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From: Sesack, Susan R sesack@pitt.edu
Subject: RE: Plagiarism Concern

Date: April 4, 2025 at 3:37 PM
To: Radjavi radjavi@gmail.com
Cc: Horwitz, Mara horwmx@upmc.edu, Yates, Bill BYATES@pitt.edu, Merz, Nancy J nmerz@pitt.edu

You don't often get email from radjavi@gmail.com. Learn why this is important

Dear Dr. Radjavi,
 
We received your allegation of plagiarism on the part of Dr. Daniel Kaplan,
Professor of Dermatology in the Medical School, and we conducted a thorough
assessment of relevant materials according to our research integrity policy. We
have concluded that your concern constitutes a difference of opinion rather than
research misconduct. The University has therefore decided to close this case and
will not pursue the matter further.
 
Thank you for bringing this issue to our attention.
 
Susan
 
Susan R. Sesack, PhD
Professor of Neuroscience and Psychiatry
Research Integrity Officer
University of Pittsburgh
sesack@pitt.edu
 
From: Radjavi <radjavi@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, March 7, 2025 8:09 PM
To: Horwitz, Mara <horwmx@upmc.edu>
Cc: Sesack, Susan R <sesack@pitt.edu>
Subject: Re: Plagiarism Concern
 

Dear Dr. Horwitz,
 
I take the several-week timeline as a reflection of your thoroughness. I will await 
your findings.
 
-Ali
 
P.S. Please forgive the significant delay in my response; it has been an
exceptionally busy week. 
 
 
On Wed, Mar 5, 2025 at 9:26 AM Horwitz, Mara <HorwMx@upmc.edu> wrote:

Dear Dr. Radjavi,
The concerns you submitted to the University of Pittsburgh alleging plagiarism
have been forwarded to the Research Integrity Division. We take all allegations of
possible Research Misconduct seriously and will begin our Assessment process.
This will likely take us several weeks. We will let you know if we have any
questions or require additional information.
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From: Ali Radjavi radjavi@gmail.com
Subject: Re: Plagiarism Concern

Date: April 10, 2025 at 10:56 PM
To: Susan R Sesack sesack@pitt.edu
Cc: Mara Horwitz HorwMx@upmc.edu, Bill Yates BYATES@pitt.edu, Nancy J Merz nmerz@pitt.edu

You don't often get email from radjavi@gmail.com. Learn why this is important

Dear Dr Sesack

Please excuse my delayed reply, which may have more to do with my genuine dislike of this matter, than my schedule. 

I submitted my claim of to your office in good faith. I presented evidence that the central, presumably novel, thesis of Dr Kaplans work was
identical to one I had previously developed and directly shared with him via email. The content was also publicly available and easily
discoverable. If this evidence does not compel your office,  I trust you can still understand why it compels me.

Unfortunately, your letter dismisses the matter without explanation or reference to any contrary evidence or rationale. This absence does
not address the substance of my claim, nor does it offer a basis for—me or any reasonable party—to reconsider my position.

To ask someone to abandon a documented, good-faith claim without explanation or rebuttal  is, in essence, to ask them to be irrational. And
I do not believe that is your intent. More likely, your message is that the University is not concerned with what I believe

But I urge you to reconsider that position. I intend to resume efforts to share the documented facts of this matter with other individuals and
institutions. Before I do, I once again ask: if the University possesses any information that casts doubt on my claim or that clearly absolves
Dr. Kaplan, then you have an ethical obligation to share it. Withholding such information serves no one. It does not protect Dr Kaplan, it
does not protect the Universities reputation, and it leaves me with an obligation to pursue the matter based on the only evidence currently
available to me. If that evidence leads to a single, logical conclusion, and the University knows otherwise, then failing to share that is a
disservice to everyone involved.

Sincerely

Ali

Sent from my iPhone

On Apr 4, 2025, at 3:37 PM, Sesack, Susan R <sesack@pitt.edu> wrote:

Dear Dr. Radjavi,
 
We received your allegation of plagiarism on the part of Dr. Daniel Kaplan,
Professor of Dermatology in the Medical School, and we conducted a thorough
assessment of relevant materials according to our research integrity policy. We
have concluded that your concern constitutes a difference of opinion rather than
research misconduct. The University has therefore decided to close this case and
will not pursue the matter further.
 
Thank you for bringing this issue to our attention.
 
