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The arXiv preprint repository, founded in 1991, has become the de facto dissemination platform
for physics, mathematics, computer science, and increasingly other quantitative disciplines, hosting
over 2.4 million articles and serving millions of users worldwide. In mid-2026, its governance will
transition from Cornell University Library to an independent nonprofit entity governed by a board
of directors and supported by private philanthropy. This article provides a data-driven examination
of that transition, placing it within the history of the repository and the broader political economy of
scholarly communication. Drawing on public submission statistics, moderation records, documented
controversies, and historical precedents from academic publishing, we identify six structural risks:
opaque governance, centralized editorial control, financial unsustainability, systemic bias, erosion of
scientific pluralism, and potential mission drift toward privatized gatekeeping. We argue that the
moment before institutional inertia sets in is precisely when the research community must insist on
binding transparency and accountability mechanisms. We propose a set of concrete safeguards—a
community-elected advisory council, mandatory transparency reporting, an independent mod-
eration ombuds, a free-access charter, and periodic external audits—that can preserve arXiv’s
identity as a public good without compromising operational agility. The manuscript itself has
been submitted to arXiv as a real-time test of the moderation system’s openness to self-examination.
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I. INTRODUCTION

In the Republic, Plato entrusted the guardians of the
city with a paradoxical duty: to possess knowledge of the
highest order while remaining transparent to the citizens
they served. The tension between epistemic authority
and democratic accountability has never been resolved; it
has only migrated from the polis to the digital infrastruc-
tures that now govern the circulation of scientific knowl-
edge. Among these, no platform is more consequential
than arXiv.

Conceived by Paul Ginsparg at Los Alamos National
Laboratory in August 1991, arXiv began as a modest au-
tomated email server that allowed a few hundred high-
energy physicists to share preprints [1, 2]. Within three
decades it has expanded to host more than 2.4 million ar-
ticles, with monthly submission rates surpassing 17,000
in 2024 [3]. The repository is accessed by millions of dis-
tinct users each month, and its content generates hun-
dreds of millions of full-text downloads annually, making
it among the most heavily used single-source scientific
literature platforms globally [4]. In disciplines such as
high-energy physics, cosmology, and parts of mathemat-
ics, the arXiv preprint has effectively displaced the jour-
nal article as the primary vehicle for rapid dissemination
of results.

The distinctive feature of arXiv is its radical openness:
any researcher with a valid institutional affiliation can de-
posit a paper, which becomes freely available worldwide
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within hours, without prior peer review. This zero-cost,
zero-embargo model has made arXiv a cornerstone of the
open-access movement and a counterweight to the seri-
als crisis that has concentrated academic publishing in
the hands of a few large commercial houses [5, 6]. At
a time when average article-processing charges for gold
open-access journals exceed two thousand dollars, arXiv
remains free at the point of use. It is, therefore, not
merely a database but a piece of public-interest infras-
tructure, comparable in function to a public library or a
publicly funded research network.

From its inception until mid-2026, arXiv was hosted
and operated by the Cornell University Library, with fi-
nancial support from the Simons Foundation[34], mem-
ber institutions, and other donors. This arrangement
provided a recognizable governance model: ultimate re-
sponsibility rested with a single academic institution, and
the service operated under the umbrella of a university
library whose mission aligns with preservation and open
access. In early 2025, it was announced that, effective
July 2026, arXiv would separate from Cornell and be-
come a fully independent nonprofit organization, gov-
erned by its own board of directors and led by a newly
appointed CEO [7]. The Simons Foundation has com-
mitted a substantial multi-million dollar endowment to
anchor the new entity, and a board of directors has been
formed, drawing members from academia, philanthropy,
and industry.

This transition raises a set of questions that, we be-
lieve, the global user community has not yet examined
with sufficient rigor. Independence from a single institu-
tion may bring agility, but it also removes a layer of insti-

mailto:renato.santos@ufla.br


2

tutional accountability that, however imperfect, was legi-
ble and contestable. The board’s composition, its mecha-
nisms for soliciting community input, the criteria for ap-
pointing moderators, and the long-term financial model
are all being defined in a context that is, at present, re-
markably opaque. History offers numerous cautionary
tales in which scientific infrastructure, once separated
from its original public-interest moorings, evolved into
a private gatekeeper, with consequences that were unin-
tended but nonetheless real [8, 9].

