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近日，一篇发表于《Journal of Academic Ethics》（2024 年），doi 为 10.1007/s10805 - 024 - 09518 - 7 ，影响因子 2.2 ，位于 Q1 区，由 August Namuth、Samuel Bruton、Lisa Wright、Donald Sacco 撰写的论文引发关注。该论文在阐述研究人员因个人 “行为不端” 导致论文撤稿观点时，列举了 4 个例子，却被指出存在诸多错误。
文中提到，Brill’s Journal of Afroasiatic Languages and Linguistics 在 2021 年发表的一篇由一名被判持有儿童色情制品学者撰写的文章被撤稿，但实际查看论文链接，该文章并未撤稿；还有一篇被指作者是谋杀犯的论文，论文本身以及所参考的资料均未显示有撤稿情况，期刊虽未发表其第二篇论文，但这与撤稿是不同概念。
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关于第三例，一名被判性侵犯的研究人员的论文确实被撤稿，但实际情况是，论文撤稿原因是与之前发表的作品重复，且研究成果的有效性存疑，并且论文作者是受害者 DMan Johnson，并非性侵犯者 Anna Stubblefield。
在这 4 个例子中，仅最后一个例子符合论文作者关于因行为不端导致论文撤稿的观点。此次事件引发了学界对学术研究严谨性的讨论，提醒学者在研究和举例论证时，应确保事实准确无误，维护学术的严肃性。
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The authors of this paper wrote the following sentence (given 4 examples) to make their point regarding
retractions for the researchers’ personal “behavioral” misconduct:

Examples of such retractions include the retraction of an article authored by a scholar convicted of possessing child
pornography (Brill's Journal of Afroasiatic Languages and Linguistics [BJALL], 2021), a researcher convicted of
murder (Gingras, 2022), a researcher convicted of sexual assault (Stern, 2017), and a notorious political leader
(Marcus, 2017).
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made by both non-scientists and scientists alike. Nearly half (46%) of academics believe that
academic freedom should not always be prioritized over protecting against social justice-ori-
ented information hazards, and one quarter of them prioritize social justice over academic
freedom in every case (Goodwin, 2022, pg. 14). Goodwin (2022) also found a stark politi-
cal divide in that 91% of politically right leaning academics prioritized academic freedom
in every case, as opposed to only a minority of left leaning academics, 43%. Other recent
research investigating whether researchers supported or opposed retraction due to informa-
tion hazards produced similar results. Namuth et al. (2023) found that despite low approval
overall, female rescarchers and rescarchers who are both younger and more liberal are more
receptive toward information hazard-based retractions. These results have been replicated
with federally funded researchers, with a sample of students with little to no research experi-
ence, and with U.S. psychology professors (Sacco et al., 2024; Clark ct al., Revise & Resub-
mit). The norm of communalism opposes information hazard retractions as well.

Of perhaps equal concern but much less researched, several recent articles have been
retracted because of the researchers’ personal “behavioral” misconduct. A recent COPE
Forum Discussion devoted to the topic defined behavioral misconduct as the “harmful or
criminal actions by authors or others that do not primarily concern the integrity of the
research itself, but which may nevertheless impact the research and publication processes,
or the perceptions of the integrity of the individual or their works” (COPE, 2022). Exam-
ples of such retractions include the retraction of an article authored by a scholar convicted
of possessing child pornography (Brill’s Journal of Afroasiatic Languages and Linguistics
[BJALLY], 2021), a researcher convicted of murder (Gingras, 2022), a researcher convicted
of sexual assault (Stern, 2017). and a notorious political leader (Marcus, 2017).

In light of instances like these and previous findings, we investigated whether feder-
ally funded research scientists considered behavioral misconduct a valid reason for retract-
ing published findings and whether the type of behavioral misconduct involved, the level
of the expected scientific impact of the article in question, or the kind of editorial action
taken affected their support of retraction. Firstly, we predicted that researchers would be
largely against taking any editorial action (retraction or author removal) for behavioral
misconduct of any kind, similar to past research on political retractions (Namuth et al.,
2023). Secondly, given the emphasis on race and genderin the social justice moyement, we.
expected that both retracting and removing the author would find greater support when the
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