

  symmetry-02-01180




symmetry-02-01180







Symmetry 2010, 2(2), 1180-1200; doi:10.3390/sym2021180




Article



Experimental Test of L- and D-Amino Acid Binding to L- and D-Codons Suggests that Homochirality and Codon Directionality Emerged with the Genetic Code



Robert Root-Bernstein[image: Orcid]





Department of Physiology, 2174 BPS, Michigan State University, East Lansing, MI 48824 USA







Received: 9 June 2010; in revised form: 18 June 2010 / Accepted: 22 June 2010 / Published: 23 June 2010



Abstract

:

L-amino acids bind preferentially to their D-codons, but almost nothing is known about whether D-amino acids correspondingly prefer L-codons, or how codon directionality affects amino acid binding. To investigate these issues, two D-RNA-oligonucleotides having inverse base sequences (D-CGUA and D-AUGC) and their corresponding L-RNA-oligonucleotides (L-CGUA and L-AUGC) were synthesized and their affinity determined for Gly and eleven pairs of L- and D-amino acids. The data support the hypothesis (Root-Bernstein, Bioessays 2007; 29: 689–698) that homochirality and codon directionality emerged as a function of the origin of the genetic code itself. Further tests involving amplification methods are proposed.
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1. Introduction


The origin of homochirality remains one of the profound mysteries of life’s evolution. Why do all living things on Earth utilize L-amino acids and D-sugars? Hypotheses on this subject date back to the discovery of homochirality by Pasteur and can be divided into those that propound the existence of an asymmetric force which selects for preferred chirality [1,2,3] and those who propose it arose through a “frozen accident”. The difficulty with “frozen accident” theories is that they can never be tested. Moreover, at present, there is no experimental evidence demonstrating that any putative asymmetric force produces preferred chirality, and such evidence would create a conundrum of which advocates generally seem to be unaware: any asymmetric force would work equally on organic and inorganic molecules, and within living and non-living systems. Thus, evidence for an asymmetric force would create a new problem, which would be why that force is manifested in living systems exclusively. I have therefore spent many years [4] attempting to rethink the problem of homochirality and have recently [5] recognized an assumption (usually, though not always, unstated) that homochirality emerged before the code itself. But what if homochirality was not established before the genetic code emerged? I began exploring the implications of this unexplored possibility and two years ago proposed a radically different hypothesis: the reason that homochirality and an essentially universal genetic code both characterize living organisms may be that they arose as a function of each other [5].



Like much other work on the origin of the genetic code, this co-evolution of the code and homocharility (COCAH) hypothesis makes the testable assumption that the genetic code arose through amino acid-codon pairing. Several investigators have provided significant experimental evidence for amino acids binding to their codons [6,7,8,9,10,11,12,13,14], but with only two exceptions these experiments have been performed using L-amino acids and D-ribonucleotides. The two exceptions were Yarus [11] and Profy and Uster [15], who demonstrated that D-codons prefer an L-amino acid to a D-amino acid. Indeed, theoretical calculations by Han, et al. [16] suggest the more general conclusion that D-ribonucleotides should preferentially select the L-amino acids over their D-counterparts. By extrapolation, L-ribonucleotides should preferentially select D-amino acids. No one, however, has experimentally tested the binding of D-amino acids to L-codons.



A second assumption that is implicit in the literature on binding of amino acids to their codons is that this binding is directionally sensitive. That is to say, if an amino acid binds preferentially to the sequence 5’-ACG-3’, then it will bind to the inverse sequence, 5’-GCA-3’, with lesser affinity. If that were not true, then the codons ACG and GCA would encode the same amino acids rather than different ones. I, however, have suggested previously that during the evolution of the genetic code, translation direction may have been ambiguous [4,5]. Specificity of amino acid binding to codons of opposite directionality therefore becomes a problem in need of experimental testing. If the binding is insensitive to directionality, then the origin of the direction in which the code is “read” is also a problem that may have been solved during the origin of the code itself.



The COCAH co-evolution hypothesis [5] proposes that the genetic code, its translation direction, and homochirality emerged through a common natural selection process. Like previous work in this area (see above) the COCAH hypothesis requires that chiral preferences be expressed in amino acid binding to codons: L-amino acids should prefer D-codons and D-amino acids, L-codons. The hypothesis also makes a number of unique, testable predictions. First, the code was directionally ambiguous, so that every codon had at least two different amino acid assignments (one read 5’>3’ and the other, 3’>5’). Second, multiple codes therefore evolved in which different amino acids competed for the same codons. Third, selection for an unambiguous set of codon assignments was determined by a combination of binding affinity, amino acid prevalence, and codon prevalence, which resulted in a preference for L- amino acids pairing with D-codons. Fourth, the direction of the encodings was also determined by this selection process. The present research experimentally tests the first three of these predictions and makes testable predictions concerning what conditions would have had to exist to result in the current set of genetic encodings, code directionality, and homochirality. The hypothesis also suggests that under different prebiotic conditions, a different code with a different set of preferred homochiralities could have emerged.



Binding studies provide the basis of the tests of the COCAH coevolution-of-code-and-homochirality hypothesis. According to the modern genetic code (read 5’→3’), CGU codes for arginine (Arg) and its inverse codon, UGC encodes cysteine (Cys). Similarly, GUA encodes valine (Val) while its inverse, AUG, encodes methionine (Met). A tetramer CGUA would therefore encode both Arg (in the first three bases) and Val (in the second three), while AUGC would encode both Met and Cys. If the original genetic code were a doublet (as some investigators have hypothesized), then the tetramer CGUA would encode three amino acids: CG = Arg, GU = Val, and UA = Tyrosine (Tyr). Similarly, AUGC would also encode three amino acids: AU = Met, UG = Cys, and GC = Alanine (Ala). On the other hand, if the code were ambiguous in terms of either direction or chiral specificity or both, then the modern encodings may disguise a more complicated set of amino acid-codon interactions. By comparing the binding affinities of various L- and D-amino acids under identical conditions to both L- and D-oligonucleotides composed of identical bases and to their ordered inverses, it should be possible to determine whether amino acids have specificity for base sequence, codon direction, codon length (triplet or doublet), and codon chirality. The tests carried out below are first time this set of factors has been investigated simultaneously.




2. Results and Discussion


Spectra of the starting solutions of the four oligonucleotides and of the amino acids were obtained (Figure 1). These spectra demonstrate that the optical density of the four oligonucleotide solutions was almost exactly identical so that no significant differences in binding to amino acids can be attributed to differences in oligonucleotide concentration.



The majority of spectral absorption occurs in the range between 200 and 220 nm for both the oligonucleotides and the peptides after subtracting out the buffer contribution. Data from experiments combining the oligonucleotides with amino acids were analyzed at the 200, 205, 210, 215, 225, 235, and 260 nm regions for combinations of Arg, Met, Cys and Val with each of the oligonucleotides (data not shown) to determine the spectral range in which binding would be most visible. Measurable interactions were observable at 200, 205, and 210 nm, but dropped off significantly as the wavelength increased, and beyond 220 nm, binding became difficult or impossible to detect. Such differences are not surprising, as many other studies have shown that the amount of change in absorbance that results from the binding of two molecules differs at different wavelengths depending on which residues or components of the molecules are involved in binding (see, for example, Figure 4 of Nafisi, et al. [17]; Figure 2 of Giri and Kumar [18]; and Dillon, et al., [19]).



