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Biodiversity is an overarching concept that encompasses the
variation of life at all levels of biological organization1. It describes
all living beings, their traits and attributes, their ecological and
evolutionary relationships, and all the mechanisms and processes
that give rise to and maintain this vast variety of forms and functions.
In this sense, biodiversity science involves both ecological and
evolutionary concepts. Assuming that life on Earth had a single
origin, the organismal part of biodiversity can be represented by the
whole tree of life, where all species, populations and individuals that
ever existed are evolutionarily interlinked, from viruses and their
phages to complex animals and plants. But biodiversity is also the
variety of structures, forms, colours and vigour of organic life whose
increase fascinated Humboldt as he got closer to the tropics2. This
variety further encompasses the physiological and ecosystem
functions performed by each individual, which are mediated by
these traits and attributes and regulated by their behaviour and life
history. All of that is biodiversity. Nonetheless, the persistence of
biodiversity into the future depends on how humanity interacts with
natural systems, where human society can act as both custodian and
consumer of natural systems. In this inaugural Editorial, we outline
our views on current biodiversity science and how our journal plans
to set a course toward providing a place for interdisciplinary
discussion and synthesis in this necessarily diverse discipline.

THE DIVERSITY OF BIODIVERSITY SCIENCE
The scope of npj Biodiversity spans the biodiversity science
continuum (https://www.nature.com/npjbiodivers/aims), encompass-
ing a wide range of topics, from biogeography and palaeontology, to
microbial and evolutionary ecology. This broad research agenda
means that biodiversity scientists belong to different scientific
societies, attend different meetings, and read different journals.
Too often, multidisciplinary discussions are limited to coffee tables,
corridors and hallways with colleagues of the same faculty,
workshops on specific topics (e.g. Tropical Biology or Quaternary
Evolution), synthesis centres (https://synthesis-consortium.org/) and a
handful of broad-scope journals. A consequence of this fragmenta-
tion is that our perception of biodiversity pattern and process varies
widely depending on which region, organism, spatial and temporal
scale, ecosystem, or aspect of biodiversity is being studied. This is
further complicated by the array of theoretical frameworks and
analytical schools adopted by the researchers. Grasping the bigger
picture of the processes behind the past and present distribution,
form and functioning of life requires uniting as many of these diverse
perceptions as possible.
Biodiversity research is also a science of crisis. Global change is

provoking rapid environmental transformations and causing exten-
sive declines of populations and species, often as a consequence of
human activities. This is occurring through mechanisms such as
overexploitation, land transformation, and human-assisted dispersal
of species that later become invasive. As such, we must include social
scientists and environmental economists within biodiversity research,
as well as the views of native peoples and local communities. We
must also recognise the conflicts between biodiversity and different
models of economic development. This holistic view is vital for finding
solutions that balance the needs of both biodiversity and humans.

Nevertheless, like other scientific areas, biodiversity science is
affected by pervasive geographic, demographic and social biases,
which create barriers and diminish the work of women, identity
groups, underrepresented minorities, indigenous communities and
researchers from the Global South3–8. These painfully consistent biases
can and do have important effects on our understanding of natural
processes, as these discriminated groups hold unique knowledge and
viewpoints. For example, the Darwinian emphasis on the classical
Malthusian view of population dynamics driven by competition for
limited resources has had a tremendous, and to a considerable extent
spurious, impact on our perception of ecological and evolutionary
processes9, hampering our understanding of the widely observed
coexistence of species in diverse communities10. Other biases include
the greater attention received by the temperate regions of the
Northern hemisphere11, compared with the attention given to
drylands or other extreme habitats, or by terrestrial ecosystems
compared with their marine and freshwater counterparts12.

PROMOTING PLURAL AND THOUGHTFUL DEBATE AND
SYNTHESIS IN BIODIVERSITY SCIENCE
npj Biodiversity aims to be a common forum where discoveries in all
areas of biodiversity science can be discussed, so that the research
in specific topics with broad implications for other disciplines
permeates the whole community. This requires that scientific
debates are made in egalitarian terms between people with
different backgrounds and points of view. We will strive to provide
safe spaces where all biodiversity research can be showcased
without bias, and theoretical and practical advances can be subject
to calm and civil debate. As journal editors we will implement
measures to work towards a fairer and more inclusive science, such
as giving proper recognition to all researchers involved in the
research published13, or ensuring in revisions that former research
made by different identity groups and local scientists is adequately
acknowledged14. We will also acknowledge diversity by maintaining
a diverse editorial board15 and engaging external peer-reviewers16

that represent local specialists, the diversity of approaches in each
field, as well as early-career researchers across demographic groups.
We will also encourage access to research and engage in the FAIR
principles for data management and sharing17. Here, good practice
includes making data available for reanalysis or compilation in
larger databases by researchers anywhere in the world, promoting
open software, and sharing reproducible code18,19. Our hope is that
this extends the capacity of developing meta-analyses and
macroecological and macroevolutionary research beyond the
borders of high-income countries.
npj Biodiversity seeks to promote scientific discussion and

synthesis. As editors, we will act as guides and moderators rather
than as gatekeepers that merely decide which papers are above the
threshold of publication20. Thus, we encourage debate as a central
part of the editorial process, allowing well-grounded and clearly-
identified speculation and policy-related statements in published
papers when appropriate. This may include publishing non-
conventional papers that foster discussion in established topics or
open new research avenues21, if and only if they are well supported
by data or published evidence. In this sense, we welcome Comments
on areas currently under discussion, as well as Reviews and
Perspectives that allow synthesis in theoretical and practical topics
that are not necessarily general, but can help advance specific
subdisciplines or topics. Last but not least, we want to facilitate
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communication between basic research and applied practitioners
through Perspectives that translate the implications of recent
research for management, conservation and adaptation to global
change, or that identify which theoretical advances or additional
empirical evidence would be needed to tackle specific problems.
Creating the appropriate publishing environment for journals to be

true forums for debate and provide value to the scientific community
is a challenging enterprise. Above all, it requires escaping from the
haste imposed by the “publish or perish model”, and making an
explicit effort to raise the quality of the editorial process. In npj
Biodiversity we will seek to follow ‘slow publishing’ principles, putting
emphasis on meaningful debate between authors, editors and
reviewers22. Current research environments can prevent researchers
from having time to think, but true advance stems from digesting
ideas and discussing them with the detail, depth and time they may
need (http://slow-science.org/)23–25. Therefore, to contribute to a
healthier, gentler and more thoughtful approach to biodiversity
science, we will provide thorough and thoughtful reviews. We will
make editorial decisions that, when paired with equally thorough and
thoughtful work by authors, can reduce the number of times a paper
bounces back and forth in successive rounds of peer review and
revision. Note that this does not necessarily mean longer editorial
times! Paradoxically, when authors, reviewers and editors commit to
these “slow” publishing principles, the publication process can speed
up. And most importantly, it will promote the spirit of productive
debate that we aim for in npj Biodiversity.

CONCLUDING REMARKS
Contemporary biodiversity science is diverse, but also fragmented
and plagued by biases. Ameliorating these issues is the
responsibility of our research community, of which we as Editors
are part. We aim to create an environment for truly diverse access
to global biodiversity science, where all regions and demographic
groups contribute to a better understanding of the living world.
npj Biodiversity will do this by showcasing high-quality ecological
and evolutionary research, fostering debate, and promoting a truly
diverse, open and welcoming biodiversity research community.
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