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Abstract

Background: Language barriers limit the global visibility of scientific research. Although English
dominates academic publishing, it is the native language of only a small fraction of the global
population. Research produced in Spanish and other languages is often underrepresented in
international databases and may receive fewer citations, contributing to what has been described
as invisible science. This imbalance can bias the global scientific record and reduce the impact of
research from Spanish-speaking regions, particularly in Latin American neuroscience. Methods:
ScienceBank is an open-access scientific publishing platform that disseminates research in
Spanish, English, and other languages. A distinguishing feature of this model is that each language
version of a publication receives an independent Digital Object Identifier (DOI), enabling language-
specific tracking of article discoverability. DOI resolutions (defined as successful redirects to article
landing pages) were used as a proxy for access. We conducted a descriptive observational analysis
of DOI resolution data recorded between January 2025 and July 2026, alongside a narrative review
of the bibliometric literature on language and citation impact. Results: ScienceBank recorded 48
DOl resolutions in its first operational month (January 2025), growing to 647 monthly resolution
attempts by July 2026, an approximately 13-fold increase over 19 months. Growth was non-linear,
with an initial peak in July 2025 (410) followed by a second, larger acceleration beginning February
2026 that carried the platform to its highest monthly total to date. The highest-performing article
(DOI: 10.61340/RCCOOP), an English-language case study on Colombian populations examining
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candidate protective variants against Alzheimer's disease, recorded 81 resolutions in May 2025 and
102 resolutions in February 2026, suggesting sustained international engagement with regionally
relevant content. One bilingual article (DOls: 10.61340/O0OPCPS and 10.61340/00OPCPS01) showed
near-parity between its English and Spanish versions (23 and 21 resolutions respectively since
publication in November 2025), both ranking in the platform's top ten most accessed items. These
findings illustrate that multilingual publishing with independent DOIs broadens accessibility while
allowing high-performing regionally relevant studies to achieve sustained international visibility, and
that platform engagement continues to accelerate well beyond its first year. Conclusions:
Multilingual publishing models that assign independent DOIs to language versions may reduce
language-related inequities in scientific communication while improving the discoverability of
research from Spanish-speaking regions. The effectiveness of this approach depends critically on
target audiences and indexing infrastructure, making it a complement rather than a replacement for
English-language publishing for achieving international visibility.

Background

Language barriers represent a structural inequality embedded in the global scientific communication
system. English currently accounts for an estimated 75% of all scientific publications, yet it is the
native language of only 7.3% of the world population, and fewer than 20% of people globally can
speak it (Bahji et al., 2022). This linguistic disparity means that approximately 35.6% of scientific
documents published annually are not available in English (Amano et al., 2016), potentially
introducing significant biases into the global scientific record and systematically marginalizing
research produced in other languages. Research produced in Spanish and other non-English
languages is disproportionately absent from major international databases such as Web of Science
and Scopus. This underrepresentation contributes to what scholars have described as invisible
science: publications that exist but fail to achieve the discoverability required for citation and
scholarly engagement (Enrique et al., 2022). The consequences extend beyond citation metrics;
they affect research evaluation, funding decisions, and the capacity of non-English-speaking
scientists to participate fully in global scientific discourse (Gonzalez-Dambrauskas et al., 2024; Blasi
etal., 2022).