This paper does not accuse any individual or organi-
zation of bad faith. It adopts the stance of structural
precaution: the systematic identification of risks that ac-
company governance transitions in shared cognitive in-
frastructure, even when all parties act with integrity. We
begin by reviewing the quantitative dimensions of arXiv’s
role in the research ecosystem, so that the stakes of gov-
ernance are precisely understood. We then describe the
new governance architecture and compare it with the pre-
ceding custodial model. The core of the paper identifies
six axes of structural risk—transparency, editorial inde-
pendence, financial sustainability, systemic bias, scien-
tific pluralism, and mission drift—each illustrated with
evidence from public records or documented historical
episodes. For each axis, we articulate open questions that
the new board should address publicly before the insti-
tutional structure crystallizes. We conclude with a set of
actionable recommendations designed to embed account-
ability mechanisms into the new entity without under-
mining its operational efficiency. The manuscript itself
has been submitted to arXiv as a modest empirical test
of the system’s moderation processes.

II. THE ARXIV ECOSYSTEM: SCALE,
IMPACT, AND STRUCTURAL SIGNIFICANCE

To appreciate the magnitude of the governance chal-
lenge, it is necessary to grasp the quantitative dimensions
of arXiv’s role in the production and circulation of scien-
tific knowledge. Table I presents a summary of submis-
sion statistics compiled from the repository’s own public
records and from the scholarly literature.

The data show a sustained, roughly exponential
growth that has only recently begun to level off, reflect-
ing the saturation of the core physics disciplines and
the increasing adoption of alternative preprint servers
in other fields. The fraction of physics papers has de-
clined from a near-total monopoly in the early 1990s to
approximately half of submissions today, while computer
science and mathematics have grown steadily, and new
categories such as quantitative biology and quantitative
finance have been added.

Readership data are equally telling. Total full-text
downloads across all mirrors exceeded 300 million in 2023
[3], and the user base is geographically distributed, with
significant traffic originating from East Asia, South Asia,
and Latin America, well beyond the traditional North

American and European core. In Brazil alone, institu-
tional downloads from arXiv rank among the top ten
globally, underscoring the repository’s role as a leveling
agent in regions where access to expensive journal sub-
scriptions remains precarious.
Beyond raw volume, arXiv has become structurally

embedded in the evaluation practices of the disciplines
it serves. A longitudinal study by Larivière et al. [10]
demonstrated that arXiv preprints receive a citation pre-
mium, accelerating the diffusion of results compared
to non-archived articles. This effect is especially pro-
nounced in high-energy physics, where the preprint cul-
ture effectively replaced journal-based timeliness decades
ago. More broadly, the availability of preprints has been
linked to increased collaboration, interdisciplinary fertil-
ization, and faster correction of errors [11, 12]. During
the COVID-19 pandemic, the role of preprint servers in
accelerating the dissemination of urgent biomedical re-
search was widely documented [13, 14], and arXiv’s ex-
isting infrastructure served as a model for the rapid de-
ployment of related services such as medRxiv.
It is precisely because arXiv is so deeply woven into

the fabric of daily scientific practice that any alteration
in its governance carries systemic risk. A repository of
this scale is not a mere publication venue; it is a piece of
shared cognitive infrastructure whose accessibility, neu-
trality, and editorial integrity have direct consequences
for the productivity and fairness of entire disciplines.

III. GOVERNANCE EVOLUTION: FROM
CUSTODIAL OVERSIGHT TO INDEPENDENT

NONPROFIT

The governance model that operated from 2001, when
arXiv moved from Los Alamos to Cornell, until the an-
nounced transition, can be characterized as custodial.
The Cornell University Library assumed legal and fiscal
responsibility, while scientific oversight was delegated to
a loose federation of subject-specific advisory committees
composed of active researchers. Moderation decisions
were made by volunteer scientists, typically chosen for
their recognized standing in a subfield. This distributed
structure, while not free of problems, diffused authority
and minimized the risk of capture by any single inter-
est group. It also maintained a direct, if informal, line
of accountability to the university’s academic governance
structures.
In early 2025, the leadership of arXiv and Cornell an-

