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Abstract—Goal: Individual characteristics are deter-
mined through a genome consisting of a complex base
combination. This base combination is reflected in the k-
word profile, which represents the number of consecutive
k bases. Therefore, it is important to analyze the genome-
specific statistical specificity in the k-word profile to under-
stand the characteristics of the genome. In this paper, we
propose a new k-word-based method to analyze genome-
specific properties. Methods: We define k-words consist-
ing of the same number of bases as statistically identical
k-words. The statistically identical k-words are estimated to
appear at a similar frequency by statistical prediction. How-
ever, this may not be true in the genome because it is not a
random list of bases. The ratio between frequencies of two
statistically identical k-words can then be used to investi-
gate the statistical specificity of the genome reflected in the
k-word profile. In order to find important ratios representing
genomic characteristics, a reference value is calculated
that results in a minimum error when classifying data by
ratio alone. Finally, we propose a genetic algorithm-based
search algorithm to select a minimum set of ratios use-
ful for classification. Results: The proposed method was
applied to the full-length sequence of microorganisms for
pathogenicity classification. The classification accuracy of
the proposed algorithm was similar to that of conventional
methods while using only a few features. Conclusions: We
proposed a new method to investigate the genome-specific
statistical specificity in the k-word profile which can be
applied to find important properties of the genome and
classify genome sequences.

Index Terms—Alignment-free, genetic algorithm, k-word,
microbial pathogenicity, statistical specificity in k-word
profile.
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I. INTRODUCTION

THE evolution of sequencing technology has generated a
tremendous amount of genetic information [1]–[3]. Conse-

quently, genome sequence analysis has been actively conducted
to understand genome structure, phylogeny, disease, and other
characteristics [4]–[7]. Sequence analysis techniques can be
divided according to whether the alignment process [8], [9]
is included or not included. Alignment-free methods analyze
a sequence without the alignment procedure [10], [11]. These
methods can be relatively inaccurate compared to alignment-
based methods, but are less computationally complex and have
advantages when considering long or multiple sequences.

The word count-based approach, which considers the con-
secutive k bases called a k-word or k-mer, is one of the most
well-known alignment-free methods [12]–[20]. The feature fre-
quency profile (FFP), which indicates the number of each possi-
ble k-word, was considered to analyze phylogeny [12], [13]. In
[14]–[16], the location information of the k-word was extracted
to improve the results of k-word-based methods. The spaced
word, which defines “don’t care” positions within a word pattern
[17], has been utilized for different purposes in fast or accurate
sequence comparisons [18]–[20].

In particular, certain studies have attempted to characterize
the k-word profile of the genome sequence [21]–[24]. In [21],
it was found that the k-word spectra had unimodal distribution
in a majority of species. The nullomer, which is the k-word
that does not appear in the sequence, was also studied in the
human genome [22]. Based on Chargaff’s rules [25]–[27], the
symmetry properties of k-words were identified in [23], [24]. In
[23], Chargaff’s second rule [27] was generalized to demonstrate
that reverse-complement words have a similar frequency. More-
over, the exceptional symmetry, meaning that the frequencies of
reverse-complement words are similar, has been defined [24].

These previous studies are limited because they focused on the
partial properties of the genome. The fundamental logic of the
genome-specific k-word profile is that individual characteristics
of the genome are determined by the base combination. The
base combination is reflected in k-words, resulting in unique
genome-specific statistical properties different from the random
sequence in the k-word profile. In this paper, we statistically
analyze the abnormalities of the k-word profile. We define
statistically identical k-words (SIWs) as the k-words with the
same number of bases. The ratio between frequencies of two
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SIWs (SIWR) is also defined and used to represent genome-
specific statistical properties in the k-word profile. Furthermore,
a search algorithm that modifies the genetic algorithm (GA)
is suggested to determine a minimum set of SIWRs useful for
genome classification. The proposed method is applied to the
complete genome of microorganisms such as Escherichia coli
(E. coli) strains and Bacillus species for microbial pathogenicity
analysis.

