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Abstract

Generosity can function as a scientific method—a disciplined stance that aligns curiosity with openness, credit-sharing, and
stewardship of data, specimens, and ideas. Rather than a soft add-on, generosity structures how questions are framed, teams
are built, and results are disseminated, thereby improving rigor, reproducibility, and impact. This viewpoint article advances
a conceptual and operational framework for “generosity in science,” aimed at researchers, institutions, and funders seeking
alternatives to competition-driven models of knowledge production. I examine generosity as practice at the levels of people,
collectives, and institutions and argue that persistent global challenges in health demand pro-collaborative architectures. Seen
this way, generosity is not mere altruism; it is part of the epistemic engine that turns uncertainty into shared knowledge while
distributing opportunity and recognition more fairly. I define core principles of generous research and organize them across
three domains: research design, governance, and evaluation. The paper draws on illustrative examples and relevant literature
to situate generosity within ongoing debates on open science, team science, and research assessment reform. I outline practical
principles for embedding generosity into research design, governance, and evaluation and discuss how these principles can
counter vanity metrics and short-term incentives. I conclude that embedding generosity in the infrastructure of science enables
better questions, faster learning, and greater public value.
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The book Infectious Generosity by Chris Anderson argues
that generosity is a kind of contagion, spreading rapidly once

Introduction: A Different Currency of

Success

Science has always been sold to us as a race. A race
against time, disease, ignorance, and, above all, against other
scientists. The metaphors are warlike: we “fight” cancer,
we “combat” pandemics, we ‘“outpace” competitors. This
narrative has been useful for funding agencies, for politicians,
and for institutions that thrive on the drama of competition.
Yet, beneath this spectacle, the real progress of science often
emerges from something far quieter and less glamorous: the
capacity of human beings to share, to collaborate, and to give.

https://www.i-jmr.org/2026/1/e84933

individuals and institutions embrace it as a central value [1].
It has made me reflect on how my own scientific journey
was shaped less by the victories of rivalry and more by
the power of generosity. My most meaningful contributions
have been born from collaborations that began with trust
and flourished through the act of giving, whether data, time,
mentorship, or simply space for others to shine. But having
collaborative environments, colleagues, and agencies willing
to share (space, reagents, time, and data) is practically a
privilege. A growing body of research has demonstrated that
reward and recognition systems in science are not neutral,
but stratified by geographic, linguistic, gender, and racial
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criteria, shaping who is cited, funded, and visible in the
global knowledge economy [2-6]. In this context, generosity
cannot be understood solely as an individual virtue; it is
also constrained and enabled by structural conditions that
distribute opportunities unevenly. Thus, fostering generosity
requires interpersonal practices within laboratories, but also
systemic changes in how scientific contribution and value are
recognized.

The central question is unavoidable: what happens if we
take generosity seriously as a scientific method? If we treat
it as a core value of our work, not as a footnote to CVs or a
soft skill for committees? This viewpoint article explores how
generosity operates in contemporary science, the conflicts it
faces with the traditional machinery of academic success,
how it may contribute to more inclusive, rigorous, and
sustainable forms of knowledge production and why future
generations must choose genuine generosity (and not just
express it in social media posts) if they are to build a better,
more sustainable scientific world.

Generosity in a Scientist’s Career

When I look back at my career, the turning points did
not come from moments when I “outcompeted” someone,
even though an outside observer might initially see it that
way. In fact, they came from moments when I decided to
share, whether it was reagents, ideas, or time. Early on, I
realized that mentorship was not a distraction from science
but a way to multiply its reach. I invested time in train-
ing students, guiding them through complex questions, and
giving them the confidence to pursue independent paths.
Some of them are now leading their own groups, writing
their own grants, and mentoring the next wave. Their success
does not diminish mine; it expands it. Each student men-
tored is like a small wave meeting the shore: gentle on its
own, but when joined with others, they gather momentum
until they swell into a tide, a force capable of reshaping
coastlines. What begins as individual growth becomes a
cascading surge of knowledge, leadership, and impact, where
today’s student becomes tomorrow’s mentor, carrying the
motion forward. In this sense, scientific contribution expands
through relational networks rather than remaining confined to
individual achievement.