Notably, the relative binding constants determined at 200 nm tend to be about ten times greater than those measured at 210 nm suggesting that specific molecular constituents of the oligonucleotides and amino acids that absorb at 200 are more involved in binding than are constituents that absorb at 210 or higher wavelengths. Since absorbances close to 190 usually involve molecular interactions with water, these data suggest that hydrogen and ionic bonds are the key players in the interactions reported here, as opposed to changes in base stacking, intercalation and charge transfer complexation, which tends to show up in absorbances near 260 nm [20,21]. Significantly, there was no binding observable at all for any amino acid in the 260 range, possibly because none of the amino acids had any observable absorbance at this wavelength and they are very unlikely to have intercalated into the ring structure of the oligonucleotides, which is what creates the majority of oligonucleotide absorbance at this wavelength. The lack of changes at 260 may therefore suggests that the stacking of the bases in the oligonucleotides is not affected by amino acid binding. As a result of these experiments, data analysis was limited to the 200 and 210 wavelengths for the rest of the amino acids tested (Gly, Ala, Ser, Thr, Asp, Glu, Leu, Pro, Phe).



Because the binding constants calculated at 200 nm and 210 nm wavelengths differ, it is impossible to say with certainty what the absolute affinity for any given amino acid is for any given oligonucleotide (which is why calculations involving interacting molecules studied using UV spectroscopy always specify the wavelength from which the binding constant was calculated). Importantly, no significant differences in the ratios of binding constants at different wavelengths were observed (Table 1). Since the hypothesis being tested here depends not on the absolute affinities, but on the relative affinities of each amino acid for each oligonucleotide at under the same conditions, it does not appear to matter at what wavelength binding constants are calculated as long as observable binding can be measured.



All of the amino acids (Arg, Met, Cys and Val) encoded in the modern genetic code by the sequences CGUA and AUCG bind with measurable affinities (most in the micromolar range) to these oligonucleotides, while most of the other nine amino acids have relatively small (millimolar) or unmeasurable affinities (Table 1).



The one major exception is Phe, which binds with micromolar affinity to all four oligonucleotides (Table 1 and Figure 2). Unlike the encoded amino acids, which will be discussed in greater detail below, Phe binding to the oligonucleotides is not affected by the chirality of either the amino acid or that of the oligonucleotides and may be due to non-specific intercalation into the bases.



Several other cases of chiral- and direction-insensitive binding were also observed, including Gly (Figure 3a), Pro (Figure 3b), Thr, Leu, and Ala (spectra not shown; see binding constants in Table 1).



The cases of chirally insensitive and direction-insensitive binding suggest that the precision of the technique used to determine binding constants is quite good: variance in measured binding constants among the various combinations of these non-coded amino acid and the oligonucleotides is generally within 20 to 40%. In contrast, the differences in binding constants measured among the various combinations of amino acids encoded by the oligonucleotides was in the range of two- to three-fold (200–300%, i.e., an order of magnitude greater) (Table 1 and Figure 4, Figure 5, Figure 6 and Figure 7).



Figure 4 demonstrates that the technique used is able to distinguish clearly between the binding of different amino acids of the same chirality to any given oligonucleotide. Arg, Met, Cys, and Val each bind to the oligonucleotides that include their modern genetic encodings. The binding of any given chiral form of these amino acids is weakly sensitive to both the chirality and direction of the oligonucleotide such that the resulting binding constants vary accordingly (Table 1). In general, L-amino acids prefer D-oligonucleotides, and D-amino acids prefer L-oligonucleotides, but there is one exception, which is that both L- and D-Cys consistently preferred D-oligonucleotides (Figure 4 and Figure 5). This preference is observable by comparing the two portions of Figure 4 with each other.



Figure 5 presents data showing that the D-forms of L- and D-Arg and Cys have significantly greater affinity for L-AUGC than do the D- amino acids (compare with Figure 2 and Figure 3). Figure 6 presents typical data showing several-fold stronger binding of L-Met to D-CGUA than other Met-CGUA combinations. Figure 7 presents similar data showing similar several-fold differences in the binding of D-Arg to the four oligonucleotides. These and their related data, as summarized in Table 1, provide evidence that the binding of encoded amino acids to their encoding oligonucleotides appears to be sensitive to both chirality and to direction of encoding within a two- to three-fold range of affinities. To repeat an important point made above, the binding of non-encoded amino acids (e.g., Gly, Pro, Leu, Thr, Ala) to these same oligonucleotides is, in general, less strong than the encoded amino acids, and displays relatively less sensitivity to chirality and directionality (Table 1 and Figure 2 and Figure 3).



In sum, two D-RNA-oligonucleotides having inverse base sequences (D-CGUA and D-AUGC) and their corresponding L-RNA-oligonucleotides (L-CGUA and L-AUGC) were synthesized and compared with regard to their ability to bind L- and D-amino acids. According to the modern genetic code, these oligonucleotides (read according to the modern convention of 5’→3’) encode arginine (CGU), valine (GUA), methionine (AUG) and cysteine (UGC). The resulting binding constants demonstrate that: (1) all tested oligonucleotides bound multiple encoded amino acids but with different affinities; 2) encoded amino acids bind in the micromolar range (the Kd at 200 nm ranged from 130 to 500 nM for Arg; 750 nM to 6 uM for Met; 3 to 80 uM for Cys; and 370 to 900 uM for Val); (2) there is in general a two- to three-fold preference of encoded D-amino acids for L-codons and L-amino acids for D-codons; (3) encoded amino acids show a two- to three-fold preference for their appropriate codon sequence; (4) with the notable exception of Phe, the oligonucleotides had very low affinity for non-encoded amino acids; (5) most non-coded amino acids showed about a ten-fold reduced preference for oligonucleotide sequence or chirality compared with encoded amino acids.




3. Experimental Methods


Binding between oligonucleotides and amino acids was determined by ultraviolet spectroscopy, a method commonly used to measure binding of small molecules to DNA and RNA [17,18,19,20]. We adapted a method previously described for determining binding constants between biomolecules [19,23]. In essence, spectra of each oligonucleotide at a constant concentration and each amino acid at a series of increasingly dilute concentrations were obtained. The values of these spectra at each wavelength were added to provide an expected value for the spectra of mixtures of oligonucleotides with amino acids, assuming that no interaction occurs between the compounds. At the same time, mixtures of each oligonucleotide with the amino acid dilutions were made and these spectra obtained. The differences between the values of the expected and observed spectra at selected wavelengths (see below) were then determined and these differences were plotted against the concentration of the amino acid added to the oligonucleotide to provide a binding curve. Results are highly accurate and reproducible [19,23].