II. MATERIALS AND METHODS

The combination of bases that make up the genome has an
important role in determining the characteristics of the individ-
ual. Although the genome sequence may seem to be a random
sequence of bases, it is actually the result of extremely complex
principles. Fig. S1 in the supplementary material compared the
difference between a random sequence and the actual genome
sequence. The difference between the random sequence and
actual genome sequence in the k-word profile occurs because
complex base combinations determine the characteristics of the
genome beyond the statistical prediction. Therefore, we suggest
the analysis method of this genome-specific statistical specificity
which is reflected in the k-word profile in order to characterize
an individual genome.

A. SIW

Because there are four types of bases A, C, G, and T ,
the number of k-words is 4k. Let the set of k-words be
W k = {wk,1, wk,2, . . . , wk,4k}. Then, i-th k-word is wk,i =
wk,i(1)wk,i(2) · · ·wk,i(k) for all i ∈ {1, 2, . . . , 4k}, where
wk,i(j) ∈ {A,C,G, T} is the j-th element of wk,i for all j ∈
{1, 2, . . . , k}. We define k-words with the same base combina-
tion as the SIWs, and the group of SIWs as the SIW set. When a,
c, g, and t represent the number of A, C, G, and T , respectively,
the SIW set is written as Za,c,g,t

k , where 0 ≤ a < k, 0 ≤ c < k,
0 ≤ g < k, 0 ≤ t < k, and a+ c+ g + t = k. If |wk,i|X means
the number of element X among wk,i(1), wk,i(2), . . . , wk,i(k),
any k-word wk,i that satisfies the following conditions is an
element of Za,c,g,t

k :

|wk,i|A = a, |wk,i|C = c, |wk,i|G = g, |wk,i|T = t. (1)

In the case of k, the number of SIW sets is equal to the number
of k selections from the four bases allowing for replication as
follows:

4Hk − 4 = 4+k−1 Ck − 4 =
(4 + k − 1)!

k!3!
− 4 (2)

where xHy is the permutation with repetition selecting repli-
cable y elements among x elements, xCy is the combi-
nation selecting y elements among x elements, and x! =
x(x− 1)(x− 2) · · · 1 is the factorial of x. K-words with only
one kind of base such as AA, CC, GG, and TT in the case of
k = 2 are excluded from overall SIW sets because there are no
other words configured with the same bases. On the other hand,
the number of SIWs in the set Za,c,g,t

k is the number of cases
listing all of a, c, g, and t bases, which can be expressed with

the multinomial coefficient as follows:

(a+ c+ g + t)!

a!c!g!t!
=

k!

a!c!g!t!
. (3)

B. SIWR

As shown in Fig. S1, if the sequence is a random list of bases,
k-word frequencies in the case of k > 1 can be predicted from
k-word frequencies in the case of k = 1, and SIWs within an
SIW set are expected to have a similar frequency. However, in
the case of the genome, the prediction of k-word frequencies is
difficult, and frequencies of SIWs may be different. The ratio
between frequencies of any two SIWs within the SIW set is
defined as SIWR. A large deviation of the SIWR value from “1”
means that frequencies of the two SIWs are different from the
statistical prediction. This indicates that these SIWRs represent
the genome-specific k-word profile and are important in view
of understanding the unique characteristics of the genome. Fig.
S2 in the supplementary material illustrated an example of the
SIWR calculation process.

Because the size of an SIW set follows (3), the number of
SIWRs from the SIW set Za,c,g,t

k is calculated as

k!
a!c!g!t!

C2. (4)

Consequently, the total number of SIWRs in a specific k is
the summation of (4) for all a, c, g, and t that satisfy 0 ≤ a < k,
0 ≤ c < k,0 ≤ g < k,0 ≤ t < k, anda+ c+ g + t = kwhich
can be written as:

Mk =
∑

∀a,c,g,t

a+c+g+t=k

0≤a<k,0≤c<k,0≤g<k,0≤t<k

k!
a!c!g!t!