A concrete illustration in my career is the Regional
Prospective  Observational Research in  Tuberculosis
(RePORT) International consortium. RePORT links national
tuberculosis cohorts—initially in India, Brazil, and South
Africa, with expansion to additional sites—through a
Common Protocol that standardizes clinical definitions, visit
schedules, and the collection, quality assurance, and in-
country stewardship of data and biospecimens. Each country
builds and governs its own repositories while adhering
to shared standards, so that specimens and datasets are
interoperable and suitable for pooled analyses. This archi-
tecture enables capacity building in high-burden settings,
supports South-South and South-North collaborations, and
shortens the path from discovery to trial readiness for
diagnostics, vaccines, and therapies. By design, RePORT
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operationalizes generosity: local ownership with shared
rules for contribution, access, and credit, thereby creating
a repeatable template for translational research networks
beyond tuberculosis [7].

Importantly, this model also illustrates how generosity can
address structural inequities in global science. By prioritiz-
ing in-country stewardship, capacity building, and equitable
participation, RePORT challenges traditional models in which
data and resources are extracted from high-burden settings
and concentrated in institutions in the Global North. Instead,
it supports a more distributed model of knowledge produc-
tion, in which scientific leadership, authorship, and infrastruc-
ture development are shared across contexts. In this sense,
generosity is not only a collaborative practice, but also a
mechanism for redistributing visibility, credit, and opportu-
nity within the global scientific ecosystem.

On a smaller scale, generosity often reveals itself in
gestures that leave no trace in metrics or bibliometrics, such
as sharing an idea over coffee, connecting a young colleague
with a senior researcher, or giving space for others to present
first. These acts might not count toward impact factors, but
they shape scientific communities in profound ways. Science,
at its best, is a collective endeavor, and generosity is the glue
that keeps the collective from disintegrating into a pile of
isolated egos.

The Traditional Model of Academic
Success

The dominant model of success in academia thrives on
scarcity. It measures individuals through h-indexes, citations,
and first- or last-authorships, all of which assume that
recognition must be a zero-sum game [8]. In this system,
your success is interpreted as someone else’s failure, and the
currency of prestige is accumulated by exclusion. The system
rewards those who guard their data until the moment of
publication, who compete for grants as if they were personal
trophies, and who see colleagues less as collaborators than as
potential rivals.

This model creates an atmosphere of anxiety and mistrust.
Young scientists learn quickly that generosity is a liability.
Share your idea too soon and someone else might pub-
lish it before you. Offer your dataset and you risk losing
the first-author paper. Support a colleague’s success too
enthusiastically and you might find yourself overshadowed.
The traditional model frames generosity as weakness and
competition as strength, as if science were a gladiatorial
contest rather than a collective search for truth.

There are undeniable achievements produced within this
model. Competition drives ambition, and ambition produces
results. Yet the costs are increasingly evident. Burnout, toxic
lab cultures, plagiarism scandals, and inequities in access to
funding all stem from the myth that science thrives when
individuals fight each other for crumbs of recognition [9]. The
model survives because it is convenient to bureaucracies and
profitable to publishers, but it suffocates the very creativity
it claims to reward. Actually, this is a dangerous trap: it is
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impossible to do science alone. And seeing rivalry where
there should be collaboration is the key to this individ-
ual eventually finding themselves alone—and perhaps here,
social and collaborative “failure” carries more weight than the
journal cover that was published last month.

Generosity as Power

Against this backdrop, generosity may appear as an act of
resistance, but it is also an act of strategy. Generosity is
not weakness—it is power. It transforms influence from
something fragile and temporary into something enduring and
expansive. A paper might earn your citations, but a culture of
generosity creates networks of trust that outlast any citation
count.

History provides striking examples. When Jonas Salk
developed the polio vaccine, he refused to patent it, famously
asking, “Could you patent the sun?” [10]. That act of
generosity ensured rapid global access and saved millions
of lives. Similarly, the Human Genome Project embraced an
ethos of open data sharing through the Bermuda Principles,
requiring that sequence data be released within 24 hours [11].
This act of generosity neutralized private efforts to monop-
olize the human genome and revolutionized biomedical
research. In addition, this approach operationalized generosity
through data governance, enabling global participation and
limiting the consolidation of knowledge within proprietary
systems.

More recently, the COVID-19 pandemic showed how
generosity scales. The unprecedented speed of vaccine
development was made possible by rapid, open sharing
of viral sequences [12]. The alternative—secrecy, propriet-
ary data, nationalistic hoarding—would have prolonged the
catastrophe. Generosity saved lives, while selfishness would
have cost them. These examples suggest that, under cer-
tain conditions, openness and shared access can function as
accelerators of discovery, particularly in contexts requiring
coordinated, transnational action.

