贵州民族大学Nano Letters被质疑，网友发现数据不符，要求解释
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近日，贵州民族大学的研究团队在《Nano Letters》（2024 年）上发表了一篇名为 “Resonance Wavelength Stabilization of Quasi - Bound States in the Continuum Constructed by Symmetry Breaking and Area Compensation” 的研究。该研究聚焦于通过对称破缺和面积补偿产生的准连续束缚态（QBICs）。研究成果显示理论计算和实验数据吻合度良好，如论文图 1（曲线取自论文图 4 (e) 和 4 (f)，α = 0.286 时）呈现单峰结构。
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然而，网友 “Austinixa patagoniensis” 在验证过程中发现，当 α = 0.138 或 α = 0.286 时，实际计算结果（图 2）呈现双峰，α = 0.286 时更为明显。网友计算所采用的参数与文献一致：单位晶胞周期 800nm，两个相同纳米孔，长度 540nm，宽度 146nm，中心间距 410nm。并且网友绘制了 α = 0.286 时左峰的场分布（图 3），展现出微观结构末端的耦合模式，进一步证明计算的正确性。
网友推测，作者可能无意中使用了与实际计算不完全一致的参数，或者计算模型与现实模型存在差异。但令人疑惑的是，为何实验结果与使用这些 “错误” 参数的计算结果如此相似。此外，作者在另一篇论文中表明，忽略衬底时实验结果与数值预测相符（高 Q 因子），考虑实际带衬底的器件结构时则有显著偏差。因此，网友呼吁作者重新审视实验数据，对这些差异作出进一步解释。
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Resonance Wavelength Stabilization of Quasi-Bound States in the Continuum Constructed
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The paper investigates Quasi-Bound States in the Continuum (QBICs) generated through symmetry breaking and
area compensation. The results presented show good agreement between theoretical calculations and
experimental data, as depicted in Figure 1 (with curves taken from Figures 4(e) and 4(f) of the paper, where

@ = 0.286), all showing a single peak structure.

The calculation result in the paper

The experimental result in the paper

a=0.286

Figure 1

However, during our verification process, we observed that the actual calculation results, shown in Figure 2,

reveal two peaks when & = 0.138 or @ = 0.286, with the latter being more pronounced. The parameters
used for our calculations are consistent with those in the literature: a unit cell period of 800 nm, two identical
nanoholes with lengths of 540 nm, widths of 146 nm, and a centre-to-centre spacing of 410 nm. After carefully

reviewing our results, we are confident that our calculations are correct.
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We have also plotted the field distribution of the left peak when & = 0.286, as shown in Figure 3. This exh

coupling mode at the ends of the microstructure, a typical mode for such configurations, further supporting the

itsa

ity of our calculations.

Figure 3 SiEman

The author may have unintentionally used parameters that were not fully aligned with those intended in the
actual calculations, or there may be some differences between the computational model and the real-world
model.

However, the question arises as to why the experimental results are so similar to the calculated results that
employed these incorrect parameters. Notably, the author also demonstrates in another paper that experimental
results match numerical predictions when the substrate is ignored (with a high Q factor), but show significant
deviations when the actual device structure with the substrate is considered (which lacks the high Q factor

: https://www.pubpeer.com/publications/A8C782CC8196A5569E53D27B53A2884).

Therefore, the author may need to revisit the experimental data and provide further clarification regarding these

properties) (see the commer

discrepancies.
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