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In this perspective we address the question: why are proteins seem ingly so hard to crystallize?
W e suggest that this is because of evolutionary negative design, ie. proteins have evolved not
to crystallize, because crystallization, as with any type of protein aggregation, com prom ises the
viability ofthe cell. T here ism uch evidence in the literature that supports this hypothesis, ncluding
the e ect ofm utations on the crystallizability of a protein, the correlations found in the properties
of crystal contacts in bioinformm atics databases and the positive use of protein crystallization by

bacteria and viruses.
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T he overwhelm ing in pression one gets from reading
the literature on protein crystallization and listening to
experts is that protein crystallization isdi cult and re—
quires considerable e ort. Furthem ore, experience and
a certain feeling for what m ight work can play a crucial
role. Recent technical nnovations® such as the avail-
ability of scanning kits which codify experience to scour
for appropriate crystallization conditions, have helped to
provide valuable savings in labour. T hese advances, how —
ever, have not altered what seem s to be the basic fact:
P roteins, for the m ost part, do not seem to want to crys—
tallize, and have to be coaxed into doing so through the
use of suitable cunning.

T his situation is particularly vexing, because protein
crystallization is a vital step in proteln structure deters
m ination, and hence to structural genom ics hitiatives2
w hich seek to catalogue the protein structures associated
w ith the whole genom e of a target organisn . A though
there are also obstacles associated w ith the expression
and puri cation of the proteins, crystallization, is often
labelled as the m a prbottleneck in this process?

Thequanti cation ofsom eofthedi culties involved in
protein crystallization isbeginning to em erge from struc—
turalgenom icspilot studies. G enerally, the output ofnew,
protein structures so farhasbeen \disappointingly low " £
Forexam ple, for a them ophilic prokaryote, probably the
class of organisn s for which the greatest success rate is
expected, only 13% ofa target set ofnon-m em brane pro—
teinswere estin ated to be readily am enable to structural
determm ination; at present only 4% of the sfructures of
these proteins have actually been obtained £ These suc—
cesses probably represent the \low -hanging fruits" ofthe
proteome. How to reach higher branches rem ains un—
clear.

In this perspective, we would like to take a step back
and o er our opinions on an im portant question raised
by this situation: W hy is the crystallization of proteins
so di cukt? This is not only a fundam ental question,
but also a practicalone. A naturalstarting point forany
rational attem pt to overcom e the obstacles that hinder
protein crystallization is to st understand the nature
of these barriers.

In general, one expects that i should be possbl to

obtain crystals ox soluble m olecules that have a welk
de ned structuref So why should globular proteins be

any di erent? One possble answer is that proteins are
polypeptide chains with signi cant conform ational en-
tropy and this will have some e ect on their crystal-
lization properties. H ow ever, their dynam ic nature does

not interfere w ith their ability to form speci c com plexes
w ith proteins and otherm olecules.

In our opinion, the answer to this question lies In
the evolutionary origin of proteins. P roteins are a very
special type of polym er and their possble states are
di erent from those of nom al polymers. For exam —
pl, sinpl hom opolym ers can be either in a swollen
or a collapsed phase, depending on the qualiy of the
solventy But whereas proteins in a collapsed globular
state can ram ain soluble for appreciable concentrations,
collapsed hom opolym ers aggregate very easily. There
are, of course, many more di erences between sinple
polym ers and proteins. Here we suggest that evolution
appears to have enhanced the tendency to keesp globular
proteins soluble and active, reducing the probability of
realizing all types of aggregate states.

O ur hypothesis is thus that proteins have evolved not
to crystallize, because crystallization, as well as any
type of aggregation, com prom ises the viability of the
cell. M ost aggregation diseases, eg. A Izheim er’s and
C reutzfeldt-Jakob disease, are associated w ith non-native
protein structures, and the cell has developed sophisti-
cated quality controlm echanisn s to cope w ith m isfolded
p]:otejns.'g H ow ever, there are also a num ber of diseases
associated w ith the aggregation of proteins in their na-
tive state. P erhaps the best known exam ple is sickle cell
anaem ia, where a mutant form of hem oglobin coalesces
to form ordered brillar aggregates inside red blood cells.
In addition, there are also instances of diseases that re—
sul from crystallization: Certain form s of cataracts and
anaem ia are caysed by crystallization ofm utant fom s of
the crystallin® and hem oglobin’ proteins, respectively.
Furthem ore, protein crystallization hasbeen found tobe
associated w ith other patho]ogjesf:1 . In general, how ever,
such diseases are less comm on that those associated w ith
the aggregation ofm isfolded proteins. W e suggest that
thisdi erence isbecause the wellde ned structure ofthe
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native state m akes it m uch m ore am enable to evolution—
ary control.