Noxxon Pharma AG (Berlin) synthesized and purified to greater than 99% purity two D-oligonucleotides (D-CGUA and D-AUGC) and two L-oligonucleotides (L-CGUA and L-AUGC) [24,25]. Solutions of each of these oligonucleotides with an optical density of 2.5 OD/mL were made up in pH 7.4 phosphate buffer (Fisher Scientific).



The highest purity reagent-grade amino acids, including glycine and eleven pairs of L- and D-amino acids Arg, Cys, Met, Val, leucine (Leu), alanine (Ala), phenylalanine (Phe), glutamic acid (Glu), serine (Ser), threonine (Thr), and proline (Pro), were acquired from Sigma-Aldrich Chemical Company (St. Louis, MO). 0.1 M solutions of each amino acid were made up in pH 7.4 phosphate buffer, and these solutions were then serially diluted by tenths to produce a series of ten dilutions using the same buffer solution. Solutions were used on the day they were made, as some of the amino acids (especially Met and Cys) are prone to oxidation.



200 µL aliquots of each L- and D-oligonucleotide were loaded into the wells of a 96-well crystal plate and the spectra of the wells were obtained from 200 nm through 300 nm by 1 nm increments using a SpectraMax ultraviolet spectrometer employing SoftMaxPro 4.0 software. These spectra provided baseline data for each oligonucleotide. Similarly, 200 µL of buffer was loaded into additional wells and their spectra obtained. The various amino acid dilutions were added serially to each oligonucleotide well and to each buffer well beginning with the lowest concentration of amino acid and working up to the highest concentration. The spectra were obtained 30 minutes after each amino acid addition was complete to provide time for complete mixing of solutions and (possible) binding of components. The amino acid additions were made in 20 µL aliquots so that the total volume within each well increased with each addition. The consequent dilution of the oligonucleotides, as well as the cumulative nature of the amino acid additions, was taken into account by means of the control wells. One set of control wells contained only oligonucleotide to which 20 µL of buffer was added each time 20 µL of amino acid solution was added to the other wells. Another set of control wells contained only buffer, to which additional 20 µL of buffer was added each time 20 µL of amino acid was added to the other wells. In this way, every possible effect of the dilution of every well by buffer, and every possible effect of the additive effects of the procedure were accounted for at every step. All of these controls were incorporated into the data analysis, which required the subtraction of the buffer dilution effects at each step, the change in concentration of both the oligonucleotides and the amino acids at each step. The spectrophotometric data were analyzed using SigmaStat and graphed using Excel. Binding constants were calculated by determining the inflection point of the binding curves.



All amino acid-oligonucleotide combinations were run at least twice with fresh solutions and the results averaged.




4. Conclusions


The data presented in Table 1 shows that Arg, Met, Cys and Val bind to CGUA and AUGC as predicted by the modern genetic code. These data therefore support the hypothesis that the genetic code emerged as a result of selection by direct binding between amino acids and their codons [9] and are consistent with previous experiments showing that other amino acids bind to their codons [6,7,8,9,10,11,12,13,14]. No significant binding was observed between L- or D-Ala and CGUA or AUGC codons, as might have been expected if the original code was doublet in nature, so these data support a triplet origin for the code.



There is a two- to three-fold selection for chirality. L-amino acids generally prefer D-codons (with the notable exception of D-cysteine, which prefers D-CGUA, a point of some interest that will be discussed below). There is also some selectivity for codon directionality as well, but this is usually not more than two-fold. Thus, L-amino acids often have more similar affinities for both D-CGUA and D-AUGC, or for both L-CGUA and L-AUGC than for the pair D-CGUA and L-CGUA, or for the pair L-AUGC and D-AUGC. Both of these findings are consistent with the expectations of the COHAC theory.



The differences within the binding affinities of each encoded amino acid for the different oligonucleotides is about an order of magnitude greater than the differences observed in the binding of each non-encoded amino acid for the same oligonucleotides, suggesting that the encoded amino acids are more sensitive to chirality and direction of the oligonucleotides than non-encoded ones. The simplest explanation of this observation is that there is both specific and non-specific interaction involved in amino acid-codon binding. The non-specific interaction may involve simple hydrogen or ionic-bonding between amino and carboxyl groups of the amino acids to the nucleosides. The specific interactions presumably involve side chain interactions as well, which involve chiral stereochemical bonding. The method used here is unable to test this conjecture, which might be explored more fully with nuclear magnetic resonance.



In addition, the encoded amino acids (with the exception of Val) bind several orders of magnitude more tightly to their encoding oligonucleotides than do the non-encoded amino acids (with the notable exception of Phe, the binding of which appears to be non-specific). Thus, there is a reasonable, if not complete, correlation between the affinities observed here and the structure of the modern genetic code. The exceptions will be discussed below.



These data suggest that origin of the genetic code could have occurred under racemic conditions that would have led to chiral- and direction-specific interactions between amino acids and their codons. In general, L-amino acids would have preferred D-codons, and D-amino acids, L-codons. The amino acids would have bound to both the codon sequence and its inverse with only a two- or three-fold difference in affinity. Thus, every codon would encode multiple amino acids and both chiral forms of these amino acids (as demonstrated here) with only small differences. Multiple, competing genetic codes would have been likely. In order to understand how these multiple codes may have yielded the one code that we observe today, and the specific forms of homochirality that characterize amino acids and nucleic acids today, it is necessary to put these results in a wider context.



A very important assumption informing this research is that prior to the origin of the genetic code, homochirality had not been established in any chemical species on Earth. This assumption does not, however, preclude processes by which selection for racemic mixtures of homopolymers of L- or D-constituents were produced. For example, previous experiments by Orgel [26] and Eschenmoser [27] have demonstrated that RNA ligation and template-directed synthesis are chirally-sensitive so that chiral mixtures of RNA monomers will produce racemic mixtures of homochiral polymers made up of exclusively L- or exclusively D-ribonucleotides. We can therefore assume with some assurance that prior to and during the emergence of the genetic code, the precursors of codons and anticodons were racemic mixtures of homochiral oligonucleotides rather than polymers composed of disordered or random L- and D-constituents. The preferential emergence of racemic mixtures of chirally pure L- and D-RNA codons (or anticodons) set the stage for the emergence of the genetic code. It is likely that the same processes of ligation combined with template-directed synthesis of complementary polyribonucleotides selected among all of the possible bases that may have been available prebiotically. In consequence, only a few, including adenine, uracil, cytosine, and guanine were preferentially incorporated into these racemic mixtures of homochiral RNAs.