This situation is particularly acute in Latin American neuroscience, where language barriers
compound funding inequalities to limit participation in international scientific networks (Lourenco et
al., 2023; Turba et al., 2026). The hegemony of English creates an incentive structure that pressures
researchers to publish exclusively in English, a strategy that increases international visibility but can
simultaneously reduce knowledge dissemination within the communities most relevant to the
research (Di Bitetti & Ferreras, 2017). The resulting tension between international reach and local
accessibility represents a genuine dilemma for researchers whose work has both global scientific
relevance and regional significance. One structural response to this tension is multilingual
publishing: the practice of releasing scientific content in more than one language, either
simultaneously or through sequential translation. However, the relationship between multilingual
publishing and measurable research impact (citations, views, downloads) is not straightforward.
English-language publications consistently receive substantially more citations in international
databases (Di Bitetti & Ferreras, 2017; Lira et al., 2013), yet within regional systems such as the
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SciELO Citation Index, native-language publications maintain comparable citation impact within their
linguistic communities (Santos et al., 2021). These apparently contradictory findings reflect the
context-dependence of language effects: citation advantage is not an intrinsic property of English
but a function of database indexing infrastructure and audience distribution. A critical technical
dimension of multilingual publishing is identifier management. When different language versions of
the same article share a single Digital Object Identifier, citation tracking across versions becomes
conflated and language-specific engagement is invisible to analytics systems. Assigning
independent DOIs to each language version) implemented by ScienceBank (enables language-
disaggregated visibility tracking and allows the research community to quantify the distinct
audiences reached by each version. ScienceBank is an open-access scientific publishing platform
designed to support multilingual dissemination of research outputs, with a focus on neuroscience
and related fields from Spanish-speaking regions, particularly Latin America. The platform publishes
articles in Spanish, English, and other languages, assigning an independent DOI to each language
version. This model positions ScienceBank as a natural case study for examining both the equity
and discoverability implications of multilingual publishing in practice. The present study has two
aims. First, we conduct a narrative review of the bibliometric literature to characterize what is known
about the relationship between publication language and research visibility and citation impact.
Second, we present a descriptive analysis of DOI resolution data from ScienceBank's first nineteen
months of operation to examine whether multilingual publishing with independent DOIs generates
measurable, comparable engagement across language versions, and whether that engagement is
sustained as the platform matures. Together, these analyses address the question of whether
multilingual publishing is critical for scientific equality, and under what conditions it may influence
research impact metrics. Methods

Study design

This study combines a narrative literature review with a descriptive observational analysis of
platform-level DOI resolution data. No experimental intervention was conducted; all data are derived
from existing platform records.

Literature review

We reviewed the bibliometric and scientometric literature on the relationship between publication
language and research impact metrics, including citations, views, and database visibility. The
literature synthesis draws primarily from a structured evidence report generated via semantic
search across the Elicit platform, encompassing over 138 million academic papers indexed in
Semantic Scholar and OpenAlex. Studies were included if they examined multilingual scientific
journals or compared outcomes across different language publishing approaches using quantitative
methods (bibliometric analysis, citation analysis, or usage metrics). Conference abstracts, editorials
without data, and studies focused exclusively on translation quality rather than impact metrics were
excluded. Ten empirical sources meeting inclusion criteria were identified and form the basis of the
literature synthesis presented in the Introduction and Discussion sections.
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ScienceBank platform data

ScienceBank (sciencebank.com) is an open-access journal launched in 2025. As of the time of
analysis, the platform had published 21 articles: seven available in English and Spanish, one
available in English, Spanish, and French, one available in English only, and the remainder in English
only. Each language version carries an independent DOI registered with Crossref under the prefix
10.61340.

DOl resolution data were obtained from Crossref resolution reporting infrastructure. A DOI resolution
is defined as a successful HTTP redirect from a DOI link to its target article landing page, and serves
as a proxy for article access and discoverability. Monthly resolution counts were extracted for the
period January 2025 through July 2026 (19 months). Per-article resolution data were available for
selected high-performing articles identified by the platform. Given the platform's early stage of
development, citation data were not available for analysis; ScienceBank articles had not yet
accumulated citations in major indexing databases at the time of this study. DOI resolutions
therefore represent the primary quantitative outcome measure, with the explicit acknowledgment
that resolutions reflect access attempts and discoverability rather than scholarly citation impact.
Resolution-success figures for February-July 2026 were not yet available from Crossref reporting
infrastructure at the time of writing; resolution-attempt counts are reported for this period, consistent
with the near-total attempt-to-success conversion (>97%) observed in every prior month of the
study. Data analysis

DOl resolution data were analyzed descriptively. Monthly trends were examined to characterize
platform growth trajectory over the observation period. For bilingual articles, resolution counts for
each language version were compared to assess differential engagement across language
audiences. Articles with notable resolution counts were examined individually to contextualize their
content and likely audience.

Results

Platform growth: DOI resolution trajectory (January 2025-July 2026) ScienceBank recorded 48
successful DOI resolutions in January 2025, its first operational month. Over the subsequent 19
months, total monthly resolution activity increased approximately 13-fold, reaching 647 resolution
attempts by July 2026 (Table 1). The growth trajectory was non-linear across two distinct phases.
The first phase (2025) was characterized by an early peak in July 2025 (410 resolutions), preceded
by high activity in May 2025 (395 resolutions), followed by a mid-year trough in September-October
2025 (133 and 187 resolutions respectively) and a recovery from November 2025 onward. A
second, larger growth phase began in February 2026 (526 resolutions) and continued through July
2026 (647 resolutions), surpassing the original 2025 peak and establishing a new platform high
(Figure 1). Resolution successes closely tracked resolution attempts throughout the period for which
both figures are available, indicating reliable DOI infrastructure.

