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2024 年，Mahdieh Shokrollahi Barough、Amir Seyfoori 等一众学者的研究成果 “Gemcitabine‐Loaded Injectable Hydrogel for Localized Breast Cancer Immunotherapy” 在《Advanced Functional Materials》杂志上发表，该研究围绕用于局部乳腺癌免疫治疗的载吉西他滨可注射水凝胶展开，对乳腺癌治疗领域意义重大。
成果发表后，诚信专家 Elisabeth M Bik 收到其他读者对论文 Figure 4A 的疑问，自己也借助软件发现诸多问题。她指出，Figure 4A 里多个同色框标注的面板看似重叠，而它们本应代表不同处理的小鼠组；Figure 3G 同样存在部分面板经旋转或镜像后重叠的状况。
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论文通讯作者 Mohsen Akbari 回应称，感谢指出错误，经调查是图像处理和准备时文件标注出了问题，目前正与相关作者合作准备向期刊提交更正，还强调这些错误不影响整体研究结论，愿意提供原始数据。但 Elisabeth M Bik 对此并不认可，她觉得至少七个明显错误让人怀疑论文其他面板标注的准确性以及实验的严谨性。
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Mohsen Akbari 进一步解释，免疫组化图像只是示例，研究结论有定量数据支撑，且论文对结果有全面探讨，同时正进行后续研究，新数据也支持先前观察，计划将新数据发布在 bioRxiv。他提到这类图像常由实习生准备，因经验不足可能犯错，且论文经严格同行评审，只是当时没有 AI 工具，所以这类错误难以察觉。然而，Elisabeth M Bik 反驳，将错误归咎实习生不合理，导师和通讯作者应担责，不能以此为借口。此外，Reese Richardson 也认同对 Figure 3C 的质疑，称不同肿瘤间有异常相似处，且有肿瘤在其他文章中代表不同治疗，要求作者提供原始图像。
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#1 Elisabeth M Bik comment accepted January 2025

Areader shared concerns about Figure 4A of this paper, and | found some more.

o Boxes of the same color highlight panels that appear to overlap with each other, even though they represent
differently treated mouse groups.
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Concerns about Figure 3G:

o Boxes of the same color highlight panels that appear to overlap with each other, albeit rotated/mirrored,
even though they represent differently treated mouse groups.
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#3 Elisabeth M Bik comment accepted January 2025

One more overlap found in Figure 4A:
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#4 Elisabeth Bik comment accepted January 2025

Areader pointed out some concerns about Figure 4A of this paper, and | found some more with the help of

software.

o Boxes of the same color highlight panels that appear to overlap, even though they represent different
groups of mice.
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#5 Elisabeth Bik comment accepted January 2025

Concern about Figure 3G:
o Blue and green boxes highlight panels that appear to overlap, albeit rotated and/or in mirror image.
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#6 Mohsen Akbari comment accepted February 2025

Dear Dr. Bik,

Thank you very much for identifying this error. We have investigated this issue and noticed that there has been an
issue with labeling the files during image processing and preparation of images. We are now working with the

author responsible for generating these images to prepare a correction and submit to the journal.

We deeply regret this oversight and would like to assure you that these errors do not affect the overall
conclusions of the study. If you would like to review all our original data, please let us know, and we would be

happy to provide access. We appreciate your understanding and look forward to your feedback.

1 would like to thank you again for taking your time and finding this error to help us improving the quality of our
work.

Warm regards, Mohsen

@ report < permalink

#7 Elisabeth M Bik comment accepted February 2025

Dear Dr. Akbari,
Thank you for your quick reply, much appreciated.

However, there are at least seven visible errors in the two figures listed above. That s a lot of mistakes to make,
and it makes me wonder about the accuracy with which other panels have been labeled. It casts doubt over the
rigor applied to all experiments in this paper. To state that these seven errors do not affect the overall conclusions
seems dismissive. How certain are you that the panels that do not appear to overlap with each other are indeed

what they are labeled to be?

@ report < permalink
#8 Mohsen Akbari comment accepted February 2025

Dear Dr. Bik,

Thank you very much for your feedback. | understand your concerns regarding the images and the conclusions
drawn in our work. However, | would like to clarify that IHC (immunohistochemistry) images are used as
representative examples and are never relied upon in isolation to draw conclusions. Our findings are consistently
supported by quantitative data to ensure that the results are statistically robust and scientifically valid.
Additionally, we provide a thorough discussion of our findings in the manuscript to contextualize the data and

interpretations.

1 welcome your feedback on the discussions presented in our work and am open to hearing your thoughts on
whether the conclusions we have drawn are scientifically sound. I also would like to mention that we are

performing follow up studies, which soon will be submitted for review. Our recent data also supports what we
have observed previously. We plan to post the new data on bioRxiv soon. I will be happy to share the link here
before the manuscript is out for peer review. You are welcome to analyze our data and share your critique with

us.

Regarding the errors you highlighted, while I do not wish to justify them, it is important to note that such images
are typically prepared by trainees, who may not yet have the same level of expertise as more experienced co-
authors. For instance, they may occasionally overlook proper labeling protocols or make inadvertent mistakes. As
the corresponding author, along with other experienced co-authors, | take responsibility for thoroughly reviewing
all results, discussing them with the involved team members, and ensuring that the data presented in our

‘manuscripts meet the high standards of the journals to which we submit.

Furthermore, all manuscripts undergo a rigorous peer-review process, which, in this case, involved a few

lependent reviewers. Given the complexity of the data and the limitations of traditional review methods, it is
highly unlikely that such errors would be detected without the use of Al-enabled tools, which were not available
at the time of submission. Therefore, I must emphasize that generalizing the mistakes made in the IHC images to
the rest of the data is unfounded.

| appreciate your diligence in reviewing our work and am committed to addressing any legitimate concerns to
uphold the integrity of our research. Please feel free to share any specific feedback, and I will ensure it s carefully
considered. Also, please let me know if you need to see our raw data to ensure we address your concerns

properly.

Regards, Mohsen Akbari

@ report < permalink

#9 Elisabeth M Bik comment accepted February 2025

Dear Dr. Akbari, it is worrying that you blame such errors (at least 71) on 'trainees! It s the job of the principal
investigators to train, mentor, and supervise those trainees, and the corresponding author takes responsibility for
the integrity of the data in the paper. | find it very disturbing that you are so dismissive of these errors. If a trainee

‘made those errors, that means you did not fulfill your role as their mentor.

Your argument that peer reviewers did not find these errors either, or that Al-enabled tools did not exist at the
time of submission is also not an excuse. Doing research with rigor and integrity has always been the standard.

Simply put, a lab that produces a lot of data should have procedures in place to keep track of all data. Switching
samples, photos, etc., has always been problematic. You blaming these errors on a lack of peer review o tools is

shifting the responsibility away from your role as the corresponding author.
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#10 Elisabeth M Bik comment accepted February 2025

Can the authors also please take a look at Figure 3C?

o Purple boxes: Atumor in the BNC50-0 group looks remarkably similar to a tumor in the Free Gem group.
o The size of the tumors is different - the one in the Free GEM group s displayed smaller.
o Ifound this by eye.
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#11 Reese Richardson comment accepted February 2025

I agree with the concerns articulated about Figure 3C in #10. | believe there are additional unusual similarities

between different tumors shown in this image.
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Could the authors provide the original images of all these tumors?
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