A similar process of selection probably narrowed the range of available amino acids [28]. On the one hand, it is well established that certain amino acids are more likely than others to be produced under conditions modeling prebiotic chemistries, and these include glycine, alanine, proline, valine, leucine, and arginine, whereas structurally complex or difficult to synthesize compounds such as phenylalanine, tyrosine, and tryptophan may have been very rare [29,30,31,32,33,34]. Of equal importance to synthesis of diverse amino acids, however, would have been means for selective retention of some subset of them. Highly reactive compounds such as cysteine and methionine, for example, could very well have been synthesized in reasonable amounts (especially in sulphur-rich prebiotic conditions) but would have rapidly disappeared [35,36] if not stabilized by non-covalent complexing to compounds such as oligomers, as we have demonstrated here. Two forms of amino acid complementarity may have provided selection for the basic twenty amino acids incorporated into living systems. Grafstein [37] has demonstrated that only a very select subset of possible amino acids can form very stable cyclical dipeptides (diketopiperizines) in which the side chains of the amino acids (one L- and one D-) are able to form stereochemically specific complexes across the molecule’s ring structure. These amino acids are the twenty used by modern living systems. Incorporation of select amino acids into diketopiperazines would therefore have resulted in retention of these, while amino acids not able to participate in the formation of such stable complexes would have been lost to degradative processes. Perhaps not coincidentally, Root-Bernstein [38] showed that the side chains of the same select subset of twenty amino acids can interact stereochemically across a beta ribbon, but in this case the amino acids participating in a given beta ribbon must all be of the same chirality. Once again, the interaction of the side chains across the beta ribbon would have stabilized them against degradation. The specificity of the amino acid pairings within peptides predicted by Grafstein and Root-Bernstein has subsequently been demonstrated by many research groups [39,40]. In addition, experiments demonstrate that a racemic mixture of serine seeded with either L- or D-polyserine will produce homochiral polymers [41]. Thus, it seems likely that just as RNA synthesis can be chirally restrictive, so can peptide formation, and that the same kind of polymerization processes will select among available amino acids, restricting their diversity. Among these, the amino acids that could pair with specific codons (or anticodons) would again have had an additional selective benefit.



The selection for specific subsets of RNA bases and amino acids, in conjunction with the selective augmentation of concentrations of racemic mixtures of homochiral polymers of each, would have set the stage for the emergence of the genetic code and selection for homochirality within each class of compounds. Indeed, as Szathmary has suggested, it is quite possible that amino acids acted as cofactors for ribozymes, just as RNAs acted as templates for peptide synthesis, thereby creating a mutually reinforcing process of specific amino acids selecting for specific RNA sequences and vice versa [42].



The very small number of previous experiments investigating chiral interactions between amino acids and polynucleotides has suggested, as reported here, that L-amino acids will prefer D-ribonucleotide sequences, and D-amino acids will preferentially bind to L-ribonucleotide sequences. Yarus [11] found that a short D-ribose-based RNA sequence binds L-arginine in preference to D-arginine and Profy and Uster [15] described non-enzymatic stereoselective aminoacylation of a D-ribose dinucleotide monophosphate selecting for L-alanine in preference to D-alanine. Tamura and Schimmel [43,44] have similarly demonstrated stereoselective aminoacylation of a D-polyribonucleotide sequence by L-alanine and, conversely, the stereoselectivity of the L-polyribonucleotide for D-alanine. The selectivity was about four-fold, corresponding to about 0.8 Kcals/mol binding energy, sufficient to result in a high degree of chiral purity after several rounds of selection. The experiments described above are consistent with these results. In general, L-amino acids are about two- to three-fold more likely to bind to D-oligonucleotides than are D-amino acids; and conversely, D-amino acids are about two- to three-fold more likely to bind to L-oligonucleotides than to are L-amino acids. It is therefore likely that repeated selection processes would have yielded two competing genetic codes, one comprised of L-amino acids binding to D-oligonucleotides and another of D-amino acids binding to L-oligonucleotides. There are, however, exceptions to the generalization just stated. Nolte, et al. [45] reported the synthesis of a 38-mer made of L-ribonucleotides that selectively bound L-Arg, and we report here that D-Cys binds preferentially to its D-codon, so the prebiotic situation may have been more complicated. Surprisingly, these exceptions may actually have contributed to the selection of an L-amino acid-D-codon code, for reasons described below.



The emergence of two, chirally selective, mirror-image codes would provide no insight into the origin of our modern code and the selection of the specific chiralities that we observe today if there were no further selection factors at work. Consider that if the four ribonucleotide bases were equally prevalent in the prebiotic environment and could polymerize with each other at identical reaction rates, then every possible short (i.e., less than about ten bases in length) polyribonucleotide sequence would have existed in the same concentrations. By the same token, if every amino acid were equally prevalent in the prebiotic environment, and the rates of polymerization of any mixture of these amino acids was identical, then every possible short peptide sequences would also exist at equal concentrations. In this case, there would be no way to select between the L-amino-acid-D-codon encodings described above, and the D-amino-acid-L-codon encodings. Neither the code nor homochirality would emerge from such as system except by the activity of an external agency such as an asymmetric force or some element of a frozen accident. We would be no further along in our search for the origins of homochirality.



If, on the other hand, there were a significant inhomogeneity in the distribution of codons (or anticodons), and a significant inhomogeneity in the distribution of amino acids, then the means for selecting between genetic codes, and thereby for homochirality, would have existed. Limited experimental evidence does exist for such inhomogeneities. Zeilenksi and Orgel [46] reported, for example, that the oligomerization of CG is much more efficient than the oligomerization of GC. Kornberg [47] found that oligomerization of A and T preferentially yielded alternating AT copolymers. Thus, oligomerization does not appear to be purely random. A second skewing factor results from the observation that there are amino acid side chain interactions during peptide synthesis that result in nearest-neighbor preferences that affect peptide yields [48]. If amino acids or short polypeptides can act as templates for codons and/or anticodons as Nelsestuen has proposed [49,50], then interactions between polyribonucleotides and peptides could also have resulted in significantly skewed distributions of codon and/or anticodon frequencies.



We can follow out the consequences of CG oligomerization being more efficient than that of GC with regard to the present findings [5]. If CG oligomerizes more rapidly than GC, then under prebiotic conditions, 5’-CGU-3’ would be more prevalent than 5’-UGC-3’. According to the modern genetic code, 5’-CGU-3’ “encodes” Arg. The binding affinities reported in Table 1 and Table 2 (and data illustrated in Figure 5) indicate that Arg has the highest affinity for 5’-CGU-3’, as expected. Notably, the data demonstrate that L-Arg prefers D-5’-CGUA-3’ whereas D-Arg prefers L-5’-AUGC-3’ (Figure 8). Given essentially equal binding constants, equimolar concentrations of L-Arg and D-Arg, and more D-5’-CGUA-3’ than L-5’-AUGC-3’, the L-Arg- D-5’-CGUA-3’ complex would be formed in greater quantities and therefore have a kinetic advantage in any peptide polymerization reactions using it as a template. More L-Arg than D-Arg would bind to codons and be incorporated into peptides, thereby increasing the pool of L-Arg compared with D-Arg. Such a positive feedback system would promote an L-amino acid-D-codon code. Other inhomogeneities in codon production, such those described in the previous paragraph, would have yielded similar selection pressures for the modern encodings [5].