Table 1. Monthly Crossref DOI resolution data for ScienceBank (10.61340) from January 2025 through July 2026

Month Resolution Attempts Resolution Successes

Jan 2025 48 48
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Month Resolution Attempts Resolution Successes
Feb 2025 260 259
Mar 2025 193 188
Apr 2025 205 204
May 2025 395 391
Jun 2025 319 313
Jul 2025 410 404
Aug 2025 203 203
Sep 2025 133 132
Oct 2025 187 186
Nov 2025 213 213
Dec 2025 352 352
Jan 2026 340 340
Feb 2026 526 523
Mar 2026 449 447
Apr 2026 428 426
May 2026 545 543
Jun 2026 487 485
Jul 2026 647 647

Figure 1. Monthly Crossref DOI resolution data for ScienceBank (10.61340) from January 2025
through July 2026. High-performing article: Sustained engagement with regionally

relevant research

The most accessed article on the platform across both analyzed periods (May 2025 and February
2026) was DOI 10.61340/RCCOOP, an English-language case study examining the frequency of
candidate protective genetic variants against Alzheimer's, specifically REELIN-COLBOS (RELN
H3447R) and APOE Christchurch (APOE R136S), in a cohort of 135 Colombian oldest-old individuals
from the Resist AD Project. This article recorded 81 resolutions in May 2025 and 102 resolutions in
February 2026, appearing among the top 10 most accessed items on both occasions. The sustained
engagement across two distinct time periods, separated by nine months, indicates durable rather
than transient interest in the article.

The topical profile of this article is analytically informative. It addresses a globally prominent
scientific question (genetic resilience against Alzheimer's disease) through a regionally specific lens
(Colombian populations with the PSENTE280A mutation, one of the largest familial AD cohorts in the
world). This combination of universal scientific relevance coupled with regional data specificity
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appears to generate simultaneous interest from both international research networks and regional
medical and scientific communities. Its English-language publication maximizes discoverability in
international databases, while its Colombian focus sustains relevance within Latin American
neuroscience networks.

Bilingual article: Near-parity of engagement across language versions Article 10.61340/O0OPCPS
(English version) and 10.61340/00PCPS01 (Spanish version) represent the same work published
with independent DOIs in both languages. Since publication in November 2025, both versions
ranked among the ten most accessed items on the platform, receiving 23 and 21 resolutions
respectively (Table 2). The difference of two resolutions between versions (a 9.5% relative
difference) demonstrates near-equivalent engagement across language audiences, providing direct
evidence that the independent-DOI multilingual model enables measurable parallel discovery by
distinct linguistic communities.

Table 2. DOI resolution comparison for bilingual article since publication in November 2025

Version DOI Resolutions in Nov 2025 Platform Rank

English 10.61340/00PCPS 23 Top 10

Spanish 10.61340/00PCPS01 21 Top 10
Discussion

The equity case for multilingual publishing

The bibliometric evidence reviewed here converges on a finding that is both consistent and
structurally important: English-language publications receive substantially more citations than non-
English publications in major international databases. Studies across multiple disciplines and
geographic contexts report a citation advantage of approximately 2-fold for English articles (Di Bitetti
& Ferreras, 2017; Lira et al., 2013). In Brazilian ophthalmology journals, for example, English articles
received a mean of 1.51 citations compared to 0.57 for Portuguese articles, with English articles
being twice as likely to receive any citation at all (Lira et al., 2013).

However, interpreting this advantage as evidence of superior quality or impact would be a category
error. The citation advantage of English is a structural artifact of database indexing, not a reflection
of research quality. Web of Science and Scopus, the dominant citation indexes used in research
evaluation worldwide, have historically favored English-language journals, creating a self-reinforcing
cycle: English articles are more discoverable because they are better indexed, they accumulate
more citations because they are more discoverable, and they appear more valuable because they
have more citations (Moskaleva & Akoev, 2019). The role of non-English publications is
systematically underestimated when assessment relies solely on these mainstream indexes,
particularly in the social sciences and humanities (Moskaleva & Akoev, 2019).