Susan
 
Susan R. Sesack, PhD
Professor of Neuroscience and Psychiatry
Research Integrity Officer
University of Pittsburgh
sesack@pitt.edu
 
From: Radjavi <radjavi@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, March 7, 2025 8:09 PM
To: Horwitz, Mara <horwmx@upmc.edu>
Cc: Sesack, Susan R <sesack@pitt.edu>
Subject: Re: Plagiarism Concern
 

Dear Dr. Horwitz,
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From: Sesack, Susan R sesack@pitt.edu
Subject: RE: Plagiarism Concern

Date: April 14, 2025 at 4:10 PM
To: Ali Radjavi radjavi@gmail.com
Cc: Horwitz, Mara horwmx@upmc.edu

Some people who received this message don't often get email from radjavi@gmail.com. Learn why this is important

Hello Dr. Radjavi,
 
As indicated in our previous email, we carefully considered your allegation and
conducted a thorough assessment as required by our research integrity policy. Our
conclusion was that the issue raised was one of professional difference of opinion
rather than research misconduct as strictly defined. This conclusion was shared
with appropriate University officials who agreed with it. We consider the matter
closed, and we will not be responding to any follow-up emails from you.
 
Sincerely,
 
Susan
 
Susan R. Sesack, PhD
Professor of Neuroscience and Psychiatry
Research Integrity Officer
University of Pittsburgh
sesack@pitt.edu
 
From: Ali Radjavi <radjavi@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, April 10, 2025 10:56 PM
To: Sesack, Susan R <sesack@pitt.edu>
Cc: Horwitz, Mara <horwmx@upmc.edu>; Yates, Bill <BYATES@pitt.edu>; Merz, Nancy J
<nmerz@pitt.edu>
Subject: Re: Plagiarism Concern
 

Dear Dr Sesack
 
Please excuse my delayed reply, which may have more to do with my genuine
dislike of this matter, than my schedule. 
 
I submitted my claim of to your office in good faith. I presented evidence that the
central, presumably novel, thesis of Dr Kaplans work was identical to one I had
previously developed and directly shared with him via email. The content was also
publicly available and easily discoverable. If this evidence does not compel your
office,  I trust you can still understand why it compels me.
 
Unfortunately, your letter dismisses the matter without explanation or reference to
any contrary evidence or rationale. This absence does not address the substance
of my claim, nor does it offer a basis for—me or any reasonable party—to
reconsider my position.
 
To ask someone to abandon a documented, good-faith claim without explanation or
rebuttal  is, in essence, to ask them to be irrational. And I do not believe that is your
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Ali Radjavi <ar7bk@virginia.edu>

Itching for immune protection
10 messages

Ali Radjavi <ar7bk@virginia.edu> Sat, Oct 26, 2019 at 4:38 PM
To: dbautista@berkeley.edu, wesley@uw.edu, julian.rayner@sanger.ac.uk, john-harty@uiowa.edu,
neil.ferguson@imperial.ac.uk, rogerio.amino@pasteur.fr, ian.cockburn@anu.edu.au, louis.miller@nih.gov,
mhoon@dir.nidcr.nih.gov, alan.aderem@seattlechildrens.org, quintana@pasteur.fr, goldberg@borcim.wustl.edu,
rahmed@emory.edu, schaerju@hu-berlin.de, Colin.Sutherland@lshtm.ac.uk, smithr@iastate.edu,
rogan.lee@sydney.edu.au, peter.atkinson@ucr.edu, psinnis1@jhu.edu, kotsyfakis@paru.cas.cz, peter.krause@yale.edu,
mad2256@columbia.edu, Greg.Ebel@colostate.edu, C.S.McKimmie@leeds.ac.uk, volf@cesnet.cz,
david.schneider@stanford.edu, gneelaka@odu.edu, pfm0@cdc.gov, linden.hu@tufts.edu, dabente@utmb.edu,
sihay@uw.edu, erol.fikrig@yale.edu, gdimopo1@jhu.edu, dwalker@utmb.edu, jfp2@cdc.gov, mdiamond@wustl.edu,
jumartin@niaid.nih.gov, piersontc@niaid.nih.gov, jeremy.gray@ucd.ie, aestrada@unizar.es, annetta.zintl@ucd.ie,
eharris@berkeley.edu, Michael.muehlenbein@utsa.edu, wbrown@vetmed.wsu.edu, barbet@ufl.edu,
swhitehead@niaid.nih.gov, h.hurd@keele.ac.uk, spierce@niaid.nih.gov, stefan.kappe@sbri.org, marc.lecuit@pasteur.fr,
YAfshar@mednet.ucla.edu, sweaver@utmb.edu, pagre@jhu.edu, dandrew@jhmi.edu, fzavala1@jhu.edu,
sroger@unimelb.edu.au, Douglas.Golenbock@umassmed.edu, martin.schmelz@medma.uni-heidelberg.de,
robert.lamotte@yale.edu, irvinea@tcd.ie, dankaplan@pitt.edu, ruslan.medzhitov@yale.edu, sgalli@stanford.edu,
isaac_chiu@hms.harvard.edu, soman.abraham@duke.edu, jean.marshall@dal.ca, david.voehringer@uk-erlangen.de,
xdong2@jhmi.edu, lhan8@jhmi.edu, goulding@salk.edu, traceyk@northwell.edu, dbroide@ucsd.edu,
tilo.biedermann@tum.de, keisuke.nagao@nih.gov, briankim@wustl.edu