nounced the creation of a new independent entity, arXiv
Inc., a 501(c)(3) nonprofit organization governed by a
board of directors. The transition is scheduled for com-
pletion in July 2026 [7]. The publicly stated motivation
is to allow arXiv to pursue a more diversified funding
base and to professionalize its operations beyond what
a single university library can offer. The Simons Foun-
dation has provided a multi-million dollar endowment to
anchor the new organization, and a small number of other
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TABLE I. arXiv submission volume and cumulative articles for selected years. Data compiled from Refs. [2–4].

Year Monthly submissions Cumulative articles Physics fraction

1991 (Aug) ∼400 400 100%
1995 ∼2,000 50,000 80%
2005 ∼4,500 350,000 67%
2015 ∼9,000 1,100,000 58%
2020 ∼14,000 1,800,000 55%
2024 ∼17,500 2,400,000 50%

philanthropic and institutional partners have joined as
founding supporters.

As of this writing, the governance documents that
will define the board’s composition, appointment proce-
dures, and community oversight mechanisms have not
been made publicly available. Press releases identify a
chairperson and a few members with strong ties to elite
U.S. research universities and to the Simons Foundation,
but the absence of published bylaws means that the com-
munity cannot assess whether the board’s composition
will reflect the geographic and disciplinary diversity of
the user base, nor whether term limits or election mech-
anisms exist to prevent self-perpetuation [30]. Equally
absent from the public record is any detailed statement
about how moderators will be appointed under the new
regime, whether the existing advisory committees will re-
tain their role or be replaced, and what mechanisms, if
any, will exist for community recourse against modera-
tion decisions.

This opacity is the origin of the structural concerns
elaborated below. It is important to emphasize that
opacity is not, in itself, evidence of malfeasance. How-
ever, the scholarly literature on institutional governance
is clear: transparency at the moment of structural cre-
ation is a strong predictor of long-term accountability
[15, 16]. Once a board begins to operate under closed
rules, path dependence makes subsequent opening sub-
stantially more difficult. The present moment, before in-
stitutional inertia sets in, is therefore the window during
which binding transparency commitments can be secured
at minimal cost.

IV. STRUCTURAL RISKS AND OPEN
QUESTIONS

A. Transparency and Accountability

The new board will control a resource that directly af-
fects the careers and daily workflows of hundreds of thou-
sands of researchers across dozens of disciplines. Yet the
global user community currently has no formal channel
to scrutinize board decisions, no guarantee that board
meetings will produce public minutes, and no assurance
that the board’s composition will evolve to reflect the
geographic and disciplinary diversity of the user base.
By contrast, repositories such as Zenodo, PubMed Cen-

tral, and Open Science Framework operate with gover-
nance models that are documented in publicly available
charters and are subject to regular reporting obligations
[9, 29].
The arXiv transition risks replicating a pattern ob-

served in other nonprofit conversions: a founding board
is assembled from a small circle of trusted individuals,
typically those who facilitated the transition, and that
board subsequently becomes self-perpetuating unless ex-
plicit, legally binding term limits and election mecha-
nisms are built into the bylaws from the outset. With-
out such provisions, the institution that emerges may be
formally independent of any single university but effec-
tively controlled by a philanthropic-patron model that is
no more accountable to the global community than the
previous arrangement.
We therefore pose the following open questions: (i)

Will the bylaws of arXiv Inc. be published in full? (ii)
Will board members be required to disclose conflicts of
interest, including ties to commercial publishers? (iii)
Will there be an annual public report that includes mod-
eration statistics, rejection rates by subfield, and, to
the extent possible under privacy constraints, the demo-
graphic distribution of accepted versus rejected authors?
At present, none of these commitments has been made.