The examples discussed throughout this viewpoint are
illustrative and were selected to clarify how generosity
can operate across different scales of scientific practice.
They are intended to support conceptual development and
practical reflection rather than to constitute a systematic
or scoping review of the literature. Across these cases,
generosity operates through identifiable mechanisms: open
access to data, equitable distribution of credit, and collab-
orative infrastructure that lowers barriers to participation.
These mechanisms transform generosity from an individual
disposition into a reproducible feature of scientific systems.

In my own career, I have seen how generosity ampli-
fies influence across continents. When you mentor gener-
ously, your students carry your ethos into their own careers,
spreading it in places you will never visit. When you share
credit generously, collaborators are eager to return with new
ideas and resources. When you share knowledge generously,
your field grows stronger and your own work finds deeper
resonance. Generosity multiplies success, while selfishness
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isolates it. Furthermore, when mentees are not recognized for
their contributions, they may grow disenchanted with science
not because of its true potential, but because of failures
in mentorship. This neglect can dull the spark of curiosity
and drive, pushing away brilliant minds who might have
flourished if nurtured. In the end, selfishness not only isolates
success; it risks silencing futures that could have expanded
the field itself. The “takers” of science may enjoy brief
moments of visibility, but their legacies are fragile, sustained
only as long as they can monopolize attention.

The Future of Science Through
Generosity

Future generations face problems so vast that the old model
of academic rivalry will collapse under their weight. Climate
change, global pandemics, and the inequities of health cannot
be solved by isolated laboratories fighting for primacy.
These challenges demand collaborations that cross borders,
disciplines, and generations [13]. For such collaborations to
thrive, generosity must become the rule, not the exception.

Teaching young scientists to embrace generosity is not
sentimentalism, it is survival. Rather than framing success
solely in terms of individual achievement, mentorship and
education can emphasize collaborative capacity, responsi-
ble data sharing, and equitable participation in knowledge
production. In this context, generosity is not a form of
self-sacrifice, but an investment in collective resilience —and
generosity should extend beyond academic walls, whether in
health care services, efforts to reduce economic and access
inequalities, or general well-being [14-16].

When scientific activity is pursued primarily for individ-
ual recognition, concerns about priority and visibility may
constrain collaboration and slow the circulation of knowl-
edge. In contrast, when the purpose is to nourish science,
empowering others is not a threat but a natural extension
of one’s mission. By expanding capacity and enabling new
voices, the mentor amplifies the very contribution they set
out to make, ensuring it reverberates far beyond individual
achievements.

Institutions, too, must change. If universities and funding
agencies continue to reward individual accumulation above
collective impact, they will train generations of scientists
ill-prepared for the realities ahead. Instead, we need met-
rics that value team science [17], platforms that encourage
data sharing, and recognition systems that highlight mentor-
ship and collaboration. Generosity must be made visible,
measurable, and desirable.

In addition, emerging forms of digital publishing and
open science infrastructures create new opportunities to make
generosity more visible and traceable. Expanded reference
lists, open peer review, data citation practices, and alterna-
tive metrics allow for broader recognition of intellectual
contributions that extend beyond traditional authorship. These
developments suggest that, rather than remaining invisible,
many forms of generous scientific practice can be for-
mally acknowledged and integrated into evaluation systems,

Interact ] Med Res 2026 | vol. 15 1e84933 | p. 3
(page number not for citation purposes)


https://www.i-jmr.org/2026/1/e84933

INTERACTIVE JOURNAL OF MEDICAL RESEARCH

supporting a more inclusive and representative scholarly
ecosystem.

Framework for Incorporating
Generosity Into Science

Domains and Principles

To translate generosity from a utopian value into a reproduci-
ble characteristic of scientific practice, this article proposes a
framework organized into three domains: research planning,
governance, and evaluation. Within each domain, generos-
ity should be operationalized through fundamental princi-
ples, associated practices, and metrics that can help guide
implementation (readjusting whenever necessary). Across all
domains and areas of knowledge, four interrelated princi-
ples underpin this framework: (1) open science (facilitat-
ing the timely and responsible sharing of data, methods,
and knowledge), (2) equitable recognition (ensuring fair
recognition of contributions across all roles, career stages,
and geographic regions), (3) collaborative planning (structur-
ing research questions and processes to allow for meaningful
participation across disciplines, expertise, and contexts), and
(4) management (maintaining responsible, long-term care of
data, resources, and scientific relationships).