Dear Scientists, 

I wrote a paper recently called "The itch-scratch reflex generates protective immunity" (alternative title: "Why we
should scratch our bug bites"). It's a hypothesis paper with one little mouse experiment at the end. 

I'm not an expert in the subject matters of this paper, and as of a few years ago I'm a bit of an outsider to the scientific
community in general. Regardless, my belief that the central function of itch is being ignored, has continued to nag at
me. So I've published this work as an unreviewed preprint, and decided to spam everyone instead of going through
the more conventional routes of dissemination (which tend to require institutional backing, and more effort in general)

Perhaps the central hypothesis is incorrect (I don't think it is), or perhaps this  point has been made repeatedly since
the 1700s (if so, then it hasn't been emphasized enough). Nevertheless, I think this model may have significant value
to anyone studying itch, skin allergy/immunity,  and arthropod vectored diseases.

here's the link: https://doi.org/10.1101/808477

and the abstract:

Itch: its complex neurobiology, its exquisite evolutionary conservation, and even the undeniably euphoric sensation
of the scratch it evokes, are all suggestive of a productive physiological function. Nevertheless, we still struggle to
answer (or altogether overlook) the basic question of why we itch in the first place.  Here, we propose a simple
hypothesis: the purpose of itch sensation is to evoke scratching behavior, which in turn boosts protective immunity
against the broad range of pathogenic challenges that enter at the skin. We propose that the key function of itch
induced scratching is to physically disrupt the skin, serving as a “mechanical adjuvant” that amplifies and directs
immune responses to the precise site of potential pathogen entry. As proof of principle, we show that the potent
adjuvanticity of itch inducing Compound 48/80 is dependent on this agent’s ability to elicit scratching behavior.
Apologetically yours,

Ali Radjavi PhD

Mail Delivery Subsystem <mailer-daemon@googlemail.com> Sat, Oct 26, 2019 at 4:38 PM
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On, and shortly after January 31st 2025, I began to receive calls and texts from former colleagues informing me that 
my work and model had been published by University of Pittsburgh researcher Dr. Dan Kaplan, in the journal 
Science, without attributing my work. 
 

 
 
Between 2012-2014, as an immunology graduate student at the University of Virginia, I developed, tested, and 
presented a scientific model and published a preprint manuscript in 2019 “The itch-scratch reflex generates 
protective immunity”. My due diligence confirmed that I was the first to directly present this model, and the first to 
provide experimental evidence in support of it. 
 
While Dan Kaplan’s paper is tailored to his allergy niche and his preferred mouse models, it is undoubtably based 
on the same foundational idea I published (see last sentences of Introduction and Conclusion of his Research 
summary/Structured Abstract in Science.) 
 
I assert that Dr. Kaplan was fully aware of my work, and chose to exclude them from his paper in order to claim 
originality for its fundamental tenet.  
 
I reject Dr. Kaplans defense that he was unaware of my preprint manuscript, as the paper appears relatively high 
on Google searches with relevant combination of keywords (see supporting evidence item 3), and because I 
emailed my BioRx paper to Dan Kaplan in 2019 (item 4). 
 
This is a case study in plagiarism, a clear violation of Upitt Responsible Research Guidelines, misconduct policies at 
all funding agencies including NIH HHS NSF, and longstanding standard of scientific and academic integrity 
everywhere.  
 
I have made multiple attempts to confront Dan Kaplan directly prior to initiating these measures. In some of those 
attempts I employed an angry tone and poor word choice, which may have been misconstrued by Dr. Kaplan. I 
have made multiple apologies for the misinterpretation, and understand that my former mentor stepped in to 
assure Dr. Kaplan that this has been a misunderstanding. In spite of apology and outside assurance, Dr. Kaplan has 
continued to avoid direct dialogue on this matter. 
 