B. Editorial Independence and the Risk of
Centralized Curation

arXiv’s moderation system has always existed in a deli-
cate tension between quality control and censorship. The
official policy permits moderators to reject papers that
are “unrefereeable,” contain excessive overlap with prior
work, or lie outside the accepted scope of a subject class.
In practice, these criteria are ambiguous enough to allow
considerable room for subjective judgment.
Historical incidents illustrate the potential for over-

reach. In 2016, the number theorist Jesús Guillera pub-
licly documented a case in which several of his papers
on Ramanujan-type series were repeatedly rejected by
mathematics moderators, despite having been published
in peer-reviewed journals, because they were deemed to
fall outside the moderator’s personal definition of admis-
sible content [17, 18]. The episode became a well-known
cautionary tale about “keyword-based” moderation, in
which papers are rejected not for lack of rigor but for us-
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ing vocabulary or approaches unfamiliar to a moderator.
Other researchers have reported similar experiences, par-
ticularly in fields where established paradigms are con-
tested [19, 20]. These accounts, while anecdotal, point to
a structural vulnerability: when moderation criteria are
not operationalized in a publicly auditable form, they can
become vectors for the personal idiosyncrasies of individ-
uals who hold gatekeeping positions.

The challenge of maintaining editorial standards is
about to be compounded by the rapid maturation of gen-
erative artificial intelligence tools capable of producing
manuscripts that are stylistically and structurally indis-
tinguishable from those written by expert researchers.
When the cost of producing a plausible preprint ap-
proaches zero, moderation can no longer rely on surface-
level indicators of scientific rigor. The system must ei-
ther accept a potentially overwhelming volume of sub-
missions or adopt criteria that reach beyond the text it-
self. That shift opens the door to gatekeeping based not
only on author identity and institutional affiliation, but
also on strategic interests—commercial, geopolitical, or
ideological—that may bear no relation to the scientific
merit of the work and need not be declared to be effec-
tive. The very opacity of the new governance structure
makes such a drift both more feasible and more difficult
to detect.

In disciplines where priority of discovery carries high
stakes, the absence of binding moderation timelines intro-
duces a structural vulnerability that requires no bad faith
to operate. A submission delayed without explanation
for weeks or months leaves its author unable to circulate
the result widely with the imprimatur of the repository,
while competing groups can prepare responses, submit
rival preprints, or shape the narrative before the origi-
nal work becomes publicly visible. The author, frozen in
procedural limbo, loses the initiative without ever receiv-
ing a formal rejection. Whether such delays ever occur
by design is impossible to ascertain without transpar-
ent records; that the current system renders the question
unanswerable is, in itself, the problem.

If the new governance structure concentrates the ap-
pointment of moderators in the hands of a CEO or a small
board committee, there is a conceivable risk that moder-
ation practices will drift toward conformity with the in-
terests of the institutions most heavily represented on the
board. A board dominated, for example, by researchers
from elite U.S. institutions in a specific subfield might,
through entirely normal professional networks, tend to
select moderators whose sensibilities align with their own,
thereby disadvantaging emerging or heterodox lines of in-
quiry without any conscious intention to do so. Because
moderation decisions are currently confidential and not
subject to external audit, such a drift could persist un-
detected for years.

We ask whether the new entity will commit to: (i) a
publicly documented moderation code, expressed in op-
erational terms that constrain the use of personal judg-
ment; (ii) an independent ombuds office to handle au-

thor appeals; and (iii) periodic, anonymized release of
rejection data by subject class and stated reason, so that
patterns suggestive of bias can be detected statistically.

C. Financial Sustainability and the Specter of
Submission Fees

The endowment provided by the Simons Foundation,
while generous, will not sustain arXiv indefinitely at cur-
rent growth rates. The organization’s own financial pro-
jections, shared in community town hall meetings, indi-
cate that a diversified revenue model will become nec-
essary within five to ten years [7]. Among the options
that have been discussed informally are submission fees,
article processing charges for certain categories, and in-
creased membership fees for supporting institutions.
The introduction of any mandatory author-facing fee,

even if modest, would immediately create a two-tier sys-
tem. Well-funded research groups in North America
and Western Europe would barely notice the cost, while
researchers in low-resource settings would face a new
and potentially prohibitive barrier to participation. The
Global South already contends with multiple structural
disadvantages in scientific communication; an author-
pays model for preprints would add yet another layer
of inequity and would signal a significant departure from
the founding principle that arXiv serves as a public util-
ity, not a marketplace.
The board has not yet issued a binding public state-

ment that submission will remain free in perpetuity for
all qualified researchers. Without such a commitment,
the community is left to speculate about future scenar-
ios. We ask: (i) Will the board adopt a charter that
explicitly prohibits mandatory submission fees for pri-
mary authors from low- and middle-income countries?
(ii) What mechanisms will ensure that institutional mem-
bership contributions do not evolve into a governance tier
in which paying members gain privileged access to edito-
rial or visibility functions?