O ne further consideration is that the selection pres—
sure is with respect to crystallization in vivo, whereas
protein crystallographers explore far-from -physiological
conditions in vitro. H owever, in our view , the fact that
crystallization isdi cult even In the latter circum stances
sin ply re ects the robustness of the strategies used by
nature to ensure that proteins do not crystallize in the
cellular environm ent.

O ur hypothesis is one exam pl of a negative design
principle. M ore offen we think in temm s of positive de—
sign, ie. that the sequence of a protein has been opti-
m Ized through evolution to give the protein particular
characteristics. H owever, negative design lading to the
avoidance of unw anted properties, such as crystallizabil-
ity or aggregation, can be equally in portant.

Such negative design principles have been previously
proposed for both the single-m olecule and Interm olecu-—
lar properties of proteins. For exam ple, for a protein
to ld reliably to its native state, not only must the
native structure be particularly low In free energy, but
altemative confom ations m ust also not have sim ilar or
Iower stability 22 Som e of the strategies by which this
speci city can be achieved have been identi. ed and then
applied In the de novo design ofprotejns.'ij- For exam —
pl, even though i is generally m ore them odynam ically
favourable to have hydrophobic residues in the core of
the protein, greater speci ciy can be achieved by the
Introduction of som e Interacting polar residues into the
core L4

Lessons on negative design can be leamt from the ne—
cessity to avoid aggregation. T his is a particular problem
for proteins Involving -sheets, since their edges are nat—
ural sites for association w ith other -sheets In nearby
proteins, and, or exam ple, can lead to the extended -
sheet structures ound in am yloid deposits. A num ber
of negative design strategies have been, Ound In natu-
ral proteins that protect -sheet edges.'lsn The sinplest
strategy is to form a continuous -sheet structure w ith-
out any edges, as In -barrels. Another of the identi ed
strategies has been successfully applied to tum an aggre—
gating protein Into a soluble m onom eric fprm by a single
m utation of a non-polar residue to lysineld

D esigning out unw anted interactions is also necessary
In m olcular recognition. To achieve speci city, a protein
m ust not only interact strongly w ith the target m olecule,
but also have muchless favourable interactions w ith all
other m olecules? 48

T he tw o exam ples discussed above illustrate the com —
bination of positive and negative design that is used to
tailor the interprotein Interactions. M ost generally, this
is seen in the rem arkable properties of cellilar solitions,
w here crow ded, m ulti-com ponent m ixtures w ith protein
packing fractions ofup to 40% %% can be both finctionally
active and stable. By contrast, any attem pt to m ake ar-
ti cialnanocolloidalm ixtures of sin ilar density isbound
to result in com ponents sticking together to form an

am orphous deposit. In fact, colloid scientists expend
considerable e ort m odifying the surfaces of ooJJojds|
adding, Por exam ple, charged groups or short polym er
brushes| to prevent this from occurring. To achieve this
com bination of speci c¢ attraction (positive design) and
generic repulsion (negative design), evolution m ust exert
rem arkable control guer the m atrix of all possble inter-
protein interactions292% T this context, our hypothesis
concems a particular type of interaction (nham ely crystal-
form ing) that contrdbutes to the diagonal elem ents (ie.
self-interactions) of thism atrix.

Let us consider how this negative design m ight be
achieved. A sm any am ino acid sequences can give rise to
the same nalprotein fold, there is considerably freedom
In how the am ino acids, particularly those on the surface
of the protein 24 are chosen. This exbility could po-
tentially allow the protein surface to be organized such
that crystallization is hindered, w thout a ecting either
the structure of the protein’s fold or its active site.

