checkable
AI/ML papers per quarter, on the order of ten per day, but modest in relative terms. It is a
countable sliver beside arXiv’s intake, not a hidden shadow literature, and the paper claims no
more than that.

Two limits bound this figure, and both are stated here rather than deferred.

7



First, it measures existence, not rejection. The ~5% is admissible AI/ML work that lives off
arXiv. It is not work arXiv refused. We cannot separate authors who submitted and were declined
from those who never submitted, or who abandoned arXiv over its policies. The figure sizes the
blind spot; it does not attribute it.

Second, it is a lower bound. The numerator is a floor: our keyword pulls and the API-limited
Zenodo pull undercount the true off-arXiv stream (Section 5.1). A further asymmetry runs the other
way: the off-arXiv corpus is defined by topic keywords while the arXiv denominator is defined by
author-assigned categories, a tighter boundary, which the admissibility filter mitigates but does
not remove. On balance the true ratio is likely somewhat above 5%, though not by an order of
magnitude.

6.6 arXiv as a comparison, and a validity check on the instrument

To ask how the off-arXiv pile compares to what arXiv hosts, and to test whether the criteria measure
anything real, we drew a second seeded random sample of 350 papers whose primary category is
one of the core four (from the 19,638 primary-only arXiv submissions in the same window) and
scored them with the identical rubric and classifier. The contrast is large:

Criterion off-arXiv arXiv (primary-only)
research 92.6% 99.7%
broad 17.5% 74.9%
testable 69.1% 96.6%
novel 73.4% 96.0%
admissible (real + testable) 66.5% 96.3%
4-of-4 7.4% 72.6%
0-of-4 4.3% 0.0%

Two readings follow, and both are honest.

First, arXiv’s curation raises average quality, and off-arXiv status is not quality-neutral.
arXiv’s own AI/ML papers are 96.3% admissible with no zero-of-four deposits, against 66.5%
admissible and 4.3% junk off arXiv. Whatever else is true, work that lives off arXiv is lower
quality on average than work arXiv hosts. The blind-spot claim is the smaller one: a majority off
arXiv is still admissible, and admissible-to-admissible the off-arXiv stream is about 5.4% the size
of arXiv’s admissible AI/ML volume (~1,012 against ~18,900).

Second, the instrument separates a curated corpus from an uncurated one, which is
the construct-validity check. Point the same rubric at both and it does not score them alike; it
cleanly divides them (96% versus 66% admissible, zero versus 4.3% junk). If the criteria were noise,
the two would look similar. They do not, which is direct evidence the criteria track something real.

One asymmetry keeps this honest: the broad gap (74.9 versus 17.5) is partly definitional, because
the arXiv sample is self-tagged core ML while the off-arXiv corpus is keyword-matched and full
of domain applications. So broad measures how the two corpora were assembled as much as their
quality. The research, testable, and novel gaps are less exposed to that artifact, and each still
runs clearly in arXiv’s favor.
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7. Discussion
Off-arXiv work is lower quality on average, but a majority is still admissible. The
off-arXiv pile is 92.6% genuine research and about 62% real-testable-novel, yet its admissible rate
(66.5%) sits well below arXiv’s own (96.3%, Section 6.6), so absence from arXiv is not quality-
neutral. The honest blind-spot claim is narrower than orthogonality: a majority of this work
is checkable, and within the pile the constraint that thins it is breadth of interest rather than
soundness. The field is not looking at roughly a thousand checkable, novel AI/ML papers a quarter,
and most of them are off arXiv for reasons other than whether they can be checked.

The bottleneck is breadth, and breadth is a taste. The one criterion that collapses the
pyramid is breadth of interest, the very axis a preprint server should not be enforcing, because
admissibility is not importance (Section 3). A gate calibrated to testability, the reliable and validity-
relevant axis (kappa 0.72 across four vendors), would admit the majority of this stream. A gate
calibrated to provenance or to broad appeal discards it.

A cheap remedy exists. Content-testability triage is inexpensive and reproducible: five models
across four vendors agree substantially on it. Nothing in this study required funding or privileged
access. The barrier to surfacing off-arXiv work is therefore not cost or feasibility. If the goal of a
preprint gate is to exclude non-research and admit checkable work, the instrument for that goal is
available and does not depend on affiliation.

The residual error has low cost for false positives, and the stringency is tunable. The
classifier is imperfect (Section 6.4), but for a preprint gate the two errors are not equally costly.
The expensive error is the false negative, turning away a real researcher’s checkable work, which
is the harm this paper documents. The cheap error is the false positive, admitting a weak but
testable paper, which merely enters the conversation and is sorted later by attention and replication
(Section 3). A content gate emits a graded signal, so its operating point can be set anywhere along
the precision-and-recall curve; and because the ungated volume and the per-tier quality are both
measurable (Sections 6.1 and 6.5), the quality cost of any chosen stringency can be estimated before
it is applied. Set the bar low and the residual classifier error falls mostly on the cheap side. A
provenance gate has no such dial: affiliation and prior peer review are binary proxies, and they
produce precisely the expensive error, false negatives on unaffiliated but sound work.