C2. (5)

C. Classification Threshold of SIWR

SIWR can investigate statistical abnormalities in the k-word
profile of the genome and can be used for sequence comparison
and classification. The data set consists of N sequences and
is divided into two groups: positive and negative. The SIWR
matrix at k is Rk and its element rk,mn refers to the m-th
SIWR value of the n-th sequence for all m ∈ {1, 2, . . . , Mk}
and n ∈ {1, 2, . . . , N}. Then, the binary classification threshold
thk,m is defined as the reference value of the m-th SIWR at k
that supports the smallest error when classifying data into two
groups using only the m-th SIWR. That is, each sequence can
be classified as either a negative or positive group, depending on
whether the m-th SIWR value of the sequence is greater than or
less than thk,m. In this case, the real value thk,m is determined by
the value with the highest classification performance as follows:

thk,m = argmin
h

TPm,h + TNm,h (6)

where TPm,h and TNm,h indicate the number of correctly
identified positive and negative elements, respectively, when h
is used as the classification threshold for the m-th SIWR. The
thk,m is not a standard value that can be applied to all data and
is dependent on the property of the data set.
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Fig. 1. Flowchart of the proposed GA-based search algorithm.

D. Modified GA-Based Search Algorithm

Depending on the characteristics of the genome, the degree
that the frequency of SIWs deviates from statistical predictions
varies. Only some SIWRs are useful for data classification;
thus, we need to find these important SIWRs. Furthermore, by
combining important SIWRs, the classification performance can
be improved over the case of single SIWR-based classification.
Hence, we propose a GA-based search algorithm for identifying
a minimum SIWR set which is optimized for classifying the
genome data set [28].

Fig. 1 shows the flowchart of the proposed GA-based search
algorithm to find the optimal SIWR set. First, we set the mini-
mum and maximum numbers of SIWRs that make up the optimal
set. The reason for limiting the optimal set size is to reduce
the time required for the search because a small number of
SIWRs can sufficiently categorize the entire data set. Then,
we generate candidate sets consisting of the minimum number
of SIWRs and evaluate the classification performance of each
candidate set. The candidate set classifies the data following the
majority voting system. That is, each SIWR of the candidate set
classifies the data according to its classification threshold, and
the candidate set classifies the data according to the classification
result of more than half of the member SIWRs. If there is a
superior candidate set, the optimal set is updated. The optimal
set update is sufficiently repeated with the new candidate sets
generated through selection, crossover, and mutation similar
to the natural selection process. Then, when it is determined
that the optimal set can completely classify the genome data,
the algorithm is terminated. Otherwise, we increase the size of
the optimal set and repeat the algorithm up to the maximum
number of SIWRs. Algorithm S1 in the supplemental material
displays the pseudo-code of the proposed GA-based search
algorithm.

Fig. 2. Accuracy of single SIWR-based classification for the E. coli
and Bacillus sets.

III. RESULTS

A. Sequence Data Sets

Table SI and Table SII in the supplementary material present
the name, accession number, and pathogenicity of the E. coli
strains and Bacillus species sets. All of the complete genome
sequences can be obtained from GenBank [29]. We assigned
“pathogenic” as the positive group and “non-pathogenic” as
the negative group. In addition, we perform the pathogenicity
classifications and calculate accuracy (Ac), prediction (Pr), and
recall (Re).

B. Pathogenicity Classification Using Single SIWR

Following (6), thk,m was determined to be the best value
distinguishing the E. coli and Bacillus sets. Fig. 2(a) and Fig. 2(b)
summarize the distribution of the classification performance of
the SIWRs using their thk,m for the E. coli strains and Bacillus
species data sets, respectively. The Ac value of all SIWRs was
represented as a box plot in the case of 2 ≤ k ≤ 6. The median
value was drawn with the red-central line, and the blue-box
contained values from the 25th percentile to 75th percentile.
In the Bacillus set, the Ac value was typically larger than in
the E. coli set, and the majority of the SIWRs demonstrated
similar performance to the median value. The pathogenicity
determination is the inter-species classification in the E. coli
set and inter-genus classification in the Bacillus set. Because
of this difference, the pathogenicity classification results for
the Bacillus species were relatively more accurate. However,
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Fig. 3. Comparison of classification performance of the proposed and conventional methods for E. coli and Bacillus sets.

SIWRs with low performance also appeared in the Bacillus
set. Although the majority of the SIWRs in the E. coli set
indicated degraded performance compared to the Bacillus set,
the best-performing SIWR indicated an above 90% Ac value for
both data sets.