An additional, but less obvious, selection factor would tilt the code in the same direction. This second selection factor results from the fact that multiple amino acids bind to the same codon with slight different binding constants. For example, L-methionine and D-cysteine somewhat unexpectedly both prefer D-CGUA (Table 1 and Figure 2), but L-Met has significantly higher affinity. Thus, in a competition between L-Met and D-Cys for D-CGUA, L-Met will “win”. One consequence of “winning” is that the concentration of free L-Met will decrease, while the concentration of D-Cys will remain high, so that D-Cys can bind to its secondarily preferred codon, which is AUGC. Once again, since GC polymerizes less rapidly than CG, the concentration of AUGC will be lower than that of CGUA, so that the L-Met-CGUA pair will be selected over the D-Cys-AUGC pair. This result is consistent with the modern genetic code, in which 5’-GUA-3’ encodes Met, not Cys.



Finally, Bolik, et al., [51] have provided experimental evidence that D-polyribonucleotides are more stable than L-polyribonucleotides due to small, but significant differences in their electronic structures that are evident in ultraviolet Raman spectra. An important consequence of even a slight increase in L-polyribonucleotide instability in a prebiotic system in which homochirality had not yet emerged would be to tilt the balance toward the emergence of an L-amino-acid-D-polyribonucleotide code. Notably, a problem encountered in the current experiments, which prevented testing of additional amino acid-codon pairings, was that L-AUGC began to decompose after several weeks in solution. The remaining oligomers have remained stable for several months.



Of course, the actual amount of codon-amino acid binding that occurred in such a prebiotic system would have been dependent not only on affinities but on the relative concentrations of the amino acids. Such prebiotic conditions are not mimicked here. The amino acid concentration factor probably explains why Phe, which has a higher affinity for CGUA and UAGC than do Arg, Met, Cys or Val, did not “encode” one of these codons, and that is because Phe probably has a yet higher affinity for a different codon (UUU), and was, in addition, rare compared with its competitors in the prebiotic environment in which the code evolved. Thus, it is possible to imagine conditions under which Val could “encode” 5’-CGUA-3’: such a situation would arise if the concentration of Val were several orders of magnitude higher than that of Arg. Since such a situation was not unlikely during the origins of life, it is quite possible, according to the data reported here, that every codon initially “encoded” multiple amino acids with a range of different affinities. Such multiple encodings would have enriched some amino acids through their incorporation into peptides. One can therefore imagine a scenario in which competition among amino acids for a given codon resulted in selection not of a single amino acid, but of any one of a small set (say, two to four) amino acids. While such a “sloppy” translation system would result in a wide range of peptide products, the result of many iterations of such a process would be a net increase in the amino acids associated with that codon and elimination of those that were not. Given the kind of overlapping encodings observed here, the result would have been a significant pruning of RNA base diversity as well as amino acid diversity.



In sum, the data presented here demonstrate that it is quite possible that homochirality was not established at the time the genetic code evolved, but that a general preference of L-amino acids for D-codons and D-amino acids for L-codons, combined with inhomogeneities in the distribution and concentrations of amino acids and codons, led to the selection of the current genetic code. The operative factor in the selection of the modern genetic code was competition among L- and D-amino acids for L- and D-oligonucleotides. L-amino acids tend to prefer D-codons while D-amino acids prefer L-codons. Given what is currently known about the kinetics of oligimerization and probable prebiotic amino acid prevalence, the data presented here would lead to selection of an L-amino acid-D-codon code with the general set of encodings found in the modern genetic code.



It is important to stress that the outcome of such a selection process was not a foregone conclusion [5]. Under conditions in which some amino acids that were relatively rare on earth were more common, and/or the relative concentrations of adenine and uracil were significantly greater than cytosine and guanine (or different bases were selected altogether), then an entirely different code might have emerged. Under such circumstances, it might also have been possible for a D-amino acid-L-codon code to be selected. We should not, therefore, assume that life on other planets or in other solar systems necessarily shares the genetic encodings that we have on earth, nor that extraterrestrial life will share our homochiralities.



Finally, we note that some means of amplifying the small selection pressures described here would have been necessary for the emergence of an unambiguous genetic code comprised of strict homochiral components. It is extremely important that such enrichment studies be carried out over many iterations to determine how competition among the various possible encodings would play out in mixtures of amino acids at concentrations modeling possible prebiotic scenarios. Are the two- to three-fold differences in affinities combined with inhomogeneities in codon availability sufficient to yield L-amino-acid-D-codon domination as suggested here? Or may other forms of chiral amplification required? Many possibilities for such enrichment certainly exist of which simple repetitive selection cycles are only one. As Tamura and Schimmel [43,44] have pointed out with regard to their own research, a four-fold difference in binding affinity can result in nearly complete selection for homochirality within a half-dozen selection cycles. Since the difference in affinity are somewhat less in the data reported here, it might take a dozen or more cycles to achieve relative purity, but this prediction is testable. Secondly, it is notable that previous research on the amino acylation of D-RNAs in solution has not yielded consistent evidence of a chiral preference for amino acids, but when the RNAs are immobilized on a surface (as might have occurred during the evolution of life), a clear preference for L-amino acids was manifested [52]. It is possible that immobilization of the oligonucleotides tested here might significantly increase their chiral preferences as well, which might strengthen the case for the emergence of homochirality with the genetic code considerably. And lastly, there are a very wide range of chiral amplification processes that have been characterized besides those just mentioned, that include isotactic polymer formation [27,30,53,54]; lattice formation on surfaces such as clays [55]; non-linear thermodynamic asymmetric amplification of amino acid synthesis [56]; peptide-peptide binding, in which peptides composed of L-amino acids would preferentially bind to other L-based peptides, while D-amino acid-based peptides would prefer those composed of D-amino acids [38,39,57,58]; peptide replication [59,60,61] in which an existing L-rich peptide would preferentially act as a template for further L-rich complementary peptides; and multiple levels of selection including formation of RNA-amino acid conjugates [62].



In sum, the current investigation of L- and D-amino acid binding to L- and D- oligonucleotide sequences has helped to confirm the theory that the genetic code emerged through direct amino acid-codon interactions [5]. Notably, however, every codon seems to have a range of affinities for a variety of amino acids, so that competition for genetic encodings must be assumed to have occurred. New and much more extensive data has been provided demonstrating that L-amino acids generally (but not always!) prefer D-oligonucleotides, while D-amino acids generally prefer L-oligonucleotides. There is some amino acid preference for codon directionality, but again, codon directionality may not have been a foregone conclusion during the emergence of the genetic code. Finally, the data strongly suggest that at least two competing genetic codes would have emerged during evolution, and that experimentally demonstrated forms of inhomogeneities in codon production and stability were the likely factors that tipped the competition between these codes toward the L-amino-acid-D-codon system that we have today. Thus, the testing of the co-evolution of homochirality and code (COHAC) hypothesis has yielded novel, perhaps surprising, and hopefully useful results. Further research involving multiple cycles of amino acid-codon selection, binding studies involving surface-bound oligonucleotides, as well as other forms of chiral amplification, may clarify the actual mechanisms by which homochirality may have emerged with the genetic code.







Acknowledgments


This research was funded by Maurine Bernstein through a gift to Michigan State University. The oligonucleotides were kindly provided by NOXXON Pharma AG, Berlin, Germany. Many thanks to Sven Klussmann of NOXXON Pharma AG for incisive comments on an early draft of this manuscript. The author has no intellectual property interests or conflicts of interest with regard to the current research or NOXXON Pharma AG.