The equity implications are significant. Non-native English speakers face higher participation
barriers in the current publishing system, including cognitive burden, editing costs, and the
structural disadvantage of publishing in a second language (Di Bitetti & Ferreras, 2017; Gonzalez-
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Dambrauskas et al., 2024). Latin American researchers, in particular, face a compound
disadvantage: language barriers compound funding inequalities that are already substantial (Turba
et al., 2026; Lourenco et al., 2023). Multilingual publishing models that reduce the cost of
participation for non-English-speaking researchers, and that create accessible pathways for
regional scientific communities to engage with research findings, address an equity need that
citation maximization strategies cannot. Context-dependence of language effects on visibility

The DOI resolution data from ScienceBank's first nineteen months illustrate a nuanced pattern that
aligns with the bibliometric literature's central finding: language effects on research visibility are
highly context-dependent. The platform's top-performing article (RCCOOP) is English-language,
and its sustained high resolution counts across two distinct time periods suggest that English
publication was instrumental in achieving broad discoverability. At the same time, this article's
persistent appeal (returning to the top ten nine months after its first peak) reflects the regional
specificity of its content rather than language alone: research on genetic protection against
Alzheimer's disease in Colombian populations is directly relevant to Latin American neuroscience
networks regardless of language.

This observation instantiates a pattern identified in the bibliometric literature: the citation advantage
of English is mediated by audience size and database coverage rather than content quality. As
Santos et al. (2021) demonstrated within the SciELO Citation Index, native-language publications
maintain comparable or superior citation impact within their linguistic communities. Brazilian articles
in Portuguese achieved 48.7% citation impact within the same language context, essentially
matching the 48.5% impact of Brazilian English articles on Portuguese publications. This suggests
that for research with inherently local or regional relevance, public health interventions, studies of
locally prevalent diseases, and culturally specific phenomena, publishing in the national language
may optimize impact on the most relevant stakeholders even when it reduces international citation
counts. The bilingual article's near-parity in resolution counts (23 English vs. 21 Spanish) provides
direct observational evidence for the parallel audience model. This finding supports the argument
advanced by Kirillova et al. (2019): journals publishing parallel versions in both national languages
and English can achieve citation levels comparable to major translated journals, particularly when
technological infrastructure allows citations across versions to be tracked and merged. The
independent-DOI architecture implemented by ScienceBank makes this tracking technically feasible
at the article level for the first time in a platform designed specifically for Latin American research.

Infrastructure as the binding constraint

A recurring theme in the bibliometric literature, reinforced by the ScienceBank data, is that
infrastructure, not reader preferences, is the primary determinant of language effects on citation
impact. The finding that open access had a higher relative impact on views and citations for native-
language publications than for English publications (Moskaleva & Akoev, 2019) is particularly
instructive: when accessibility barriers are removed, non-English research finds its audience
effectively. This implies that the systematic undercitation of non-English articles reflects
discoverability constraints rather than indifference to non-English research. ScienceBank's growth
from 48 to 647 monthly DOI resolution attempts over its first nineteen months, despite being an
early-stage platform without major database indexing, is consistent with this interpretation. Rather
than plateauing after its initial 2025 peak, the platform entered a second, larger acceleration phase
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beginning in February 2026, suggesting that early growth was not a one-time novelty effect but the
leading edge of continuing demand. This trajectory reinforces the argument that genuine demand
for accessible, regionally relevant scientific content is not fully met by existing publishing
infrastructure, and that this demand has continued to build well beyond the platform's first year. The
mid-year dip observed in September-October 2025 likely reflects seasonal patterns in academic
activity and the platform's still-developing content volume at that time rather than a structural limit
on engagement.

The relationship between journal ranking and language use identified in veterinary sciences, where
quartile 1 journals published 99.2% of content in English versus 27.4% in quartile 4 journals
(Krauskopf et al., 2017), illustrates the perverse incentive structure that multilingual journals face.
Journals seeking higher impact factors are structurally incentivized to abandon multilingual
publishing, creating a paradox in which the journals most visible to the international community are
the least accessible to non-English-speaking communities. Platforms like ScienceBank, which are
designed from inception as multilingual and open-access, are insulated from this incentive by their
stated mission, but they face the corresponding challenge of achieving indexing in major databases
to enhance the discoverability of their content.

