=T
2

1919 i

3 & 2013. 12. 5~6.

o
+

Jo!

KK
mujn

OH
=N
K
A

of el =8 2, AM 27, &
M7t A 71

]
[LES

= =2 o|Hof| 22| EXM7F M7

OH

K
A

~
o

=X E A
Z=XE SAoA 22l X

4
=

.
o
— T

45}

=
a

—

7OFE

F

—

.
[}

<10l cH

H

o
o

.

= El(ge)m 0 220
THH 2= AMA|

= QIEtRto|A| Fehz 2

- 9lut




= Ol&

K4
0l
ol
for
ol ¥
m___w {F-oF
K <N 5l
o RC
=S K

_”__L KO 1

RF, =LK SO| LtEfLt

oM 28 7ts

H=

7| 2| Z=ALR

#

A

Bl
ol
ofr

ol ~

G T -

< o <8l

ol My

K %M_' >

K 5000l &

= KO —

oK ﬂ_u_u_m._u ol RO

W TR o

% OOl guF!
- 1 e
ﬂ wlAmH o 7 x__. o
K ol ._LOQ K 1o
= O = ki = o

kY - yu} -
] RO gy i ¥
ro.y < o_____ Wﬁﬁ@
3 T A=
1]d] H
G : Tor K
Wo2 oy BT 50 3y !
W<k Kko= oJoT zn 1 KW
Hop M= P — 1o K
_|_|r“= T_ o= <
OLT 0|21 < ™ gy 0 S
._2_._._._._ FITF 0|Jrg o R4

# ol Ol TOM NUGN = R

—_

N ol KWolK ofd <X X' <

mlgm_l [ [ [ = = =

A A

BEO|L} S=AIZHL] g

= MEOIX
> #HO0|L S=AH L] =7t

AML- O

> XA A &2 %
_/I\_ o

17| 2ol S K|

—

o

= O] =22 MAXH(KMA & 2720 AH SA|
AT




F1 =F0M Xtz 27, LXK SO| &ALAS 1Y

> MAHO| 2et 2ol 7)3] X
- RS HP KR T2 AR LE

0z o
oxt

« M0] of$ A2B 2201 AL 4 £ES HAO
> B $£HOE SZEX UG B hT AT BO|
EN RS
C =2 AAE R A AR
- Tyl ZASIAS TA 2IHE 2%

- SR THEH ANE 20| YEDEAS B M

[ = T o -1
- SN2 B E|W KMRLO)A| SHEX|Q] £HUL K
SPNESE=gnbN

S =20M 22 52 S5 27t H7|=AS

Mo

> HECIO| BN =2 FEAMo of2 U 1 YT E ol
> HE7t Z0[SHCHE
- MAQL HOlBt0l ZHE urs| 1 HEEH 0183l 2T 0
2 =22 2H3 CHS AALS st
> Mzt 2Z0l2H :
- Jhs3t 3 @E MAHO|H O] AbAIS FHBbD 0|0 CH3t B
St R| o] WAl S ML,
- SHOIS MK 2 HAFSOf CHS AP RA|(H A =
A 7|7 SO ST MAS| =20 T3t AlAF 7 E )
- BE O3t =20 HEAXIO|H SX|

= KAtel &% AT 20| et SX[5H0] =ALE 2[Z]




ST e AF AL W= 5l 5] home@rsmeb. o kr wia chosun ac kT 117812 -
o

{

StREXL: MEZHS

Korean Society for Molecular and Cellular Bi
T ?