C. Pathogenicity Classification Using SIWR Set

To evaluate the performance of the proposed GA-based SIWR
set search algorithm, which is represented as SIWR search, we
considered three conventional methods: FFP tree, FFP svm,
and Spaced svm. For the case of FFP tree [12], [13], we used a
phylogeny tree by applying a neighbor-joining method [30] and
Euclidean distance for FFP. In the case of FFP svm and Spaced
svm [20], we applied SVM [31] to obtain the best performance
of conventional FFP and spaced word with one “don’t care”
position, respectively. All sequences were used as training data
and the classification performance after training completion was
evaluated.

The pathogenicity classification performances for E. coli and
Bacillus sets were compared in Fig. 3, and the number of used
features were compared in Table I. We confirmed that the clas-
sification performance of the FFP method increased when using
SVM (FFP svm) rather than tree generation (FFP tree). Com-
pared to FFP svm and Spaced svm, the proposed SIWR search
achieved similar or superior classification performances for the
E. coli set. In particular, SIWR search identified all the sequences
in the case of 3 ≤ k ≤ 6. For the Bacillus set, SIWR search was
able to achieve acceptable performances similar to FFP svm
and Spaced svm. Therefore, SIWR search had the advantage
of performing efficient classification using very few features

TABLE I
COMPARISON OF NUMBER OF FEATURES OF PROPOSED AND
CONVENTIONAL METHODS FOR E. COLI AND BACILLUS SETS

compared to other methods. Unlike the E. coli set, the Bacillus
set was composed of different species, making it difficult to
determine common information from the variety of pathotypes.
The proposed GA-based search algorithm could obtain an SIWR
set with an extremely small number of member SIWRs, which
is useful for pathogenicity classification. Since the proposed
method assigns the sequence group by a group determined by a
majority of member SIWRs, the group determination is difficult
when an even number of member SIWRs is selected. Therefore,
the number of selected SWIRs was odd.

IV. DISCUSSION

A. Base Composition of Significant SIWRs

In this section, the bases that were included in the useful SI-
WRs for the microbial pathogenicity classification are discussed.
We define the significant SIWRs as the SIWRs that satisfy the
maximum allowable number of errors when classifying data with
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Fig. 4. The number of significant SIWRs and base combination of significant SIWRs for the E. coli and Bacillus sets.

their thresholds thk,m. Fig. 4 showed the proportion of bases
existing in the significant SIWRs in the case of k ∈ {2, 4, 6} for
the E. coli and Bacillus sets. The number of significant SIWRs
was also illustrated.

As shown in Fig. 2, the average classification accuracy was
higher in the Bacillus set than in the E. coli set, and there were
more significant SIWRs in the Bacillus set than in the E. coli
set when they have the same k in Fig. 4. For the E. coli set,
C and G appeared more frequently in significant SIWRs than
A and T. In contrast, there were more A and T in significant
SIWRs for the Bacillus set. This tendency gradually disappeared
as the number of maximum allowable errors is increased and
the number of non-significant SIWRs increased in the selected
SIWRs. Curiously, the ratio of A and T were relatively high
when only a small number of errors are allowed in the E.
coli set. It is interesting that the significant SIWRs useful in
the pathogenicity classification of the E. coli and Bacillus sets
consisted of different base compositions. Moreover, the crossing
of the base ratios in the E. coli set seems to be an unusual
phenomenon. Therefore, we hope that further research on sig-
nificant SIWRs can provide a deeper understanding of microbial
pathogenicity and other phenotypes.

B. Common Microbial Pathogenicity

The common microbial pathogenicity was analyzed by inte-
grating the Bacillus and E. coli sets and classifying them on
the basis of pathogenicity using the proposed method. Fig. S3 to
Fig. S5 and Table SIII in the supplementary material showed the
pathogenicity analysis results of the merged E. coli and Bacillus
data sets. Although most SIWRs resulted in relatively lower

Ac values compared to the classification of single data sets,
there were also some SIWRs resulting in a high Ac of more
than 90% for the merged data set (Fig. S3). It was also found
that the number of SIWRs generally useful for pathogenicity
classification in the merged E. coli and Bacillus data sets is fewer
than the number of SIWRs useful for each data set classification.
However, using the proposed GA-based search algorithm, we
could find a set of SIWRs that resulted in good classification
performance even in the merged data set (Fig. S4). Compared
with conventional methods, SIWR search was able to attain a
similar or better pathogenicity classification performance using
fewer features (Table SIII). Because the increase of the number
of significant SIWRs was slow, we could infer that the classifi-
cation of pathogenicity in the merged data set was more difficult
than in single data sets (Fig. S5). Generally, there were numerous
A and a relatively smaller number of C and G in significant
SIWRs. In the case of the single data set, C and G or A and
T appeared equitably in significant SIWRs, whereas there are
more A than T in the merged set.