Limitations

Several limitations constrain the interpretation of the ScienceBank data. First, the absence of citation
data, a consequence of the platform's early stage, limits the analysis to access-side metrics. DOI
resolutions capture discoverability and access attempts but do not indicate whether articles were
read, cited, or acted upon. Second, the platform's current article volume (21 publications) is
insufficient for statistical analysis of language effects; the per-article findings presented here are
descriptive and illustrative rather than inferential. Third, the absence of geographic data on
resolution origin prevents direct assessment of whether Spanish-language resolutions originate
primarily from Spanish-speaking regions, which would be the strongest evidence for the parallel
audience hypothesis.

Fourth, ScienceBank is currently not indexed in Web of Science or Scopus, meaning that the
resolution data capture organic discovery (direct links, social sharing, DOI-based access) rather
than database-mediated discovery. Fifth, resolution-success figures for February-July 2026 were
not yet available from Crossref reporting infrastructure at the time of writing, so the most recent six
months of data are reported as attempts only; given that successes tracked attempts within 1-3% in
every prior month, this is unlikely to materially change the growth trajectory reported here, but it
should be confirmed once final figures are released. Future analyses with larger article volumes,
geographic resolution data, and citation metrics will be required to test the hypotheses suggested
by the current descriptive findings. Implications for multilingual publishing practice

The evidence synthesized here supports a framework in which language strategy should be
matched to audience and purpose rather than optimized uniformly for citation maximization. For
research with primary relevance to international scientific communities, English-language publishing
with rigorous open-access provisions remains the most efficient strategy for achieving citation
impact. For research with primary relevance to regional communities particularly in public health,
clinical medicine, ecology, and social sciences, native-language publishing within regional indexing
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systems may optimize impact on the most relevant stakeholders. For research with both global
relevance and regional significance, parallel multilingual publication with independent DOIs can
capture benefits from both audiences simultaneously.

Realizing the equity potential of multilingual publishing at scale requires three complementary
infrastructure investments. First, major citation databases should expand indexing of non-English
and multilingual journals, particularly those serving the Global South. Second, funding agencies and
research evaluation systems should develop frameworks that recognize local and regional citation
impact alongside international citation metrics, preventing the systematic devaluation of research
that serves non-English-speaking communities. Third, financial support for translation and parallel
publication, identified as a significant resource constraint (Kirillova et al., 2019), should be
incorporated into research funding structures, particularly for journals serving low-resource
scientific communities. Conclusions

Multilingual publishing with independent DOlIs for each language version, as implemented by
ScienceBank, has the potential to reduce language-related inequities in scientific communication
while improving the discoverability of research from Spanish-speaking regions. The first nineteen
months of ScienceBank's operation demonstrate sustained and, in recent months, accelerating
growth in platform engagement, and provide preliminary evidence that Spanish and English versions
of the same article can achieve near-equivalent access levels when each version is independently
discoverable via its own DOI.

The broader bibliometric literature confirms that multilingual publishing does not universally drive
higher citation counts compared to English-only publishing; rather, parallel versions capture distinct
benefits from international databases (where English dominates) and regional networks (where
native languages maintain strong citation impact). The effectiveness of any given language strategy
is therefore highly dependent on target audiences and indexing infrastructure.

These findings reinforce the argument that scientific equity and citation maximization are distinct
(though not incompatible) goals. The current publishing system rewards English-language
publication regardless of audience appropriateness, creating systematic disadvantages for
researchers who serve non-English communities or study locally relevant phenomena. Addressing
this inequity requires not only platforms willing to publish multilingually, but infrastructure
investments in multilingual indexing, evaluation reforms that recognize local impact, and resource
support for parallel publishing. ScienceBank's continued growth through its first nineteen months,
including a renewed acceleration well beyond its initial launch period, represents one concrete and
technically tractable step in this direction. Disclaimers

The author serves as the Head of Publishing at ScienceBank. To support bibliographic queries, Elicit
Al was utilized. This editorial is a preprint and has not undergone peer-review, post-publication
review is encouraged.




@ ScienceBank

References

1. Aguilar, H. (2023). Raspando la arqueologia: Una aproximacion metodoldgica desde el web scraping y text
mining. Revista del Museo de Antropologia, 16(2), 439-452. https://doi.org/10.31048/1852.4826.v16.n2.41094

2. Amano, T., Gonzalez-Varo, J. P., & Sutherland, W. J. (2016). Languages are still a major barrier to global
science. PLoS Biology, 14(12), e2000933. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pbio.2000933

3. Bahji, A., Acion, L., Laslett, A., & Adinoff, B. (2022). Exclusion of the non-English-speaking world from the
scientific literature: Recommendations for change for addiction journals and publishers. Nordic Studies on
Alcohol and Drugs, 40(1), 6-13. https://doi.org/10.1177/14550725221102227