Scientific participation and recognition are shaped by
structural inequities related to geography, language, institu-
tional resources, gender, and race. As a result, the imple-
mentation of generosity must explicitly account for these
asymmetries. Without such consideration, practices intended
to promote openness and collaboration may inadvertently
reproduce existing disparities rather than mitigate them.

Operational Domains

Research Design

Generosity in research design involves incorporating external
collaboration and accessibility into the study. This includes
integrating data-sharing plans into study protocols, identi-
fying potential multisite or interdisciplinary collaborating
groups, and anticipating the later reuse of data, samples, and
materials. Indicative metrics may include a minimum number
of prespecified data-sharing plans, the number of collabo-
rating institutions, and the reuse of datasets in secondary
analyses.

Governance

Governance structures determine how resources, deci-
sions, and recognition are distributed within scientific
collaborations. In this domain, generosity also requires
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actively paying attention to global and structural inequi-
ties, including ensuring that researchers from historically
underrepresented regions and groups are not limited to roles
of data collection but are meaningfully included in leadership,
authorship, and decision-making processes.

Generous governance includes transparent authorization
and contribution criteria; shared decision-making processes;
and equitable access to data and materials. Support
for capacity building (infrastructure, resources, analysis,
computing power, among others), particularly in resource-
limited contexts. Indicative metrics may include the inclusion
of early-career researchers in leadership roles and documen-
ted policies for data access and recognition attribution.

Evaluation

Evaluation systems shape which behaviors are rewarded in
science. Incorporating generosity into evaluation requires
recognition of collaborative outcomes (eg, shared datasets,
consortium work) and clear inclusion of team contributions to
the work, funding, and awards received by the group, among
others. Indicative metrics may include citations of shared
datasets; participation in multicenter studies; documented
contributions beyond first/last authorship; number of students
at different levels of knowledge present in each article; and
metrics of representation of gender, race/ethnicity, and areas
of academic training.

To operationalize generosity, institutions and research
groups can adopt practical measures such as (1) incorpo-
rating data-sharing plans and timelines into study designs;
(2) establishing transparent authorship and credit alloca-
tion criteria; (3) recognizing mentorship and collaborative
contributions in promotion and funding decisions; and (4)
developing indicators that capture collaborative outputs, such
as shared datasets, multisite studies, and cross-disciplinary
publications.

Integration

Together, these elements position generosity not as an
abstract ideal, but as an actionable and evaluable dimen-
sion of scientific practice (Figure 1). By integrating princi-
ples, domains, and indicators, this framework provides a
structured approach for aligning collaborative values with
the operational realities of research systems. Importantly,
it allows generosity to be recognized, implemented, and
assessed across different contexts, from individual projects
to large-scale institutional initiatives. In doing so, it lays the
groundwork for a shift from competition-centered models
toward more collaborative, equitable, and sustainable forms
of knowledge production.
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Figure 1. Operational framework for embedding generosity in science. This figure illustrates a multilevel framework for embedding generosity in
scientific practice. Core principles (top) inform three operational domains (middle), which are translated into actionable implementation pathways

(bottom). Indicators provide mechanisms for evaluation and integration into research systems.

Principles

‘ Open ‘ ‘Equitable‘

| Collaborative ‘

| Management

Domains I

Research design ‘

Governance

Implementation
pathways

Data-sharing plans

Transparent authorship
Mentorship recognition
Collaborative indicators

Limitations

The framework proposed here is conceptual and intended to
guide reflection and implementation rather than prescribe a
universal model. Its adoption may face important constraints,
including intellectual property considerations, regulatory
requirements, time-sensitive research environments, and
institutional evaluation systems that continue to privilege
individual productivity over collective contribution. In some
contexts, data sharing may need to be balanced against
privacy, biosafety, sovereignty, or ethical concerns. More-
over, the meaning and feasibility of generosity may vary
across disciplines, funding structures, and national settings.
These boundary conditions do not diminish the value of the
framework, but they do indicate that its implementation must
be context-sensitive and institutionally supported.

Conclusion: A Call to Infectious
Generosity

This viewpoint has argued that generosity can be understood
not only as a scientific virtue, but as a methodological
orientation that shapes how research is designed, governed,
and evaluated. It guides how we design collaborations, how
we mentor, how we share, and how we dream. By aligning
practices such as data sharing, equitable credit allocation, and
collaborative infrastructure with core scientific goals, it resists

>>>

Indicators

Dataset reuse
Multi-institutional outputs
Authorship diversity
Mentorship outcomes
Shared infrastructure use

the scarcity model and replaces it with abundance, not in
the sense of infinite resources, but in the sense of infinite
possibilities created through trust.