V. CONCLUSION

In this study, we proposed a new k-word-based alignment-free
sequence analysis method to evaluate the genome-specific prop-
erties reflected in the k-word profile. To analyze the difference
between statistical expectation and actual k-word frequency,
SIWR was defined and used for sequence classification. More-
over, a GA-based search algorithm was introduced to determine
the minimum SIWR set required to classify a specific data set.
We applied SIWR analysis for microbial pathogenicity identifi-
cation for E. coli strains and Bacillus species.
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In a future study, we want to classify sub-groups of E. coli
strains and Bacillus species with regard to certain phenotypes
that are more specific than the pathogenicity classification. Our
study can also be extended to other pathogens to compare the
degree and type of pathogenicity and investigate their general
characteristics. In particular, the analysis of pandemic viruses
such as SARS-CoV, MERS-CoV, and COVID-19 virus (SARS-
CoV-2) is an interesting application of the proposed method.
Additionally, because the selection of the optimal k-word size is
an important issue in k-word-based methods, we would like to
develop a method to select the optimal size of k-word suitable
for SIWR analysis. Moreover, SIWR can be utilized along with
various k-word methods such as spaced word, word position, and
word interval. However, an additional computational complexity
of O(NMk) for calculating the SIWR values is required.
Furthermore, we can evolve the proposed method to perform
multi-class classification using multiple classifiers.

SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIALS

The supplementary materials are included with this submis-
sion. The complete genome sequences used in this submission
are listed in Table SI and Table SII in the supplymentary ma-
terial. In addition, Algorithm S1 in the supplymentary material
provides the psedo-code of the modified GA-based search algo-
rithm. The k-word profiles in a random sequence and a actual
genome sequence are compared in Fig. S1 in the supplymentary
material. The supplementary material also illustrates the SIWR
calculation procedure in Fig. S2. Finally, the analysis results of
common microbial pathogenicity for the merged E.coli strains
and Bacillus species set are included (Fig. S3-S5).

REFERENCES

[1] D. MacLean, J. D. G. Jones, and D. J. Studholme, “Application of
‘next-generation’ sequencing technologies to microbial genetics,” Nat.
Rev. Microbiol., vol. 7, no. 4, pp. 96–97, Feb. 2009.

[2] M. L. Metzker, “Sequencing technologies—The next generation,” Nat.
Rev. Genet., vol. 11, no. 1, pp. 31–46, Dec. 2010.

[3] J. Shendure et al., “DNA sequencing at 40: Past, present and future,”
Nature, vol. 550, no. 7676, pp. 345–353, Oct. 2017.

[4] P. H. Sudmant et al., “An integrated map of structural variation in 2,504
human genomes,” Nature, vol. 526, no. 7571, pp. 75–81, Sep. 2015.

[5] I. Borozan, S. Watt, and V. Ferretti, “Integrating alignment-based and
alignment-free sequence similarity measures for biological sequence clas-
sification,” Bioinf., vol. 31, no. 9, pp. 1396–1404, May 2015.

[6] J. Gagan and E. M. Van Allen, “Next-generation sequencing to guide
cancer therapy,” Genome Med., vol. 7, no. 1, pp. 80–89, Jul. 2015.

[7] Q. Zhang, S.-R. Jun, M. Leuze, D. Ussery, I. Nookaew, “Viral phy-
logenomics using an alignment-free method: A three-step approach to
determine optimal length of k-mer,” Sci. Rep., vol. 7, no. 40712, pp. 1–13,
Jan. 2017.