This is close to what arXiv already chose, in cruder form. arXiv’s October 2025 response
to the generative-AI flood was to bar review and position papers from the CS category unless they
carry prior peer review (Section 2), a category-and-provenance filter for a content problem. A
testability gate targets that same problem more precisely: a content-free generated survey fails on
testable and novel, while a rigorous survey passes, so the good work is kept and the slop dropped
by what a paper contains rather than by the class it belongs to. Given that a content gate is cheap,
reproducible across four vendors, tunable, and weak mainly on the inexpensive error, the burden of
justification shifts. It is hard to state a reason a preprint server should triage on provenance rather
than on testability, when the latter is both available and better matched to the problem the server
says it has.

8. Limitations
• We measure the stream’s contents, not arXiv’s behavior. This study characterizes

what is in the off-arXiv AI/ML deposit pile. It does not measure how many of these papers
were submitted to arXiv, nor arXiv’s rejection rate or its reasons. The link between “valuable
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work is off arXiv” and “arXiv declines valuable work” is motivated by the Section 2 case but
is not established by the corpus.

• Classifier, not gold labels. Criteria were judged by language models, not human adjudica-
tion against a gold standard. We mitigate with a fixed rubric, five raters across four vendors,
logged per-paper reasons, and reported reliability, but the pyramid inherits classifier error.

• Reliability is uneven. Breadth and testability are substantial across vendors; novelty is
only moderate; research has high raw agreement but low kappa from base-rate skew. Headline
figures lead on the reliable axes.

• The two corpora are defined differently. The off-arXiv corpus is keyword-matched while
the arXiv comparison (Section 6.6) is category-defined, so the breadth gap between them
partly reflects corpus construction rather than quality. The testable, novel, and research
comparisons are less exposed to this.

• Zenodo is undercounted. The Zenodo pull is API-limited; its counts are a floor, and its
small slice (n=53) has wide intervals.

• Single 90-day snapshot, eight fixed topic queries, title-and-abstract judgments rather than
full text.

9. Conclusion
arXiv’s dominance means the work it does not host is work the field does not see. Motivated by
a rejection whose only offered remedy was the prior journal peer review a preprint definitionally
lacks, we measured the AI/ML deposits that live off arXiv. They cross-post to arXiv 0.3% of the
time, they are 92.6% genuine research, and roughly 62% are real, testable, and novel. The lone
criterion that thins them to a top tier is breadth of interest, a curation taste rather than a test
of soundness, while the validity axis is both reliable across four independent vendors and cheap to
apply. A parallel sample of arXiv’s own AI/ML papers scores markedly higher (96% admissible,
no junk), so absence from arXiv is not quality-neutral: this work is lower quality on average than
what arXiv hosts. Even so, a majority is real and checkable, the blind spot is not mostly noise, and
the instrument for surfacing its signal is inexpensive and provenance-blind.

Reproducibility and data availability
The corpus pull, the seeded sample, the arXiv-absence check, the classification rubric and per-
paper verdicts from all five models, the reliability computations, and the scored table are available
in the project repository, along with the full arXiv category crawl (primary-category counts and the
comparison corpus), the seeded arXiv comparison sample and its verdicts, and the theory-inclusive
testable re-scoring. All model prompts are identical across raters and logged. Random seed and
window dates are fixed.

References
• J. Cohen (1960). A coefficient of agreement for nominal scales. Educational and Psychological

Measurement.
• J. L. Fleiss (1971). Measuring nominal scale agreement among many raters. Psychological

Bulletin.
• J. R. Landis, G. G. Koch (1977). The measurement of observer agreement for categorical

data. Biometrics. (kappa benchmarks: 0.61–0.80 substantial, 0.81–1.00 almost perfect.)
• A. R. Feinstein, D. V. Cicchetti (1990). High agreement but low kappa: the problems of two

paradoxes. Journal of Clinical Epidemiology.

10



• E. B. Wilson (1927). Probable inference, the law of succession, and statistical inference.
Journal of the American Statistical Association. (score interval for a binomial proportion.)

• arXiv (2025). Attention Authors: Updated Practice for Review Articles and Position Papers in
arXiv CS Category. arXiv blog, 31 October 2025. https://blog.arxiv.org/2025/10/31/attention-
authors-updated-practice-for-review-articles-and-position-papers-in-arxiv-cs-category/

11


	The Off-arXiv Blind Spot: A Cross-Vendor Measurement of AI/ML Preprints arXiv Does Not Host
	Abstract
	1. Introduction
	2. A definitional problem
	3. Triage, not prestige: what a preprint gate does
	4. Background
	5. Method
	5.1 Corpus
	5.2 Sample and baseline
	5.3 The four criteria
	5.4 Classification and reliability
	5.5 Statistics

	6. Results
	6.1 The arXiv blind spot is legitimate research, mostly
	6.2 Two honest readings of the same data
	6.3 Two noise profiles
	6.4 Cross-vendor reliability
	6.5 The blind spot against arXiv’s intake
	6.6 arXiv as a comparison, and a validity check on the instrument

	7. Discussion
	8. Limitations
	9. Conclusion
	Reproducibility and data availability
	References


