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To the Editor:

We have read with interest the manuscript of Muscogiuri
et al. entitled “Nutritional recommendations for CoVID-19
quarantine” [1]. The authors concluded that keeping foods
sources of immuno-supportive nutrients, planning times to
eat and meals, but having in mind positive attitudes could be
helpful to avoid the negative health effects of quarantine.
After a detailed review, we would like to highlight the
attention to the part of the literature review performed in this
review, which we believe does not do justice to the con-
siderable effort made by the author and that could generate
uncertainty on conclusions exposed by Muscogiuri et al.

Muscogiuri et al.’s manuscript include the Chandra’s
study [2] to support that anti-oxidants increase the T cells,
interleukine-2 production, potential natural killer cell
activity and increased response to influenza virus vaccine
compared with placebo [1]. It is necessary to indicate that
Chandra’s study is a part of one of the major scientist fraud
detected to date in Canadian institutions, being retracted
from Lancet journal in 2016 [3] due to the following reason:
(1) exists concerns about the authorship, (2) exists evidence
of ethical violations by authors, (3) unreliable data and (4)
results are unreliable, among others.

We conclude that the exclusion of Chandra’s study does
not probably affect the overall conclusions of Muscogiuri
et al.’s study, but it affects directly to the particular con-
clusion exposed by Muscogiuri et al because Chandra’s
study failing to provide valid scientific evidence. Our
intention is only to emphasize the importance of an accurate
review of the literature and especially to bring to the atten-
tion of researchers about the use of retracted literature by

scientific misconduct is a real danger that affects the safest
way to improve decision-making in clinical practice [4, 5].

A good and accurate literature review is a key element of
research studies and always needs to be based on high
quality original studies and logically never retracted, this is
why is necessary the implementation of tools that helps to
researchers in their literature review to detect retracted
articles. The issue raised here has been identified through
the use of SCRUTATIOm [6], a fast, reproducible and
systematic method for detecting retracted literature included
in research studies [7].
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