SIEERMEUESE EHEGH
Fa| HE| E| A2 "Molecules and Cells”ofl F0E EHe =2 dAMStd & &81H0| F1
5t =20l 5|9 AAol 0l0| 2= SteR|o HES 2ol Y2E 0|85t =20 INE T
Sieh At & AT S UL D21 0|0 WHE 2= SteRo) 20tE 27 THI|H U=
ZE 2ASRA S HEAMETHAHE 0l = JAA 018 Al & EE5t 0, "Molecules
and Cels"0l S5 =22 AN ZESH0, 2|5 S8 AME =2 A RS HE R
TERSUCH FANE F ObRl Ald 2 25 RS D, SIS AEYHut|e 2 W= 5t
SAauct
o= 5| SR AEUHHS, Sl HHEL oAzl 2E ol et =S A2 21H@ ol oSt Ct
S 22 BAAIEE Z2F5I R sYCLL
1. =2 FAAC] 39 2 SR T SA
2 FARA B 32 =R BIHAE FA
el ez ZE SRo AR 2SR S = =E oY HHE EeE HA FEIA
L # BB =22 HE AN FOSIAAL 5EE =22 AAME FAA 2 H A OISt St
22 AMEE Z2FIA s
1ol G P20 Chet 1A S = A Ha)
2. FHRAS] L™ |2 EEA =8 £ =S4
3 FAA] E 22 =R 51 A JAL
4. ApPRfo] 40|20 FABL O A S
5ol e drel A7l A2 FEEHg FAHMEY 2
O3t S22 S 2l SPotzeLh Ao B 52 HYE AT 222= 3/dHY
°| Oloff=E dt& 4 Ct
DF. 2lEEel Ao 2E L0l 2 JHEYLCH 0
IR SR] M| SIS BB 2SS =2
| 5 SELepolAE ARFUAR Ae] BE 2ae)
A Fe7 B8 EE B4 ) oA A &
E&W N’éﬁe A¥T slsich AR 8 2B 9E 2ol
AR U S . ¥ 1 2E<) $14% (J Korean Acad Fam Med 1997;18:
TA-T2Y) olekE EIAAE adE $A4 B
SR Ahe AH0) 4T #AT B 9T
o wd<l Slsl o %) ghgkek, oz =e o)dl @TF 229 Holek
o A 7Y v o AAFEE GE B0 2FAE olhe] @
e ot ER E) gl AANAYS WY o) A
FHEl7Ime) ZimeAs) ek o] HEE AEGE WAL T
FRlkele] B A2 EA B Y 10669 64
S5 BEe AL AL A WAT A2 Eel Hu] T wED ‘o5t AYSES A
& A AAE Q0T FHToZA A4S AW D9l TR AR B Lageal Y
& e e RS o1FE AT AFe] HIY B AQP0E ez et ol
oo Al £89 RS LR gt BRe 4945 AT 2349995 ST
A UL ol WSS A Aok EE Y skieh shAn LS o) 2o At HlwR
shE Tl W@ aTeia gle ARREA o2 A e $35 A9 FHes, oad
o} o} F& dAe g Aelth A A ARG WA BT UE R HET Y
Sae] A5R £ DAANAY PSS 2, B LD 0 PET A Al
e} S Y T WPRE F AA A% ol WHALE B EAE TAALH B
b ARG ol YY) FOH WA TR Maspalsh obl B o] AL e 4
o) Aab) AAElsg Helake Whgelch S 7] F Aje] Hae S ATee) 2Fe] ¥ Ho)
o] =EE QS BN 27 $ATT EZgse) feked, o) =E 94 S w5
& e $e9 sl DeE APD 224 9
stk e O ohd Bl wEE A7E £ 2 WA R $9 08 B2 £ B 4}
phgarism) o] T Aeleh AT APALAN 4 A4 Yaisl 298 D AT o] BEE &
Al e EEE AF Fo FPEOT M of AR HUE HER 4R OB ez ¢
2 2E 4] A ok HE el B 40 B Te SR 97ed 49
M A7) ek g g9 EHel rgn. BT 2k
7H’82lEts|, 2000 11




To ensure integrity of the published record

» Erratum / Corrigendum
= To correct a mistake by substituting correct information
» Expression of Concern
= When the editor is concerned that an article contains faked data or
has been plagiarized but an investigation has either not begun or
has begun but has not reached a conclusion about that article.
» Article Retraction

= When an article contains faked or erroneous data or has been
plagiarized. It tells the reader to ignore that article.

> Article Removal
= Legal limitations upon the publisher, copyright holder or author(s).
» Article Replacement

= |dentification of false or inaccurate data that, if acted upon, would
pose a serious health risk.

= retraction notice will publish a link to the corrected re-published
article and a history of the document.

