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Science is often portrayed as an objective and neu-
tral endeavor. However, it is, in fact, permeated by
moral and epistemological disputes. Rather than rep-
resenting a homogeneous or entirely consensual field,
scientific practice is marked by divergences that re-
flect different worldviews, values, and interests. These
disputes extend beyond technical issues to encompass
ethical and political questions—such as which knowl-
edge is validated, which voices are heard, and which re-
search agendas are prioritized. For example, evidence
suggests that women are significantly less cited than
men (Dworkin et al. 2020; Teich et al. 2022; see also
Derks et al. 2025). Similarly, citation patterns reveal a
strong concentration in the Global North, particularly
in historically colonizing nations (see Albuquerque et
al. 2024; Culotta et al. 2024). These disparities re-
flect broader inequalities in academia. Gender-based
citation gaps may result from implicit biases, differ-
ences in professional networks, and systemic barriers
to leadership and recognition in research. Likewise,
the concentration of citations in the Global North is
shaped by colonial legacies, funding disparities, lan-
guage barriers, and the dominance of major academic
journals in wealthier nations.

Scientific citations have been widely used as a met-
ric to evaluate and measure the impact, influence, and
visibility of research within the academic community.
Beyond their role in assessing scholarly contributions,
citation patterns provide a valuable model for ana-
lyzing the historical, economic, and ideological con-
texts of scientific production. By examining who gets
cited, which regions and institutions dominate citation
networks, and how knowledge flows across different
academic spheres, it is possible to uncover underlying
power structures, systemic biases, and the broader so-
ciopolitical dynamics shaping scientific discourse. This
underscores the importance of citing accurately and
equitably, ensuring that diverse perspectives and con-

tributions are properly recognized in scientific discus-
sions.

Ideally, citations should be an objective choice,
grounded solely in the relevance of the referenced work
to the advancement of knowledge. Yet, upon closer
examination, the reality is far more intricate. The de-
cision to cite a specific author or study may be influ-
enced by factors that extend beyond epistemological
relevance, such as collaboration networks, theoretical
affinities, institutional pressures, or even strategies for
academic legitimization (see Erikson and Erlandson
2014). For example, even if a scientist is recognized
as honest and benevolent, and their ideas are coher-
ent and well-founded, those ideas might still be dis-
missed due to the beliefs or prejudices held by other
researchers (see Blancke 2022). This subjective barrier
hinders the true integration of ideas and the consider-
ation of divergent or conflicting approaches.

A study conducted by Bruton et al. (2024) ex-
plored ethical standards and citation practices among
researchers funded by U.S. federal agencies. The au-
thors distributed a questionnaire to 257 academics, ex-
amining the norms they considered ideal, the behav-
iors they observed in their peers, and the practices
they personally followed. The findings revealed that
although researchers endorsed high ethical ideals, both
their own actions and those of their colleagues often
failed to meet these standards. Interestingly, partici-
pants tended to view themselves as more ethical than
others. By analyzing various scenarios, the study iden-
tified three categories of questionable citation prac-
tices: (1) strategic citations, aimed at boosting publi-
cation prospects or personal metrics; (2) negligent ci-
tations, involving insufficient verification of cited ma-
terial; and (3) blind citations, in which relevant details
about the gender or race of cited authors are ignored.
This gap between ethical ideals and actual practices
highlights the need for specialized training programs
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to enhance citation behavior in academia (Bruton et
al. 2024). In our view, these programs may be a naïve
response if the structures that sustain the problem
are not questioned. Citation behavior is merely the
surface of deeper power structures (see Albuquerque
2024).

As editors of scientific journals, we have the oppor-
tunity to review numerous submitted articles, playing
a crucial role in shaping which studies and authors
gain visibility and recognition. Our decisions regard-
ing manuscript selection, peer review processes, and
journal policies can either reinforce existing hierarchies
or foster a more inclusive and diverse academic land-
scape. By prioritizing a broader range of perspectives,
ensuring fair review practices, and encouraging the ci-
tation of emerging and underrepresented scholars, we
can help reduce biases and foster a more equitable dis-
tribution of scientific influence. Here, we are address-
ing epistemic justice and equity in scientific production
and recognition. However, this does not mean compro-
mising scientific rigor in any way.