The framework proposed here highlights how generosity
operates across multiple levels (from individual mentorship
practices to institutional incentive structures) and identifies
actionable pathways for its implementation. At the same
time, its adoption is not without challenges, particularly
in contexts shaped by competition for funding, intellectual
property constraints, and entrenched evaluation systems.

Choosing generosity is not easy in a system that still
worships rivalry. It requires courage to give credit when it
could have been yours, to share data when secrecy seems
safer, to open doors when others are closing them. Yet
courage is exactly what science demands of us, and generos-
ity is the most courageous act of all, because it asks us to trust
that others will carry forward what we began.

The future of science will be written by those who dare
to be generous. If generosity becomes infectious, if it spreads
through laboratories and institutions, we may finally build a
culture that enables science to deliver on its promises. Not a
race, not a war, but a collective journey toward understanding
and healing. What kind of research ecosystem do we want
to leave for the next generation? One built on rivalry, or one
built on generosity? The answer will determine not just the
success of our careers, but the fate of our species.

Acknowledgments

The author thanks Dr Mariana Aradjo-Pereira, PhD, from the Oswaldo Cruz Foundation, Brazil, for her generous contributions,
collaboration, and critical review of the manuscript. The author declares the use of generative Al (GAI) according to the
GAIDeT taxonomy (2025). The following task was delegated to a GAI tool under full human supervision: summarizing text.
The GAI tool used was ChatGPT-4.5. Responsibility for the final manuscript lies entirely with the author.

Funding

The author declared no financial support was received for this work.

https://www.i-jmr.org/2026/1/e84933

Interact ] Med Res 2026 | vol. 15 1e84933 I p. 5
(page number not for citation purposes)


https://www.i-jmr.org/2026/1/e84933

INTERACTIVE JOURNAL OF MEDICAL RESEARCH Andrade

Conflicts of Interest
None declared.

References

1.

10.
11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

Anderson C. Infectious Generosity: The Ultimate Idea Worth Spreading. Random House; 2024. ISBN:
978-0-7535-6052-5

Davies SW, Putnam HM, Ainsworth T, et al. Promoting inclusive metrics of success and impact to dismantle a
discriminatory reward system in science. PLoS Biol. Jun 2021;19(6):e3001282. [doi: 10.1371/journal.pbio.3001282]
[Medline: 34129646]

Ray KS, Zurn P, Dworkin JD, Bassett DS, Resnik DB. Citation bias, diversity, and ethics. Account Res. Dec
2024;31(2):158-172. [doi: 10.1080/08989621.2022.2111257] [Medline: 35938378]

Macgilchrist F, Potter J, Williamson B. Reading internationally: if citing is a political practice, who are we reading and
who are we citing? Learn Media Technol. Oct 2, 2022;47(4):407-412. [doi: 10.1080/17439884.2022.2140673]
Rucavado Rojas D, Postigo JC. The cycle of underrepresentation: structural and institutional factors limiting the
representation of Global South authors and knowledge in the IPCC. Clim Change. Feb 2025;178(2):19. [doi: 10.1007/
$10584-025-03857-z]

Holman L, Stuart-Fox D, Hauser CE. The gender gap in science: how long until women are equally represented? PLoS
Biol. Apr 2018;16(4):€2004956. [doi: 10.1371/journal.pbio.2004956] [Medline: 29672508]

Hamilton CD, Swaminathan S, Christopher DJ, et al. RePORT International: advancing tuberculosis biomarker research

through global collaboration. Clin Infect Dis. Oct 15, 2015;61Suppl 3(Suppl 3):S155-9. [doi: 10.1093/cid/civ611]
[Medline: 26409277]

Ioannidis JPA. Why most published research findings are false. PLOS Med. Aug 2005;2(8):e124. [doi: 10.1371/journal.
pmed.0020124] [Medline: 16060722]

Hirsch JE. An index to quantify an individual’s scientific research output. Proc Natl Acad Sci U S A. Nov 15,
2005;102(46):16569-16572. [doi: 10.1073/pnas.0507655102] [Medline: 16275915]

Oshinsky DM. Polio: An American Story. Oxford University Press; 2006. ISBN: 978-0-19-532596-6