Errata / Corrigenda
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Abstract

Histone acetyltransferase 1 is the founding member of the histone acetyltransferase superfamily and
catalyzes lysine acetylation of newly synthesized histone H4. Here we report a 1.9-A resolution crystal
structure of human histone acetyltransferase 1 in complex with acetyl coenzyme A and histone H4
peptide. The crystal structure reveals that the cofactor and the side chain of lysine 12 of histone H4
peptide are placed in the canyon between the central and C-terminal domains. Histone H4 peptide adopts
a well-defined conformation and establishes an extensive set of interactions with the enzyme including
invariant residues Glu64 and Trp199, which together govern substrate-binding specificity of histone
acetyltransferase 1. Our structure-guided enzyme kinetic study further demaonstrates a cumulative effect of
the active-site residues Glu187, Glu276, and Asp277 on deprotonation of the e-amino group of reactive
Lys12 for direct attack of the acetyl group of the cofactor.

Footnotes
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See original article: Wu et al. 109 (23): 8925

Correction for Wu et al., Structural basis for substrate
specificity and catalysis of human histone acetyltransferase
1

BIOCHEMISTRY Correction for “Structural basis for substrate specificity and catalysis of human histone
acetyltransferase 1. by Hong Wu. Natasha Moshkina, Jinrong Min, Hong Zeng, Jennifer Joshua, Ming-

Ming Zhou, and Alexander M. Plotnikov, which appeared in issue 23, June 5, 2012, of Proc Natl Acad Sci
USA (109:8925-8930: first published May 21, 2012; 10.1073/pnas_ 1114117 109)

The authors note that the review article by M. R. Parthun ({ref. 11) provided an excellent summary of the
structure and biochemical function of HAT1 as a histone acetyltransferase, and served ...

[Full Text of this Article]
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Correction for Wu et al 1

>

The authors note that the review article by M. R. Parthun (ref. 11)
provided an excellent summary of the structure and biochemical
function of HAT1 as a histone acetyltransferase, and served as
background introduction for our study. As such, description of some
of the specific biochemical functions of HAT1 was not appropriately
noted in our article and should be cited and quoted in the following
sections:

On page 8925, left column, second paragraph, lines 11-15, “In vitro,
HAT1 specifically acetylates Lys5 and Lys12 of free
(nonnucleosomal) histone H4, and “this specificity is entirely
consistent with the pattern of acetylation found on newly synthesized
histone H4” from many organisms (11).”

On page 8925, left column, second paragraph, lines 18-22, “The
p46/48 protein “is a WDA40 repeat protein” involved in “a wide variety
of chromatin-modifying complexes” (11). In yeast, “the association of
HAT2 with HAT1 increases the catalytic activity of” HAT1 “by a factor
of 10 and appears to function by increasing” HAT1 binding to histong
H4 (2, 11).”

Correction for Wu et al 2

>

On page 8925, right column, first full paragraph, lines 8-10,
““Once in the nucleus, the HAT1-HAT2 H3—-H4 complex
becomes associated with the histone chaperone/chromatin
assembly factor HIF1 to form the NuB4 complex” (11).”

On page 8930, left column, first full paragraph, lines 1-9,
“Because of the important role of HAT1 in chromatin assembly,
“a number of studies have begun to link HAT1 to” different
types of human cancer (11). “The levels of HAT1” have been
found “to increase substantially in liver tumors” (11, 29). Also,
“‘HAT1 mRNA and protein levels are elevated in primary and
metastatic human colon cancer tissues” (11, 30). In addition,
immunohistochemical studies show that HAT1 is primarily
nuclear in normal cells, but the localization of HAT1 largely
shifted to cytoplasm in the tumor tissues (11, 30).”

17




Correction for Wu et al 3

» Additionally, Campos, et al. (ref. 12) should be
quoted in the following section:

» On page 8925, right column, first full paragraph,
lines 10-16, “In human cells, “the sNASP chaperone
binds H3.1—-H4 heterodimers and presents the H4
carboxyl domain to RbAp46,” which “recruits HAT1
activity. After acetylation of histone H4, the complex
is stabilized and the histones” are transferred to the
ASF1B chaperone. “ASF 1B associates with
importin-4, and the histones are then transported
into the nucleus” (12).”