References and Notes


	



Bonner, W.A. Homochirality and life. EXS 1998, 85, 159–188. [Google Scholar] [PubMed]

	



Jorissen, A.; Cerf, C. Asymmetric photoreactions as the origin of biomolecular homochirality: A critical review. Origins Life Evol. Biosphere 2002, 32, 129–142. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Goodman, G.; Gershwin, M.E. The origin of life and the left-handed amino-acid excess: The furthest heavens and the deepest seas? Exp. Biol. Med. 2006, 231, 1587–1592. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Root-Bernstein, R.S. Selective chirality and the origins of life. J. Theor. Biol. 1982, 99, 101–109. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Root-Bernstein, R.S. Simultaneous origin of homochirality, the genetic code, and its direction. Bioessays 2007, 29, 689–698. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Majerfield, I.; Puthenvedu, D.; Yarus, M. RNA affinity for molecular L-histidine; genetic code origins. J. Mol. Evol. 2005, 61, 226–235. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Majerfield, I.; Yarus, M. A diminutive and specific RNA binding site for L-tryptophan. Nucl. Acid. Res. 2005, 33, 5482–5493. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Legiewicz, M.; Yarus, M. A more complex isoleucine with a cognate triplet. J. Biol. Chem. 2005, 280, 19815–19822. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Yarus, M.; Caporaso, J.G.; Knight, R. Origins of the genetic code: The escaped triplet theory. Annu. Rev. Biochem. 2005, 74, 179–198. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Yarus, M. RNA-ligand chemistry: A testable source for the genetic code. RNA 2000, 6, 475–484. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Yarus, M. A specific amino acid binding site composed of RNA. Science 1988, 240, 1751–1758. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Hobish, M.K.; Wickramasinghe, N.S.; Ponnamperuma, C. Direct interaction between amino acids and nucleotides as a possible physicochemical basis for the origin of the genetic code. Adv. Space Res. 1995, 13, 365–382. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Saxinger, C.; Ponnamperuma, C.; Woese, C. Evidence for the interaction of nucleotides with immobilized amino-acids and its significance for the origin of the genetic code. Nat. New Biol. 1971, 234, 172–174. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Walker, G.W. Nucleotide-binding site data and the origin of the genetic code. Biosystems 1977, 9, 139–150. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Profy, A.T.; Usher, D.A. Stereoselective aminoacylation of a dinucleotide monophosphate by the imidazolides of DL-alanine and N-(tert-butoxycarbonyl)-DL-alanine. J. Mol. Evol. 1984, 20, 147–156. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Han, D.; Chen, W.; Han, B.; Zhao, Y. A new theoretical model for the origin of amino acid homochirality. Sci. China Ser. C Life Sci. 2007, 50, 580–586. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Nafisi, S.; Shadoloi, A.; Feizbachsh, A.; Tajmire-Riah, H.A. RNA binding to antioxidant flavenoids. J. Photochem. Photobiol. B-Biol. 2009, 94, 1–7. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Giri, P.; Kumar, G.S. Self-structure induction in single stranded poly(A) by small molecules: Studies on DNA intercalators, partial intercalators and groove binding molecules. Mol. Biosyst. 2008, 4, 341–348. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Dillon, P.F.; Root-Bernstein, R.S.; Lieder, C.M. Ascorbate enhancement of H1 histamine receptor sensitivity corresponds with ascorbate oxidation inhibition by histamine receptors. Am. J. Phys. Cell Phys. 2006, 291, 977–984. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Nowicka, A.M.; Zabost, E.; Donten, M.; Maerska, Z.; Stojek, Z. Electroanalytical and spectroscopic procedures for examination of interactions between double stranded DNA and intercalating drugs. Anal. Bioanal. Chem. 2007, 389, 1931–1940. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Marty, R.; N’soukpoe´-Kossi, C.N.; Charbonneau, D.M. Structural characterization of cationic lipid–tRNA complexes. Nucl. Acid. Res. 2009, 37, 5197–5207. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Fei, Y.; Lu, G.; Fan, G.; Wu, Y. Spectroscopic studies of the binding of a new quinolone antibactieral agent: Sinofloxacin to DNA. Anal. Sci. 2009, 25, 1333–1338. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Root-Bernstein, R.S.; Vonck, J. Glucose binds to its receptor affecting the mutual affinity of insulin and its receptor. Cell. Mol. Life Sci. 2009, 66, 2721–2732. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Klussmann, S. Spiegel-Design: Identifizierung und Charakterisierung hochaffiner L-RNA-Moleküle; Shaker Verlag: Aachen, Germany, 1996. [Google Scholar]

	



Klussmann, S.; Nolte, A.; Bald, R.; Erdmann, V.A.; Furste, J.P. Mirror-image RNA that binds D-adenosine. Nat. Biotechnol. 1996, 14, 1112–1115. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Joyce, G.F.; Visser, G.M.; van Boeckel, C.A.A.; van Boom, J.H.; Orgel, L.E.; van Westrenen, J. Chiral selection in poly(C)-directed synthesis of oligo(G). Nature 1984, 310, 602–604. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Bolli, M.; Micura, R.; Eschenmoser, A. Pyranosyl-RNA: Chiroselective self-assembly of base sequences by ligative oligomerization of tetranucleotide-22,32-cyclophosphates (with a commentary concerning the origin of biomolecular homochirality). Chem. Biol. 1997, 4, 309–320. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Dunnill, P. Triplet nucleotide-amino-acid pairing; a stereochemical basis for the division between protein and non-protein amino-acids. Nature 1966, 210, 1265–1267. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Miller, S.L. A production of amino acids under possible primitive earth conditions. Science 1953, 117, 528–529. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Miller, S.L.; Orgel, L.E. The Origins of Life on Earth; Prentice Hall: River Edge, NJ, USA, 1974. [Google Scholar]

	



Schlesinger, G.; Miller, S.L. Prebiotic synthesis in atmospheres containing CH4, CO, and CO2. I. Amino acids. J. Mol. Evol. 1983, 19, 376–382. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Levy, M.; Miller, S.L.; Brinton, K.; Bada, J.L. Prebiotic synthisis of adenine and amino acids under Europa-like conditions. Icarus 2000, 145, 609–613. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Bada, J.L.; Lazcano, A. Prebiotic soup–Revisiting the Miller experiment. Science 2003, 300, 745–746. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Jordan, I.K.; Kondrashov, F.A.; Adzhubei, I.A.; Wolf, Y.I.; Koonin, E.V.; Kondrashov, A.S.; Sunyaev, S. A universal trend of amino acid gain and los in protein evolution. Nature 2005, 433, 633–638. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Bada, J.L.; Lazcano, A. Some like it hot, but not the first biomolecules. Science 2002, 296, 1982–1983. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