Im portantly, such a scenario hastestable consequences.
If the surfaces of proteins have been optim ized to su -
ciently reduce their crystallizability, one would expect
that random m utations of the surface am ino acids that
do not alterthe structure ofthe protein ©ld or itsactivity
(ie.only the heutral m utations that are evolutionarily
allowed) would be lkely to lead to a m ore crystallizable
protein. By contrast, if our hypothesis did not apply and
a protein’s crystallizability did not ln uence the choice
of surface am Ino acids, one would expect such m utants
to be as lkely to hinder as to enhance a protein’s crys—
tallizability.

W e know of two such system atic studies of the crys-
tallizability ofm utagens, the rst on hum an thym idylate
synthas?i and the second on a fragm ent ofthe DNA gy—
rase B subunit from E scherichia C ol 4 In both studies,
m utations were found to have a dram atic e ect on the
crystallization properties of the protein. In agreem ent
w ith our negative design hypothesis, the m utants gen—
erally showed enhanced crystallizability com pared to the
w ild-type, asm easured by the num berofhits in a crystal-
lization screen. T here was also evidence of enhancem ent
in crystalquality. M oreover, som e of the m utants crys-
tallized in space groupsthat were not encountered for the
w ild-type protein. A lthough the am ount of data is not
enough to provide conclisive jisti cation ofour negative
design argum ent, it is strongly suggestive. Furthem ore,
there is a body of m ore anecdotal evidence consistent
w ith our ideas, nam ely the grow ing catalogug of proteins
that have been  rst crystallized asm utants?

By contrast, where there has been positive design of
the protein surface, as in the case of speci c functional
binding Interactionsbetw een tw o proteins, one would ex—
pect random m utagenesis to lead on average to a reduc—
tion in the binding a niy between the proteins. This is
Indeed the case, and such studies have played an in por—
tant role in understanding the nature of protein-protein
binding through the identi cation ofan allsgtsofresidues
that are key to the stability of the interface 29



A though it seem s clar that the surfaces of proteins
have been designed to hinder crystallization, there still
rem ains the question of what physical m echanism un-
derlies the reduced crystallizability of the evolutionary
selected protein surfaces. O ne m ight guess that this be-
haviour re ects som e com plex property of the surface,
and hence would be hard to identify or rationally control
H ow ever, there is experim ental evidence that surface y—
sihe residues could play a key role in this negative design
strategy.

A s one would expect for a charged am ino acid, lysine
prefers to be at the surface of the protein, where it can
Interact w ith the aqueous environm ent. In fact, lysine
has the highest propensity to be at the surface ofall the
am ino acids and is the m ost comm on surface residue %%
Lysine is also unigque in presenting the largest am ount
of solvent; accessble surface area that is hydrophobic in
dlaracter,gq because of the long hydrophobic tail that
links the am ine group to the protein backbone. Even
more Interestingly for our present considerations, sys—
tem atic studies of interprotein contacts have found Iy—
sine to be thgm.ost underrepresented am ino acid at crys—
tal contacts2929 and even m ore so at the interfaces be—
tween subunits of protein oligom erﬁ,yq.and betw een pro—
teins that orm finctionalcom plexes8¥82 T hese negative
correlations of course raise questions conceming the pur-
pose of lysine residues: W hy are they so abundant on the
surface, ifthey are only reluctantly involved in functional
Interactions? It could be that lysine plays an in por—
tant negative role in regulating interprotein interactions
through preventing unwanted interactions. Indeed, D as—
gupta et al. suggested the m utation of lysine residues as
a rational strategy Hr enhancing crystallizability 24

Just such an approach has been implem ented in the
experin ents ofthe D erew enda group 23248424 T hey con—
sidered the e ects of a sgries of lysine to alanine m uta-
tions or hum an RhoG D I%% Their rationale for this par-
ticular type of m utation was that the substiution of an
am ino acid w ith high confom ationalentropy by a sm aller
onewould lad to a reduction in the entropy losson crys—
tal contact form ation. W hether for this reason or not|
the replacem ent ofa charged am ino acid by a neutralone
w il also lead to concom itant changes In the electrostatic
interactions| the resultswere dram atic. T hem utants in—
variably show ed enhanced crystallizability, and often pro—
duced crystals that di racted to higher resolution than
achievable otherw ise. Consistent w ith the idea that the
Iysine residues som ehow prevent unwanted interactions,
new crystalcontactswere often form ed at the sites ofthe
mutations. A sim ilar study on glutam ate to alanine m u—
tations also revealed enhancgd crystallizability, although
not quite to the sam e degree 84 Thisrationalm utagenesis
strategy has since been successfully applied ta crystallize
proteins of previously unknown structure 2423