4. Blasi, D. E., Henrich, J., Adamou, E., Kemmerer, D., & Majid, A. (2022). Over-reliance on English hinders
cognitive science. Trends in Cognitive Sciences, 26(12), 1153-1155. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2022.09.015

5. Di Bitetti, M. D., & Ferreras, J. A. (2017). Publish (in English) or perish: The effect on citation rate of using
languages other than English in scientific publications. Ambio, 46(1), 121-127. https://doi.org/10.1007/s13280-
016-0820-7

6. Donnelly, S., Brooks, P. J., & Homer, B. D. (2019). Is there a bilingual advantage on interference-control
tasks? A multiverse meta-analysis of global reaction time and interference cost. Psychonomic Bulletin &
Review, 26(4), 1122-1147. https://doi.org/10.3758/s13423-019-01567-2

7. Enrique, J., et al. (2022). Invisible and lost science: Language barriers and the underrepresentation of non-
English research.

8. Gonzalez-Dambrauskas, S., Salluh, J. I. F., Machado, F. R., & Rotta, A. T. (2024). Science over language: A
plea to consider language bias in scientific publishing. Critical Care Science, 36(1).
https://doi.org/10.62675/2965-2774.20240084

9. Kirillova, O. V., et al. (2019). On the influence of article language on scientific journal indicators in
international scientometric databases. https://doi.org/10.24069/2542-0267-2019-1-2-21-33

10. Krauskopf, E., Garcia, F., & Funk, R. L. (2017). Bibliometric analysis of multi-language veterinary journals.
https://doi.org/10.1590/2318-0889201700030001

1. Kirchik, O., Gingras, Y., & Lariviere, V. (2012). Changes in publication languages and citation practices and
their effect on the scientific impact of Russian science (1993-2010). Journal of the American Society for
Information Science and Technology, 63(7), 1411-1419. https://doi.org/10.1002/asi.22642

12. Lira, R., Vieira, R., Goncalves, F. A., et al. (2013). Influence of English language in the number of citations
of articles published in Brazilian journals of ophthalmology. Arquivos Brasileiros de Oftalmologia, 76(1), 26-30.
https://doi.org/10.1590/S0004-27492013000100008

13. Lourenco, M. V., Borelli, W. V., Duran-Aniotz, C., Zimmer, E. R., & Castro, S. S. de. (2023). Promoting
diversity and overcoming publication barriers in Latin American neuroscience and Alzheimer's disease
research: A call to action. Alzheimer's & Dementia: Translational Research & Clinical Interventions, 9(1),
e12373. https://doi.org/10.1002/trc2.12373

14. Moskaleva, O. V., & Akoev, M. (2019). Non-English language publications in citation indexes: Quantity and
quality. Proceedings of the International Society for Scientometrics and Informetrics.

15. Nature Human Behaviour. (2023). Scientific publishing has a language problem. Nature Human Behaviour,
7(7),1019. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41562-023-01679-6

10



@ ScienceBank

16. Peris-Yagle, A., Hartstein, J., Hogan, A., Suhr, C., & Romero-Calderdn, R. (2024). Increasing accessibility
to neuroscience through translation: Going beyond the English language. eNeuro, 11(1).
https://doi.org/10.1523/ENEURO.0302-23.2023

17. Santos, S. M. dos, Fraumann, G., Belli, S., & Mugnaini, R. (2020). Relationship between the publication
language and its impact on public and collective health. SciELO Preprints.
https://doi.org/10.1590/scielopreprints.1549

18. Santos, S. M. dos, Fraumann, G., Belli, S., & Mugnaini, R. (2021). The relationship between the language of
scientific publication and its impact in the field of public and collective health. Journal of Scientometric
Research, 10(1S). https://doi.org/10.5530/JSCIRES.10.1S.24

19. Stecher, P. V., & Nahabedian, J. J. (2024). ;Puede la ciencia hablar en espafnol? Consideraciones
glotopoliticas sobre la controversia en torno a las lenguas de la comunicacién cientifica en el VIl Congreso
Internacional de la Lengua (2019). Revista Iberoamericana de Ciencia, Tecnologia y Sociedad, 19(55), 123~
142.

20. Turba, R., Thoré, E., Bertram, M., et al. (2026). Global North-South science inequalities due to language
and funding barriers. https://doi.org/10.5281/zen0d0.18167882