White, R.H. Hydrolytic stability of biomolecules at high temperatures and its implications for life at 250 °C. Nature 1984, 310, 430–432. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Grafstein, D. Stereochemical origins of the genetic code. J. Theor. Biol. 1983, 105, 157–174. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Root-Bernstein, R.S. Amino acid pairing. J. Theor. Biol. 1982, 94, 885–894. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Root-Bernstein, R.S.; Holsworth, D.D. Antisense peptides: A critical review. J. Theor. Biol. 1998, 190, 107–119. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Siemion, I.Z.; Cebrat, M.; Kluczyk, A. The problem of amino acid complementarity and antisense peptides. Curr. Protein Pept. Sci. 2004, 5, 507–527. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Nanita, S.C.; Cooks, R.G. Serine octamers: Cluster formation, reactions, and implications for biomolecule homochirality. Angew. Chem. Int. Ed. Engl. 2006, 45, 554–569. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Szathmáry, E. The origin of the genetic code: amino acids as cofactors in an RNA world. Trends Genet. 1999, 15, 223–229. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Tamura, K.; Schimmel, P. Chiral-selective aminoacylation of an RNA minihelix. Science 2004, 305, 1253. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Tamura, K.; Schimmel, P.R. Chiral-selective aminoacylation of an RNA minihelix: Mechanistic features and chiral suppression. Proc. Nat. Acad.Sci. USA 2006, 103, 13750–13752. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Nolte, A.; Klussmann, S.; Bald, R.; Erdmann, V.A.; Fürste, J.P. Mirror-design of L-oligonucleotide ligands binding to L-arginine. Nat. Biotechnol. 1996, 14, 1116–1119. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Zielinski, W.S.; Orgel, L.E. Oligoaminonucleoside phosphoramidates. Oligomerization of dimers of 3’-amino-3’-deoxy-nucleotides (GC and CG) in aqueous solution. Nucl. Acid. Res. 1987, 15, 1699–1715. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Kornberg, A. Odyssey of a Biochemist; Harvard University Press: Cambridge, MA, USA, 1989; pp. 164–166. [Google Scholar]

	



Tyagi, S.; Ponnamperuma, C. Nonrandomness in prebiotic peptide synthesis. J. Mol. Evol. 1989, 30, 391–399. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Nelsestuen, G.L. Amino acid-directed nucleic acid synthesis. A possible mechanism in the origin of life. J. Mol. Evol. 1978, 11, 109–120. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Hud, N.V.; Jain, S.S.; Li, X.; Lynn, D.G. Addressing the problems of base pairing and strand cyclization in template-directed synthesis: A case for the utility and necessity of ‘molecular midwives’ and reversible backbone linkages for the origin of proto-RNA. Chem. Biodivers. 2007, 4, 768–783. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Bolik, S.; Rübhausen, M.; Binder, S.; Schulz, B.; Perbandt, M.; Genov, N.; Erdmann, V.A.; Klußmann, S.; Betzel, C. First experimental evidence for the preferential stabilization of the natural D- over the nonnatural L-configuration in nucleic acids. RNA 2007, 13, 1877–1880. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Martyn, B.J. RNA-directed amino acid homochirality. FASEB J. 1998, 12, 503–507. [Google Scholar]

	



Brack, A.; Spach, G. Structures of polypeptides with L- and D-residues, part III: Experimental evidence for enrichment in enantiomers. J. Mol. Evol. 1980, 15, 231–238. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Brack, A.; Spach, G. Enantiomer enrichment in early peptides. Orig. Life 1981, 11, 135–142. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Fasel, R.; Parschau, M.; Ernst, K.-H. Amplification of chirality in two-dimensional enantiomorphous lattices. Nature 2006, 439, 449–492. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Klussmann, M.; Iwamura, H.; Mathew, S.P.; Wells, D.H., Jr.; Pandya, U.; Armstrong, A.; Blackmond, D.G. Thermodynamic control of asymmetric amplification in amino acid catalysis. Nature 2006, 441, 621–623. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Root-Bernstein, R.S. On the origin of the genetic code. J. Theor. Biol. 1982, 94, 895–904. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Koch, K.J.; Gozzo, F.C.; Nanita, S.S.; Takates, Z.; Eberlin, M.N.; Cooks, R.G. Chiral transmission between amino acids: Chirally selective amino acid substitution in the serine octamer as a possible step in homochirogeneisis. Angew. Chem. 2002, 114, 1721–1724. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Root-Bernstein, R.S. Protein replication by means of amino acid pairing. J. Theor. Biol. 1983, 100, 99–106. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Lee, D.H.; Granja, J.R.; Martinez, J.A.; Sevein, K.; Ghadri, M.R. A self-replicating peptide. Nature 1996, 382, 525–528. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Weber, A.L. Aqueous synthesis of peptide thioesters from amino acids and a thiol using 1,1′-carbonyldiimidazole. Origins Life Evol. Biosphere 2005, 35, 421–427. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Seligmann, H.; Amzallag, G.N. Chemical interactions between amino acid and RNA: Multiplicity of the levels of specificity explains origin of the genetic code. Naturwissenschaften 2002, 89, 542–551. [Google Scholar]








[image: Symmetry 02 01180 g001 550]





Figure 1. UV spectra from 200 nm to 270 nm for the four oligonucleotides (top) and the amino acids Arg, Val, Met, and Cys (bottom). Analysis of binding was made between 200 and 210 nm because, as these spectra illustrate, this region is the only one in which both classes of compounds both display significant absorption spectra that are capable of revealing changes in conformation of both. 
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Figure 2. D- and L-phenylalanine binding to D- and L-CGUA as determined by UV spectrometryat 200 nm. The four spectra are virtually identical, suggesting that although there is significant binding (Kd approximately 6.3 × 10−7 M), the binding is non-selective and insensitive to both chirality and codon directionality. Notably, Phe is not encoded by these codons. Binding constants were determined from the inflection points of these curves and can be found in Table 1. 
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Figure 3. A (top). Glycine binding to D- and L-CGUA and D- and L-AUGC as determined by UV spectrometry at 210 nm. The four spectra are virtually identical, suggesting that binding is non-selective and insensitive to both chirality and codon directionality. Notably, Gly is not encoded by these codons. Binding constants determined from the inflection points of these curves can be found in Table 1. B (bottom). D- and L-proline binding to D- and L-CGUA as determined by UV spectrometry at 200 nm. As in Figure 2, the binding appears to be non-selective and insensitive to both chirality and codon directionality, and once again, Pro is not encoded by these codons. Binding constants determined from the inflection points of these curves can be found in Table 1. 
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Figure 4. L-Met, L-Arg, L-Val, and L-Cys binding to D-CGUA as determined by UV spectrometry at 210 nm (top) compared with D-Met, D-Arg, D-Val, and D-Cys binding to D-CGUA (bottom). Unlike the results illustrated in Figure 2 and Figure 3, these data clearly show that different amino acids bind to the same codon with very different affinities, and that this binding is significantly influenced by chirality. Again, unlike the previous figures, the current ones show amino acids that are encoded by the oligonucleotides according to the modern genetic code. The differences in results illustrated in this figure as compared with previous figures suggests that encoded amino acids bind in a stereochemically different manner that is chirally sensitive and that this type of binding is not displayed by uncoded amino acids Binding constants determined from the inflection points of these curves can be found in Table 1. 
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Figure 5. L- and D-Arg and L- and D-Cys binding to L-AUGC as determined by UV spectrometry at 210 nm. There are clear differences in the binding of L- and D-Arg to the codon, and also of L- and D-Cys to the codon that demonstrate the chiral-specific nature of the binding. Such chiral sensitivity of binding is also present in Figure 4, but not in Figure 2 and Figure 3. Binding constants determined from the inflection points of these curves can be found in Table 1. 
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Figure 6. L- and D-Met binding to L- and D-CGUA as determined at 210 nm. There are clear differences in the binding of L- and D-Met to the L- and D-codons that demonstrate the chiral-specific nature of the binding. Such chiral sensitivity of binding is also present in Figure 4 and Figure 5, which present data from amino acids “encoded” by the oligonucleotide sequences being tested, but not in Figure 2 and Figure 3, which illustrate data from “unencoded” amino acids binding to the same oligonucleotides. Chiral specificity of binding appears to be mainly found in “encoded” amino acids. Binding constants determined from the inflection points of these curves can be found in Table 1. 
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Figure 7. D-Arg binding to D- and L-CGUA and D- and L-AUGC as determined at 200 nm. There are clear differences in binding that demonstrate not only chiral specificity of binding, but also sensitivity to the oligonucleotide direction. Such directional sensitivity in binding is mainly limited to “encoded” amino acids (see Table 1) but much rarer in “unencoded” amino acids (Table 1 and Figure 2 and Figure 3). Binding constants determined from the inflection points of these curves can be found in Table 1. 
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Table 1. Summary of binding constants determined by ultraviolet spectroscopy for combinations of L- and D-amino acids with L- and D-oligonucleotides at 200 and 210 nm. Exemplary data is shown in the Figures.
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	200 nm
	D-CGUA
	L-CGUA
	D-AUGC
	L-AUGC