As a result, I have no alternative but to seek investigation by The University of Pittsburgh, and parallel inquiry 
through the aforementioned institutions and additional private entities.  
 
I ask that your investigation be expedited, and that you provide me with any absolving evidence as quickly as 
possible. 
 
Please do not hesitate to contact me directly for any clarifications, supporting documentation, or any additional 
information you need to guide your work. 
 
Ali Radjavi, PhD 
radjavi@gmail.com 
Cell: 703 216-2973 
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Suppor&ng Evidence: 
 
 

1. 2019 BioRx manuscript: hcps://www.biorxiv.org/content/10.1101/808477v2  
 

2. Dan Kaplan’s Science paper, it’s and associated coverage:  
hcps://www.science.org/doi/10.1126/science.adn9390 
 
hcps://www.nature.com/arecles/d41586-025-00256-3 
 

3. Google Search Results performed 02.21.25, showing the page and result number of my BioRx paper. 
 

Term (02.21.25) Page Result 
Itch + Immune + Protective 1 7 
Itch + Immune + protective + pdf 1 1 
Itch + Scratch + Immune + pdf 1 2 
Itch + Scratch + Immune + paper 1 5 

 
 

4. 2019 email I sent to Dan Kaplan and colleagues with subject line “itching for immune proteceon” 
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Ali Radjavi <ar7bk@virginia.edu>

Itching for immune protection
10 messages

Ali Radjavi <ar7bk@virginia.edu> Sat, Oct 26, 2019 at 4:38 PM
To: dbautista@berkeley.edu, wesley@uw.edu, julian.rayner@sanger.ac.uk, john-harty@uiowa.edu,
neil.ferguson@imperial.ac.uk, rogerio.amino@pasteur.fr, ian.cockburn@anu.edu.au, louis.miller@nih.gov,
mhoon@dir.nidcr.nih.gov, alan.aderem@seattlechildrens.org, quintana@pasteur.fr, goldberg@borcim.wustl.edu,
rahmed@emory.edu, schaerju@hu-berlin.de, Colin.Sutherland@lshtm.ac.uk, smithr@iastate.edu,
rogan.lee@sydney.edu.au, peter.atkinson@ucr.edu, psinnis1@jhu.edu, kotsyfakis@paru.cas.cz, peter.krause@yale.edu,
mad2256@columbia.edu, Greg.Ebel@colostate.edu, C.S.McKimmie@leeds.ac.uk, volf@cesnet.cz,
david.schneider@stanford.edu, gneelaka@odu.edu, pfm0@cdc.gov, linden.hu@tufts.edu, dabente@utmb.edu,
sihay@uw.edu, erol.fikrig@yale.edu, gdimopo1@jhu.edu, dwalker@utmb.edu, jfp2@cdc.gov, mdiamond@wustl.edu,
jumartin@niaid.nih.gov, piersontc@niaid.nih.gov, jeremy.gray@ucd.ie, aestrada@unizar.es, annetta.zintl@ucd.ie,
eharris@berkeley.edu, Michael.muehlenbein@utsa.edu, wbrown@vetmed.wsu.edu, barbet@ufl.edu,
swhitehead@niaid.nih.gov, h.hurd@keele.ac.uk, spierce@niaid.nih.gov, stefan.kappe@sbri.org, marc.lecuit@pasteur.fr,
YAfshar@mednet.ucla.edu, sweaver@utmb.edu, pagre@jhu.edu, dandrew@jhmi.edu, fzavala1@jhu.edu,
sroger@unimelb.edu.au, Douglas.Golenbock@umassmed.edu, martin.schmelz@medma.uni-heidelberg.de,
robert.lamotte@yale.edu, irvinea@tcd.ie, dankaplan@pitt.edu, ruslan.medzhitov@yale.edu, sgalli@stanford.edu,
isaac_chiu@hms.harvard.edu, soman.abraham@duke.edu, jean.marshall@dal.ca, david.voehringer@uk-erlangen.de,
xdong2@jhmi.edu, lhan8@jhmi.edu, goulding@salk.edu, traceyk@northwell.edu, dbroide@ucsd.edu,
tilo.biedermann@tum.de, keisuke.nagao@nih.gov, briankim@wustl.edu

Dear Scientists, 

I wrote a paper recently called "The itch-scratch reflex generates protective immunity" (alternative title: "Why we
should scratch our bug bites"). It's a hypothesis paper with one little mouse experiment at the end. 