A dditional support for the idea that negative design
is a key aspect of evolution at the m olecular level com es
from instances where one of the assum ptions of our hy-
pothesis does not hold; nam ely, that crystallization is

ham ful to the cell. A though this assum ption is lkely

to be generally true, it is a sinpli cation and will not
necessarily hold for all cellular environm ents. In the ab—
sence of such a selection pressure, crystallization is likely

to be signi cantly easier. Indeed, there may even be
circum stances when crystallization is a positive advan—
tage. For example, a crystalmay provide an e cient
and convenient way to store a protein. Anecdotal ev—
dence for this correlation between crystallizability and

function can pgrhaps be found in the history of protein

crystaﬂjzatjonﬂl: as i is reasonable to expect that pro—
teins that were am ong the rst to be crystallized are at
the easierend ofthe spectrum ofcrystallizability. Forex—
am ple, storage proteins, particularly the globulins found

In seeds and nuts, were am ongst the earlier protein crys-
tals to be discovered, although this, at least partly, also

re ects the ready availability of a protein source.

M ore direct evidence for this potential positive side to
crystallization com es from the identi cation of crystals
in vivo, an interesting overview ofwhich is given in Ref.
:_fl: . For exam ple, protein crystals have been ocbserved in
the egg yoks of various organism s, and rlbosom e crys—
talshave been found in hibemating anim als, presum ably
because they act as a tem porary reservoir for this in —
portant cellular com ponent. P articularly interesting in
this regard is the B acillus thuringiensis class ofbacteria,
w hich pmduce protein toxins speci ¢ to a wide variety
of nsects & C rystals provide a particularly stabk (up to
periods of years) form for these bacteria to store these
toxins. W hen ingested, these crystals dissolve, releasing
the toxins to attack the gut wallofthe target insect, thus
facilitating the entry of germ inating bacterial spores into
the host.

A though perhapsham fulto the host cell, there seem s
Iittle reason why the form ation of crystals of virus par-
ticles would be disadvantageous to the virus. Indeed, it
probably presents a convenient way to densely pack the
particles and so m Inin ize possble constraints on self-
replication. C onsistent w ith this supposition, crystals of
spherical and icosahedralviruses are frequently observed
In infected cells. Furthem ore, viruses were also am ongst
the earlier biological particles to be crystallized.

Even m ore fascinating is the ingenious use of protein
crystallization m ade by viruses that are abl to form a
quiescent state by embedding them selves in a protein
crystalm atrix 8¢ These viruses cause large quantities of
an easily crystallizable protein to be expressed in an In-—
fected cell. Nuclkation of crystals of this protein then
occurs on the surface of the viral particles, surrounding
them by crystaland providing the viruses w ith a protec—
tive environm ent until fiurther tranam ission is possble.
Sin ilar to the bacterial toxins, these crystals readily dis-
solve In the gut of the insect host, releasing the virus.

T he in portant lesson from these exam plesisthat when
it isbene cial for the organian , nature seem s to have no
di culy enabling proteins to crystallize. Indeed, such
crystals can form spontaneously In the cell sin ply when
the concentration is su ciently high without the need



for extrem ely high purities and a serdes of precipitants to
drive the process. The contrasting di culty that m ost
proteinshave in crystallizing, therefore, doesnot seem to
be an intrinsic property of polypeptide chains that have
a welkde ned folded structure. Rather, it is a property
that hasbeen selected by nature, because of the need for
the protein-protein interactions to be strictly controlled
if the cell is to function properly.

O ur argum ents are not undem ined by the fact that
proteins show a whole spectrum of crystallizabilities,
w ith proteins such as lysozym es, hem oglobins and in—
sulins at the easier end. T his is to be expected from our
perspective. F irstly, as we have seen, the strength ofthe
selection pressure against crystallization m ay vary con—
siderably (and even be reversed) depending on the fuinc—
tion and environm ent experienced by the protein. Sec—
ondly, evolution has no interest in controlling the prop—
erties of proteins in non-physiological conditions, and so
one should not expect a uniform resgponse. Instead, the
degree to which the in vivo low crystallizability carries
over to in vitro environm ents is lkely to show signi cant
variability. Lastly, evolution just requires the crystalliz—
ability to be Iow enough to poseonly a low risk to the cell.
But there isno reason w hy the crystallizability could not
be signi cantly below this threshold value, as Iong as it
is not achieved at the expense of the other properties of
the protein.