18

Wuetal =22 ¥ -="4 5

» | read this paper with great interest because my lab also studies the
Hat1 enzyme. While reading this, a number of the passages in the
Introduction and Discussion sections started to sound very
familiar. These passages were familiar because they were
plagiarized from a review article | had published earlier (Parthun,
M.R. Oncogene 26:5319-5328, 2007). | also found some sentences
that were plagiarized from another manuscript from another lab
(Campos, et al, NSMB 2010). | brought this plagiarism to the
attention of the editors at PNAS and suggested that this manuscript
be retracted. After more than a year, PNAS published a correction
(http://www.pnas.org/content/110/45/18339.full). This correction lists
all of the passages that were plagiarized and simply says that they
should have had quotation marks around them. This seems like a
woefully inadequate response. PNAS has essentially made
plagiarism irrelevant because if you are caught, all you have to do is
retroactively say that you should have used quotations. Is this a
common practice with journals. | hope not because I think this
represents a serious step in the erosion of scientific ethics.

http://retractionwatch.wordpress.com/2013/11/08/ 19



http://www.pnas.org/content/110/45/18339.full
http://retractionwatch.wordpress.com/2013/11/08/
http://retractionwatch.wordpress.com/2013/11/08/

» We asked Daniel Salisbury, a PNAS editor, why the journal opted to
correct rather than retract the paper. This was his reply:

» In light of recent concerns from the author of the plagiarized text, we
are following up with the PNAS authors’ institution.

» Parthun, who said he received a similar message, was not
impressed:

» My problem with his response [is] that they are simply passing the
buck. | would have thought that PNAS had the ultimate
responsibility for the manuscripts that it publishes. | don’t
understand why they need Mount Sinai to tell them when something
is improper.

» To which we say, we agree.

» We've emailed Plotnikov for comment and will update this post if we
hear from him. Meanwhile, although we think there might be room in
science publishing for correcting improperly attributed text, an
instance of multiple examples of frank plagiarism such as this
probably isn’t the test case.

http://retractionwatch.wordpress.com/2013/11/08/ 20

Expression of Concern (Editor’s Note)
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ALERTS

NEWS  SCIENCE JOURNALS CAREERS MULTIMEDIA COLLECTIONS

ientific Research. Global News, and Commentary.

Science Home  Currentlssue  pravious Issues Science Express Science Products My Science About the Journal
Home > Science Magazine > 6 November 2008 = Lee et al, 326 (5954) 850-853

This article has been retracted ¢ Prev | Table of Contents | Next >

Science 6 Movember 2009:

D (LTS Val. 326 no. 5954 pp. 850853
* Full Text DOI: 10.1126/science. 1173438
* Full Text (PDF) REPORT

* Figures Only

A Type I-Secreted, Sulfated Peptide Triggers XA21-Mediated Innate Immunity

* Supporting Online Material

Article Tools

* Save to My Folders

Sang-Won Lee:, Sang-Wook Han:, Malinee Sririyanum, Chang-Jin Park, Young-5u Seo, Pamela C. Rcunz:ldI
+  Author Affiliations

L ,JTD whom correspondence should be addressed. E-mail: peronald@ucdavis edu
* Download Citation

. ABSTRACT EDITOR'S SUMMARY
* Alert Me When Article is

Cited
* Post to CiteULike The rice Xa21 gene confers immunity to most strains of the bacterium Xanthomonas oryzae pv. oryzae (Xoo).
Liquid ch graphy—tand. mass sp Ty lysis of biclegically active fractions from Xoo
* E-mail This Page supernatants led to the identification of a 194-amino acid protein designated Ax21 (activator of XA21-mediated
* Rights & Permissions immunity). A sulfated, 17-amino acid synthetic peptide (axY322) derived from the N-terminal region of Ax21 is
sufficient for activity, whereas peptides lacking tyrosine sulfation are biologically i ive. Using

* Commercial Reprints and

£ Prnt coimmunoprecipitation, we found that XA21 is required for axY522 binding and recognlllon ax¥s22 is 100%
-Prints

conserved in all analyzed Xanths specles, firming that Ax21 is a pathog d lecul
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RETRACTED: Cell Adhesion-Dependent Control of MicroRNA Decay

FlLike - 2

Dependent Gortrol of MicraAHA Decay
|Altmetric 20

= Bl
Young-Kook Kimi, Jinah Yeoi, Minju Hal, Boseon Kim! and V. Narry Kim® 2 ' &l

15chool of Biological Sciences, Seoul National University, Seoul 151-742, Korea
2 Biginformatics Institute, Seoul National University, Seoul 151-742, Korea