D. Systemic Bias: The Unseen Architecture of
Exclusion

Systemic bias in scholarly communication is exten-
sively documented. Peer review, journal editorial boards,
and citation networks all exhibit persistent disparities
correlated with gender, geography, and institutional pres-
tige [22–24]. Preprint repositories were long assumed to
be more democratic, because they bypass traditional ed-
itorial gatekeeping. However, recent work has demon-
strated that even in ostensibly open platforms, partici-
pation patterns remain skewed: submissions from low-
GDP countries are disproportionately few, and the cita-
tion advantage conferred by a preprint is modulated by
the author’s institutional affiliation [25, 26].
The governance transition presents a risk that these
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disparities will become structurally embedded in arXiv’s
decision-making processes. If the board and the mod-
eration corps are drawn predominantly from a narrow
set of elite institutions, the repository may gradually
optimize for the needs, communication styles, and in-
tellectual preferences of that constituency, reproducing
within a preprint repository the same exclusionary dy-
namics that the open-access movement was created to
dismantle. This is not a problem that market forces will
correct, because users cannot easily switch to an alter-
native without fragmenting the literature on which their
careers depend. arXiv enjoys a near-monopoly in several
disciplines, and network effects lock in that position.

Generative artificial intelligence, for all its democratiz-
ing potential, risks accentuating these disparities if gover-
nance structures are not designed to anticipate them. A
researcher with a deep but heterodox insight who lacks
the formal training to package it for elite consumption
can now enlist a GAI to co-write a paper that passes
surface scrutiny. This is a positive development only if
the moderation system judges the work on its merits. If,
instead, the system responds to the increased submis-
sion volume by using institutional affiliation or profes-
sional pedigree as a shortcut for credibility, the very tool
that could broaden participation will instead reinforce
the epistemic monopoly of incumbent institutions.

We ask: (i) Will the new entity collect and publish
aggregated demographic data on its moderator pool and
advisory bodies, while respecting individual privacy? (ii)
Will it institute a regular equity audit, modeled on those
increasingly adopted by scientific societies? (iii) Will
there be deliberate efforts to recruit moderators and
board members from regions and institution types that
are currently underrepresented?

E. Scientific Pluralism and the Boundary Problem

One of the perennial justifications for arXiv modera-
tion is the need to filter out content described by the
guidelines as “of a non-scientific nature.” The practi-
cal challenge is that the boundary between speculative
science and non-science is historically contingent. Ideas
now regarded as foundational—fromWegener’s continen-
tal drift to the existence of quasicrystals—were initially
dismissed as fringe by mainstream gatekeepers [27, 28].
A moderation system optimized to suppress noise may,
over time, also suppress signal with an unpredictable de-
lay.

The new governance model, with its professional-
ized leadership and its sensitivity to institutional rep-
utation, will face structural pressure to avoid contro-
versy. That pressure can translate into overly conser-
vative moderation, in which any paper that challenges
a well-entrenched paradigm is more likely to be delayed
or rejected than a paper that incrementally extends it.
This concern has been voiced repeatedly in fields such as
gravitation and cosmology, where researchers pursuing

alternative models occasionally report difficulty in pass-
ing the moderation filter [19–21].
When confidence in a central repository’s governance

erodes, the scholarly literature does not homogenize; it
fragments into alternative servers with less rigorous qual-
ity standards, a phenomenon already observed in the last
decade that ultimately undermines the very curatorial
function arXiv wishes to preserve. This fragmentation
is not a theoretical scenario but an empirically observ-
able consequence of opaque moderation, and it serves as
a structural warning: the more arXiv is perceived as an
exclusive gatekeeper rather than a transparent steward,
the more the community will seek outlets that, while pre-
serving openness, lack the quality safeguards that benefit
the entire scientific ecosystem.
We do not advocate the elimination of quality control;

some filtering is necessary to keep the repository naviga-
ble. But we argue that the criteria should be constrained
to procedural, testable standards—such as whether the
paper presents a clearly stated question, a recognizable
methodology, and a logical chain of reasoning—rather
than to substantive judgments about the plausibility of
the conclusion. We ask whether the new board will en-
dorse such a procedural standard in a public moderation
charter.