Marshall E. Bermuda rules: community spirit, with teeth. Science. Feb 16, 2001;291(5507):1192. [doi: 10.1126/science.
291.5507.1192] [Medline: 11233433]

Besancon L, Peiffer-Smadja N, Segalas C, et al. Open science saves lives: lessons from the COVID-19 pandemic. BMC
Med Res Methodol. Jun 5,2021;21(1):117. [doi: 10.1186/s12874-021-01304-y] [Medline: 34090351]

Bryant JH, Harrison PF, Institute of Medicine (US) Board on International Health. Global Health in Transition: A
Synthesis: Perspectives from International Organizations. National Academies Press; 1996. [Medline: 24967490]
Montori VM. Turning away from industrial health care toward careful and kind care. Acad Med. Jun
2019;94(6):768-770. [doi: 10.1097/ACM.0000000000002534] [Medline: 30475268]

Tsiotsou RH, Seger-Guttmann T. The generosity ecosystem framework (GEF): a comprehensive approach to giving. Int
Rev Public Nonprofit Mark. Sep 2025;22(3):489-515. [doi: 10.1007/s12208-025-00435-y]

Wang MC, Tran KK, Nyutu PN, Fleming E. Doing the right thing: a mixed-methods study focused on generosity and
positive well-being. Journal of Creativity in Mental Health. Jul 3, 2014;9(3):318-331. [doi: 10.1080/15401383.2014.
890556]

Hall KL, Vogel AL, Huang GC, et al. The science of team science: a review of the empirical evidence and research gaps
on collaboration in science. Am Psychol. 2018;73(4):532-548. [doi: 10.1037/amp0000319] [Medline: 29792466]

Abbreviations

RePORT: Regional Prospective Observational Research in Tuberculosis

Edited by Matthew Balcarras; peer-reviewed by Christa Craven, Sadhasivam Mohanadas; submitted 27 Sep.2025; final
revised version received 29.Apr.2026; accepted 30.Apr.2026; published 18.Jun.2026

Please cite as:

Andrade BB

Generosity as a Scientific Method: Building Knowledge and Community in a Competitive World
Interact J Med Res 2026,15:¢84933

URL: hitps://www.i-imr.org/2026/1/e84933

doi: 10.2196/84933

https://www i-jmr.org/2026/1/e84933 Interact J Med Res 2026 | vol. 15 1 84933 | p. 6

(page number not for citation purposes)


https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pbio.3001282
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/34129646
https://doi.org/10.1080/08989621.2022.2111257
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/35938378
https://doi.org/10.1080/17439884.2022.2140673
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10584-025-03857-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10584-025-03857-z
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pbio.2004956
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29672508
https://doi.org/10.1093/cid/civ611
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26409277
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pmed.0020124
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pmed.0020124
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16060722
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0507655102
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16275915
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.291.5507.1192
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.291.5507.1192
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11233433
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12874-021-01304-y
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/34090351
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24967490
https://doi.org/10.1097/ACM.0000000000002534
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30475268
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12208-025-00435-y
https://doi.org/10.1080/15401383.2014.890556
https://doi.org/10.1080/15401383.2014.890556
https://doi.org/10.1037/amp0000319
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29792466
https://www.i-jmr.org/2026/1/e84933
https://doi.org/10.2196/84933
https://www.i-jmr.org/2026/1/e84933

INTERACTIVE JOURNAL OF MEDICAL RESEARCH Andrade

© Bruno B Andrade. Originally published in the Interactive Journal of Medical Research (https://www.i-jmr.org/),
18.Jun.2026. This is an open-access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (https://
creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/), which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium, provided
the original work, first published in the Interactive Journal of Medical Research, is properly cited. The complete bibliographic
information, a link to the original publication on https://www.i-jmr.org/, as well as this copyright and license information must
be included.

https://www.i-jmr.org/2026/1/e84933 Interact J Med Res 2026 | vol. 15184933 1 p.7
(page number not for citation purposes)


https://www.i-jmr.org/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://www.i-jmr.org/
https://www.i-jmr.org/2026/1/e84933

	Generosity as a Scientific Method: Building Knowledge and Community in a Competitive World
	Introduction: A Different Currency of Success
	Generosity in a Scientist’s Career
	The Traditional Model of Academic Success
	Generosity as Power
	The Future of Science Through Generosity
	Framework for Incorporating Generosity Into Science
	Domains and Principles
	Operational Domains
	Integration
	Limitations

	Conclusion: A Call to Infectious Generosity