B ecause the Individual concentrations for the m a prity
of proteins are very low relative to the overall protein
concentration, som e m ight argue that the putative nega-
tive design actsm ost directly against the non-speci cag-—
gregation of native proteins, and then, perhaps because
the m echanisn s used are generic, only indirectly against
crystallization. Indeed, the evidence that we have pre-
sented for negative design w ith respect to crystallization
does not indicate whetherthise ect is direct or indirect.
M oreover, the typical cellilar concentration of a protein
In the cellw ill be one of the factors that determ ines the
m agnitude of the selection pressure against crystalliza-—
tion. However, i should also be rem em bered that low
concentrations do not prevent fiinctional iInteractionsbe-
tween proteins, and that the coexistence line between
crystal and dilute solution In a protein phase diagram
can occur at very low concentrations24 I our opinion,
the negative design against crystallization is probably a
m xture of direct and indirect e ects.

In thisarticlke we have presented a di erent perspective
by which to rationalize the crystallizability of proteins.
P rogress tow ards enhancing the success rate of crystalliz—
Ing proteins w ill depend on unravelling the m echanisn s
by which nature achieves this negative design. W e have
highlighted several studies which show that random mu-—
tations enhance crystallizability. M utagenesis program s
have already led to In portant new insights into the na—
ture ofthe functional interactionsbetw een protejnfq and
the key detemn inants ofthe propensity for am yloidogenic
aggregation £9 Sin ilar system atic studiesm ay provide an
In portant m eans for understanding the m echanisn s by

which proteins are prevented from crystallizing. This
would have the potentialnot only to provide firther con—

m ation of our negative design hypothesis, but also to
reveal residues and surface pattems that are key for the
form ation or prevention of crystal contacts.

W e have already highlighted som e interesting resuls
that ag the potentially im portant role played by Isyine
residues. Further, m ore detailed physical studies of
the m echanisn s by which lysine in uences the protein—
protein Interactions would be desirable. For exam pl, it
would be interesting to see how the second virial coe -
cient, a m easure ofthe strength ofthe generic attractions
betw een proteins, changes w ith the m utation of surface
Iysine residues. C om puter sim ulations could also poten—
tially provide a m ore detailed atom istic picture of the
conform ations adopted by a surface lysine and how this
changes w ith crystal contact form ation.

O btaining a better understanding of the m echanisn s
used to hinder crystallization would open up the possi-
bility of nding waysto \tum o " these negative inter—
actions, and so enhance a protein’s crystallizability. T he
required changes to the surface properties could perhaps
be achieved through m utations or the addition of appro—
priate precipitants. Furthem ore, such advances In our
understanding of protein crystallization could also po—
tentially rationalizethee ectsofsom e ofthe precipitants
currently used. At best, the e ects of these precipitants
are understood only in tem s of their e ect on average
properties, such as the second virial coe cient. How-—
ever, the m echanisn s underlying som e, eg. polyethylene
glycol, rem ain rather m ysterious.

Finally, we note that only positive outcom es of pro—
tein crystallization experin ents have traditionally been
published. In our opinion, experin ents w here crystalliz—
ability is reduced rather than enhanced m ay also contain
usefil Inform ation about the m echanisn s of negative de—
sign. Thinking in tem s of this principle m ay help ex—
perin entalists decide when such \negative" results are
nevertheless valuable.

To sum m arize, w e have presented a perspective on pro—
tein crystallization whereby the di culy crystallogra—
phers have In obtaining protein crystals is a consequence
of evolutionary negative design against aggregation of
native-state proteins. It really is the case that proteins
do not want to crystallize because a protein that isprone
to crystallization, or In fact any form of aggregation, is
potentially deleterious to the cell. The m echanian s of
this negative design are only very partially understood.
But our m ain point is that understanding these m echa—
nism s of negative design should provide fruitfiil insights
that lead to positive advances in crystallizing globular
proteins.
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