I'm not an expert in the subject matters of this paper, and as of a few years ago I'm a bit of an outsider to the scientific
community in general. Regardless, my belief that the central function of itch is being ignored, has continued to nag at
me. So I've published this work as an unreviewed preprint, and decided to spam everyone instead of going through
the more conventional routes of dissemination (which tend to require institutional backing, and more effort in general)

Perhaps the central hypothesis is incorrect (I don't think it is), or perhaps this  point has been made repeatedly since
the 1700s (if so, then it hasn't been emphasized enough). Nevertheless, I think this model may have significant value
to anyone studying itch, skin allergy/immunity,  and arthropod vectored diseases.

here's the link: https://doi.org/10.1101/808477

and the abstract:

Itch: its complex neurobiology, its exquisite evolutionary conservation, and even the undeniably euphoric sensation
of the scratch it evokes, are all suggestive of a productive physiological function. Nevertheless, we still struggle to
answer (or altogether overlook) the basic question of why we itch in the first place.  Here, we propose a simple
hypothesis: the purpose of itch sensation is to evoke scratching behavior, which in turn boosts protective immunity
against the broad range of pathogenic challenges that enter at the skin. We propose that the key function of itch
induced scratching is to physically disrupt the skin, serving as a “mechanical adjuvant” that amplifies and directs
immune responses to the precise site of potential pathogen entry. As proof of principle, we show that the potent
adjuvanticity of itch inducing Compound 48/80 is dependent on this agent’s ability to elicit scratching behavior.
Apologetically yours,

Ali Radjavi PhD

Mail Delivery Subsystem <mailer-daemon@googlemail.com> Sat, Oct 26, 2019 at 4:38 PM
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5. 2013-2019 Emails: 
 

This period encompasses the eme during which I developed, refined, and conducted experiments related to my 
work. It also includes the years I spent preparing, edieng, and receiving feedback on my manuscript and other 
related wriengs. Between two email accounts, there are well over 200 email communicaeons concerning this work. 
Here, I have included only a select subset to support my claim of discovery. Note I have excluded nearly all emails 
with my former PI. While those communicaeons are the most personal and organic evidence of my claim, there is 
sufficient evidence to proceed without them. I will produce those emails if this commicee finds it necessary, and 
aier having permission from my former mentor to do so. Below are select excerpts from emailed, published and 
presented wriengs: 
 

“While we have some insight into the immune–scratch axis when it is dissregulated, as in 
allergy, we have never really addressed the normal function of the axis–outside of the 
pathological context, and prior to disregulation.”  --From R21 draft  

“While the mechanisms of itch sensation are being rapidly elucidated–and the pathological 
manifestations of itch have been appreciated long since, no satisfactory model has yet been proposed 
for a normal productive role of itch sensation. Its dedicated neurobiology, its exquisite evolutionary 
conservation, and even the euphoric sensation in the act of scratching, insinuates a normal and 
productive function of itch.  In this perspective we put forward a simple hypothesis; the purpose of 
itch sensation is to evoke scratching behavior, which in turn boosts protective immunity against the 
broad range of pathogenic challenges that start at the skin. We propose that the key function of itch-
induced scratching is to physically disrupt the skin barrier, serving as a “mechanical adjuvant” that 
amplifies and directs immune responses to the precise site of potential pathogen entry.” --From Itch 
paper draft(2) 

“We hypothesize that skin scratching has the capacity to boost the immune 
response to pathogens (e.g. bacteria and viruses) that gain entry to their hosts 
through the skin. Therefore, scratching may represent a protective response to such 
infections. The link between skin scratching and the immune system has hitherto not 
been directly realized. We propose a set of protocols that will allow us to begin to 
address this connection.” --From ACUC Protocol 2013 

Importantly, the extensive immunomodulatory effects of skin barrier disruption, give rise to 
numerous points of possible deregulation, making the association between scratching and 
allergy not a surprising one23. Indeed, one hope is that in appreciating the normal 
physiological function of the itch/scratch reflex we might provide an invaluable context for 
our understanding of itch related skin and neurological pathologies. --From BioRx 

 

--From “Itching for Immune Protection” 2018 shared draft 
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6. Raw Data: I have preserved hundreds of GB of data, video, analysis, etc. I will organize and present this 
data upon request of the invesegaeng commicee. 

 
 
 

7. 2017 illustraeve model of the itch/scratch conferred immune proteceon in context of mosquito vectored 
pathogen 
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8. 2013 UVA Graduate Student Seminar 

 

 
 

9. 2013 R21 drai with emphasis on vector-borne disease w/ faculty edits  
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10. 2013 ACUC protocol with scienefic juseficaeon  
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