	L-Arginine
	1.3 × 10−7
	3.8 × 10−7
	2.6 × 10−7
	2.7 ×10−7



	D-Arginine
	5.0 × 10−7
	4.0 × 10−7
	4.0 × 10−7
	1.9 × 10−7



	L-Methionine
	7.5 × 10−7
	3.4 × 10−6
	1.0 × 10−6
	3.2 × 10−6



	D-Methionine
	6.0 × 10−6
	2.2 × 10−6
	4.5 × 10−6
	4.0 × 10−6



	L-Cysteine
	8.0 × 10−5
	4.0 × 10−5
	1.8 × 10−5
	3.0 × 10−5



	D-Cysteine
	3.0 × 10−6
	4.5 × 10−6
	1.2 × 10−5
	6.5 × 10−6



	L-Valine
	6.0 × 10−4
	7.5 × 10−4
	3.7 × 10−4
	9.0 × 10−4



	D-Valine
	2.0 × 10−4
	3.0 × 10−4
	2.0 × 10−4
	2.0 × 10−4



	L-Phenylalanine
	6.3 × 10−7
	6.3 × 10−7
	1.4 × 10−6
	1.0 × 10−6



	D-Phenylalanine
	6.0 × 10−7
	4.3 × 10−7
	4.3 × 10−7
	8.0 × 10−7



	L-Serine
	3.5 × 10−4
	6.0 × 10−4
	1.0 × 10−3
	6.0 × 10−4



	D-Serine
	3.0 × 10−4
	3.0 × 10−4
	3.3 × 10−4
	4.0 × 10−4



	L-Threonine
	4.0 × 10−4
	5.0 × 10−4
	4.4 × 10−4
	5.2 × 10−4



	D-Threonine
	4.0 × 10−4
	2.0 × 10−4
	2.2 × 10−4
	3.2 × 10−4



	L-Proline
	3.0 × 10−4
	3.0 × 10−4
	5.0 × 10−4
	6.0 × 10−4



	D-Proline
	3.0 × 10−4
	3.3 × 10−4
	3.0 × 10−4
	5.0 × 10−4



	L-Leucine
	>10−2
	>10−2
	>10−2
	>10−2



	D-Leucine
	>10−2
	>10−2
	>10−2
	>10−2



	L-Alanine
	>10−2
	>10−2
	>10−2
	>10−2



	D-Alanine
	>10−2
	>10−2
	>10−2
	>10−2



	L-Glutamic Acid
	2.2 × 10−3
	8.5 × 10−4
	1.3 × 10−3
	2.0 × 10−3



	D-Glutamic Acid
	2.3 × 10−3
	4.0 × 10−4
	1.0 × 10−3
	8.0 × 10−4



	Glycine
	5.0 × 10−4
	6.0 × 10−4
	6.0 × 10−4
	6.0 × 10−4



	210 nm
	D-CGUA
	L-CGUA
	D-AUGC
	L-AUGC



	L-Arginine
	7.3 × 10−5
	1.7 × 10−4
	1.4 × 10−4
	1.7 × 10−4



	D-Arginine
	2.8 × 10−4
	1.9 × 10−4
	2.4 × 10−4
	1.3 × 10−4



	L-Methionine
	9.0 × 10−6
	1.8 × 10−5
	1.5 × 10−5
	3.0 × 10−5



	D-Methionine
	2.1 × 10−5
	1.5 × 10−5
	2.3 × 10−5
	2.0 × 10−5



	L-Cysteine
	8.0 × 10−5
	1.6 × 10−4
	6.0 × 10−5
	1.8 × 10−4



	D-Cysteine
	4.2 × 10−5
	1.1 × 10−4
	7.0 × 10−5
	1.0 × 10−4



	L-Valine
	1.2 × 10−2
	2.0 × 10−2
	8.0 × 10−3
	2.0 × 10−2



	D-Valine
	1.8 × 10−2
	1.3 × 10−2
	1.3 × 10−2
	1.3 × 10−2



	L-Phenylalanine
	4.4 × 10−6
	4.2 × 10−6
	4.4 × 10−6
	4.5 × 10−6



	D-Phenylalanine
	4.4 × 10−6
	4.2 × 10−6
	4.4 × 10−6
	4.0 × 10−6



	L-Serine
	>10−2
	>10−2
	>10−2
	>10−2



	D-Serine
	>10−2
	>10−2
	>10−2
	>10−2



	L-Threonine
	>10−2
	>10−2
	>10−2
	>10−2



	D-Threonine
	>10−2
	>10−2
	>10−2
	>10−2



	L-Proline
	>10−2
	>10−2
	>10−2
	>10−2



	D-Proline
	>10−2
	>10−2
	>10−2
	>10−2



	L-Leucine
	>10−2
	>10−2
	>10−2
	>10−2



	D-Leucine
	>10−2
	>10−2
	>10−2
	>10−2



	L-Alanine
	>10−2
	>10−2
	>10−2
	>10−2



	D-Alanine
	>10−2
	>10−2
	>10−2
	>10−2



	L-Glutamic Acid
	>10−2
	>10−2
	>10−2
	>10−2



	D-Glutamic Acid
	>10−2
	>10−2
	>10−2
	>10−2



	Glycine
	>10−2
	>10−2
	>10−2
	>10−2
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