F. Historical Lessons from Academic Publishing

It is instructive to recall that the modern system of
commercial journal publishing began in a structurally
similar fashion. Many society journals were initially cre-
ated by academic communities to serve their own needs,
with governance that was lean and mission-driven. Over
time, as costs grew and professional management was in-
troduced, some societies outsourced publication to com-
mercial partners, who eventually acquired ownership and
converted the journals into high-margin products [5, 8, 9].
The resulting market concentration, in which a handful
of publishers control a majority of the scientific record,
is now widely recognized as detrimental to both science
and the public interest.
arXiv is not a journal, but its role as a primary dissem-

ination platform gives it a comparable centrality in the
intellectual life of its user communities. If the new inde-
pendent entity were ever to face a severe financial crisis,
the temptation to monetize the platform—through tiered
access, author fees, data licensing, or other commercial
arrangements—could prove difficult to resist, particularly
if the board includes members with fiduciary ties to the
scholarly publishing industry. The most effective defense
against such a trajectory is to embed the public-interest
mission into the legal charter of the organization in a
form that cannot be altered without broad community
consent. To our knowledge, such a charter provision has
not been announced.
It is no coincidence that the arXiv governance transi-

tion is occurring precisely as generative artificial intelli-
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gence begins to alter the material conditions of scientific
authorship. Historical episodes of infrastructure privati-
zation frequently coincided with moments of technologi-
cal disruption, when incumbent institutions argued that
only professionalized, centralized management could han-
dle the new complexity. The risk in such moments is that
structures designed to manage a crisis become permanent
features that long outlast the conditions that produced
them. The governance choices made in 2026 will deter-
mine whether arXiv becomes a platform that harnesses
artificial intelligence to broaden the scientific conversa-
tion or one that uses it as a pretext to narrow it.

V. SAFEGUARDING THE PUBLIC INTEREST:
A COMMUNITY-CENTERED GOVERNANCE

FRAMEWORK

The risks identified in the preceding section are struc-
tural, and their mitigation requires structural solutions.
We propose below a set of five concrete mechanisms that,
if adopted by the board of arXiv Inc., would substan-
tially increase transparency, accountability, and commu-
nity participation without impeding the operational effi-
ciency of the repository.

1. Community Advisory Council. A standing
council with members elected by the global user
community from disciplinary and geographic con-
stituencies should be formally integrated into the
governance structure. The council would have
the right to review moderation policies, receive
anonymized data on submission and acceptance
rates, and issue non-binding but public recommen-
dations to the board. Its existence should be codi-
fied in the organizational bylaws so that it cannot
be dissolved at the discretion of the board alone.

2. Transparency Portal. The organization should
maintain a publicly accessible web portal con-
taining, at a minimum: the board’s bylaws and
meeting minutes; annual financial statements with
disclosure of donors above a specified threshold;
monthly submission and rejection statistics per
subject class; and an aggregated demographic pro-
file of the moderator corps. This portal would serve
as the primary instrument of public accountability.

3. Independent Moderation Ombuds. An om-
budsperson, appointed for a fixed term and insu-
lated from removal without cause, should be em-
powered to handle appeals from authors who be-
lieve their submission was rejected in violation of
the published moderation code. The ombuds’ find-
ings, suitably anonymized, should be made public
to establish a body of precedent that constrains
moderator discretion over time.

4. Free Access Charter. The organizational char-
ter should include a clause explicitly prohibiting

mandatory submission or access fees for individual
researchers. Should the board ever seek to intro-
duce such fees, a supermajority vote of the Com-
munity Advisory Council and a public consulta-
tion period of no less than six months should be
required.