One notable observation is the tendency toward
insularity. Many authors limit themselves to engag-
ing with data and publications from researchers within
their own countries or narrowly defined academic cir-
cles. Although there are contexts in which this focus is
justified—such as studies centered on local realities or
endemic issues—this practice is not conducive to the
broader advancement of science. Scientific progress de-
pends on engaging with divergent ideas and alternative
perspectives, which compel researchers to reevaluate
their hypotheses, theories, and methods. When sci-
entists open themselves to different viewpoints, they
enrich their work and contribute to the construction
of more robust and universal knowledge.

However, when insularity becomes habitual, it
leads to harmful isolation. Research produced within a
particular country or by a specific group may cease to
engage with contemporaneous developments in other
parts of the world. This epistemic closure not only
limits the impact and relevance of the work but also
deprives researchers of the benefits that arise from
broader, diversified dialogue. Some scientific journals,
perhaps to give space to all voices, often invite review-
ers from the same country or geographic region as the
authors of submitted manuscripts. Inadvertently, this
practice may reinforce insularity by limiting the circu-
lation of knowledge among researchers within the same
epistemic bubble. How, then, can we balance the ap-
preciation of local perspectives without compromising
the global circulation of knowledge? As authors, edi-
tors, and reviewers, we must reflect on this challenge
and seek ways to address it effectively.

Insularity may signal limitations in academic train-
ing. Researchers who have not been exposed to a
diversity of theoretical, methodological, and cultural

perspectives during their formative years may strug-
gle to recognize the importance of engaging with global
scientific production. In such cases, insularity is not
a conscious choice but rather a consequence of an
educational system that has not sufficiently encour-
aged openness to scientific pluralism. On the other
hand, some researchers deliberately choose to priori-
tize works from their own country or group as a form
of resistance against the academic hegemony of domi-
nant global power centers—or simply as an expression
of xenophobia.

Both interpretations—insularity as a limitation
and insularity as a deliberate stance (whether a
morally or epistemologically driven decision)-highlight
the complexity of this phenomenon. On the one hand,
promoting comprehensive, globalized scientific train-
ing is essential. On the other, it is equally important
to recognize that insularity can serve as a legitimate
strategy for contestation and the affirmation of distinct
epistemological identities. The scientific community
must reflect on these dynamics and strive to balance
local and global dialogues while remaining attentive to
the inequalities and conflicts that permeate knowledge
production.

Citation, as we have seen, is not merely a tech-
nical tool but also an epistemological and political
act. When authors cite previous works, they acknowl-
edge those studies’ contributions to the construction
of knowledge and position their own ideas within a
broader intellectual context. Conversely, when an ap-
proach purports to be innovative while deliberately
ignoring significant previous studies in the field or
related disciplines—whether due to ignorance, negli-
gence, or an unfounded pretense of originality—it fails
to fulfill this crucial role. The absence of relevant cita-
tions or a superficial engagement with existing litera-
ture not only weakens the argument but also suggests a
disconnection from the collective process of knowledge
production.

Ultimately, proper citation and respect for scien-
tific dynamics are two sides of the same coin. Both
reflect a researcher’s commitment to intellectual in-
tegrity and the progress of knowledge. Compre-
hensive and appropriate citation not only strength-
ens the credibility of academic work but also con-
tributes to the construction of a more inclusive, plu-
ral, and interconnected science. In contrast, pseudo-
innovation—which ignores dialogue with existing liter-
ature—poses a threat to this ideal by reinforcing epis-
temological barriers and limiting the transformative
potential of scientific research.

As a leading journal in ethnobiology, Ethnobiology
and Conservation plays a pivotal role in shaping the
field by determining which research gains visibility and
influence. Through its editorial decisions, peer review
processes, and publication standards, the journal ac-
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tively fosters academic discourse and promotes diverse
perspectives.

Recognizing the importance of diversity, inclu-
sion, and equitable citation practices, Ethnobiology
and Conservation has implemented several initiatives
to address these issues. These efforts include renewing
the editorial board to enhance gender and geographic
balance, as well as promoting more inclusive citation
practices that acknowledge contributions from under-
represented scholars and regions
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