Caorresponding author

Summary

This article has been retracted: please see Elsevier Policy on Article Withdrawal
(hitp:/fwww.elsevier.comilocate/withdrawalpolicy). This article has been retracted at the request of the Editor-in-Chief
and Author.In this paper, we reported that the levels of specific microRNAs (miRNAs) decrease when cells are
grown at low density or when cells are detached from a culture dish. Based on our results, we proposed that some
miRMNAs are selectively destabilized depending on the adhesion status ofthe cells. However, in subsequent
studies, we discovered that structured miRNAs with low GC content are selectively lost during sample preparation,
particularly when a small number of cells is used for RNA preparation using the standard TRIzol protocol (see the
Letter to the Editor published in this issue for details). These findings provide an alternative explanation for our
ariginal data. While the original data are all reproducible, we are retracting the paper because we feel the main

28
conclusions have been compromised. We apologize for any inconvenience this may have caused.

ABC Transporter Story - AT E9||0{0]| 2 &

> In December 2006, Geoffrey Chang, at the Scripps
Research Institute in La Jolla, Calif., retracted five

major papers from Science , PNAS , and The Journal of
Molecular Biology.

» The reason for retraction was a glitch in the software,

which had produced erroneous structures of a bacterial
ABC transporter.

» Although retracting papers can damage a scientist's
reputation, Kennedy believes that it shouldn't be a
black mark on a researcher’s record. "It would really be
unfair if [Chang] were discounted for his ability to do
good science. No humiliation should be associated with
a retraction.”




Survey of Retracted Articles (l)

» Misconduct accounts for the majority of retracted
scientific publications.
» Fang et al., 2012, PNAS, 109(42) 17028-17033.
> Reviewed all 2,047 biomedical and life-science
research articles indexed by Pubmed as retracted
on May 3, 2012.
» 21.3 % because of error
» 67.4 % attributable to misconduct
= Fraud or suspected fraud (43.4%)
= Duplication (14.2%)
= Plagiarism (9.8%)

Survey of Retracted Articles (Il)

» A Comprehensive Survey of Retracted Articles from
the Scholarly Literature

» Grieneisen & Zhang, 2012
» PLoS ONE 7(10), e44118
» Surveyed 42 of the largest bibliographic databases
» Included most major scholarly fields
» 4,449 retracted articles from 1928-2011
» Retractions due to
= Alleged publishing misconduct (27 %)
= Alleged research misconduct (20%)
= Questionable data/interpretations (42%)




Number of Retracted Articles
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B Year of Retraction

Fang et al. 2012 PNAS 109(42) 17028-17033.
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Justifications for retractions of 4,232 articles

Questionable data or
interpretations (1526, 43%)

Publishing misconduct (1690, 46%)
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Greineisen & Zhang 2012. PLoS ONE 7(10) e44118. 4

An advice from a veteran editor

» Retraction should thus be reserved for studies that
involve scientific misconduct and severe errors that
are not discernible from the text. But when retraction
is indicated editors should not hesitate. There is no
need for shame.

» Retractions are like corrections. Excellent
publications—Ilike the New York Times—are full of
corrections, whereas inferior publications—like
British tabloid newspapers—have few. Everybody
makes mistakes but not everybody admits them.

R. Smith, BMJ. 2003; 327(7420): 883-884.
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» International Committee of Medical Journal Editors (ICMJE)
Uniform Requirements for Manuscripts (URM) submitted to biomedical
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AT
Sample Correspondence kf.@%m.m
| - |

Manuscript Overlap (after publication)
Dear [CORRESPONDING AUTHOR:

The above published manuscript appears to contain substantial overlap
with the previously published manuscript [title and full citation].
Specifically, [specify overlap here —figures, text, or tables].

Republishing material from a previous publication without proper
attribution in another original research article is not an acceptable
practice. In more serious departures from scientific standards we may
contact institutional officers and granting agencies and/or consider
publishing a notice of concern or even retracting the paper. At this point,
it is unclear whether this duplication of data reaches that level of
concern. Our journal does, however, require an explanation from you
and your co-authors and at least a correction of the published paper.

All authors are responsible for the originality of the data presented for
publication, so | ask you to share this communication with your co-
authors. We would appreciate a reply by [DATE].

Sincerely,
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