5. Periodic External Audit. Every five years, an
independent panel appointed jointly by the board
and the Community Advisory Council should con-
duct a comprehensive audit of moderation prac-
tices, financial management, equity outcomes, and
user satisfaction, publishing its full report in the
transparency portal.

These proposals are not unprecedented. They draw
on governance models already operational in institutions
such as the Wikimedia Foundation, the OpenAIRE in-
frastructure, the Public Library of Science, and the Open
Science Framework [31–33]. What makes them necessary
in this context is the unique quasi-monopoly position of
arXiv in several disciplines and the near-total absence
of formal accountability mechanisms in its publicly de-
scribed new design.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

The transition of arXiv to an independent nonprofit or-
ganization occurs at a moment when the role of preprint
servers in the scientific ecosystem has never been more
prominent. The repository processes nearly twenty thou-
sand new submissions each month, serves a global and
increasingly multidisciplinary readership, and shapes the
visibility and career impact of research in fields that span
the quantitative sciences. Its governance is therefore a
matter of legitimate public concern, not merely an inter-
nal organizational matter for Cornell University and its
philanthropic partners.
We have argued, on the basis of publicly available

evidence and documented historical episodes, that the
transition plan as currently described lacks the trans-
parency and community-accountability provisions neces-
sary to safeguard arXiv’s public-interest mission over the
long term. The board’s composition and operational pro-
cedures are not constitutionally guaranteed to be trans-
parent, regardless of who currently serves; the future of
the moderation system is undefined; the financial model
beyond the initial endowment is opaque; and there are no
built-in mechanisms to detect, correct, or even measure
systemic bias. History offers ample warning that infras-
tructure of this kind, once separated from its original
academic custodianship and subjected to professional-
ized management without robust community oversight,
can drift toward private capture, even when all parties
involved initially act with the best intentions.
The moment before the new governance structure be-

comes operationally entrenched is precisely the moment
when it is easiest to incorporate binding safeguards. We
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therefore urge the board of arXiv Inc. to adopt the trans-
parency and accountability measures outlined in this pa-
per, and we urge scientific societies, funding agencies,
and library consortia to condition their financial and in-
stitutional support on verifiable commitments to these
principles. The arXiv was built by the research commu-
nity, for the research community. Its future governance
should reflect that origin.

As a modest empirical contribution to the debate this
article initiates, we have submitted the manuscript to
arXiv itself. A single submission cannot, of course, con-
firm or refute the existence of systemic bias in the moder-
ation process. What it can do is provide a publicly doc-
umented data point on the consistency and transparency
of the procedure: whether the moderation code is ap-
plied, whether a reasoned justification is provided for the
editorial decision, and whether the timeline is compara-
ble to that experienced by other submissions. These are
the procedural metrics that matter, and we invite the
community to track them alongside us. The guardians
of the preprint republic now face a choice that Plato’s
original guardians never had to confront: whether the le-
gitimacy of their rule should rest on authority alone, or
on the transparent consent of the governed.

LIMITATIONS

This analysis is subject to several limitations. First,
it relies primarily on publicly available evidence—
submission statistics, official announcements, news re-
ports, and documented moderation controversies—rather
than on internal arXiv data. A comprehensive audit of
moderation patterns, including acceptance rates strati-
fied by author demographics and institutional affiliations,
would require access to data that only arXiv Inc. can pro-
vide. Our conclusions should therefore be read as a struc-
tural risk assessment, not as an empirical demonstration
of systemic failure. Second, the documented modera-
tion controversies we cite are limited in number and may
not represent the typical experience of arXiv users; they
serve as existence proofs of vulnerability rather than as
statistical evidence of widespread bias. Third, the gov-
ernance transition is still in progress, and some of the
transparency deficits we identify may be resolved before
the new entity becomes operational. We hope that this
article contributes to that resolution. Fourth, our analy-
sis of the implications of generative artificial intelligence
for moderation is necessarily speculative; the technology
is evolving rapidly, and its effects on submission volume
and quality are not yet fully measurable. Future research
should combine internal arXiv data, user surveys, and
longitudinal analysis of moderation outcomes to test the
hypotheses advanced here.
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