[8] H. Li, and N. Homer, “A survey of sequence alignment algorithms for next-
generation sequencing,” Brief. Bioinform., vol. 11, no. 5, pp. 473–483,
Sep. 2010.

[9] M. Chatzou et al., “Multiple sequence alignment modeling: Methods and
applications,” Brief. Bioinform., vol. 17, no. 6, pp. 1009–1023, Nov. 2016.

[10] A. Zielezinski, S. Vinga, J. Almeida, and W. Karlowski, “Alignment-free
sequence comparison: Benefits, applications, and tools,” Genome Biol.,
vol. 18, no. 186, pp. 1–17, Oct. 2017.

[11] J. Ren et al., “Alignment-free sequence analysis and applications,” Annu.
Rev. Biomed. Data Sci., vol. 1, no. 1, pp. 93–114, Jul. 2018.

[12] G. E. Sims, S. R. Jun, G. Wu, and S. H. Kim, “Alignment-free genome
comparison with feature frequency profiles (FFP) and optimal resolutions,”
Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci., vol. 106, no. 8, pp. 2677–2682, Feb. 2009.

[13] G. E. Sims, and S. H. Kim, “Whole-genome phylogeny of Escherichia
coli/Shigella group by feature frequency profiles (FFPs),” Proc. Natl. Acad.
Sci., vol. 108, no. 20, pp. 8329–8334, May 2011.

[14] S. Ding, Y. Li, X. Yang, and T. Wang, “A simple k-word interval method
for phylogenetic analysis of DNA sequences,” J. Theor. Biol., vol. 317,
no. 1, pp. 192–199, Jan. 2013.

[15] A. Sievers et al., “K-mer content, correlation, and position analysis of
genome DNA sequences for the identification of function and evolutionary
features,” Genes, vol. 8, no. 4, pp. 122–139, Apr. 2017.

[16] G. B. Han, and D. H. Cho, “Genome classification improvements based on
k-mer intervals in sequences,” Genomics, vol. 111, no. 6, pp. 1574–1582,
Dec. 2019.

[17] C. A. Leimeister, M. Boden, S. Horwege, S. Lindner, and B. Morgenstern,
“Fast alignment-free sequence comparison using spaced-word frequen-
cies,” Bioinf., vol. 30, no. 14, pp. 1991–1999, Jul. 2014.

[18] S. Horwege et al., “Spaced words and kmacs: Fast alignment-free sequence
comparison based on inexact word matches,” Nucleic Acids Res., vol. 42,
no. W1, pp. W7–W11, Jul. 2014.

[19] B. Morgenstern, B. Zhu, S. Horwege, and C.-A. Leimeister, “Estimating
evolutionary distances between genomic sequences from spaced-word
matches,” Algorithms Mol. Biol., vol. 10, no. 5, pp. 1–12, Feb. 2015.

[20] C. A. Leimeister, S. Sohrabi-Jahromi, and B. Morgenstern, “Fast and
accurate phylogeny reconstruction using filtered spaced-word matches,”
Bioinf., vol. 33, no. 7, pp. 971–979, Apr. 2017.

[21] B. Chor, D. Horn, N. Goldman, Y. Levy, and T. Massingham, “Genomic
DNA k-mer spectra: Models and modalities,” Genome Biol., vol. 10,
no. R108, pp. R108.1–R108.10, Oct. 2009.

[22] D. Vergni, and D. Santoni, “Nullomers and high order nullomers in ge-
nomic sequences,” PloS One, vol. 11, no. 12, Dec. 2016, Art. no. e0164540.

[23] S. Shporer, B. Chor, S. Rosset, and D. Horn, “Inversion symmetry of
DNA k-mer counts: Validity and deviations,” BMC Genom., vol. 17, no. 1,
pp. 696–708, Aug. 2016.

[24] V. Afreixo, J. M. Rodrigues, and C. AC Bastos, “Analysis of single-strand
exceptional word symmetry in the human genome: New measures,” Bio-
statistics, vol. 16, no. 2, pp. 209–221, Apr. 2014.

[25] E. Chargaff, “Chemical specificity of nucleic acids and mechanism of their
enzymatic degradation,” Cell. Mol. Life Sci., vol. 6, no. 6, pp. 201–209,
Jul. 1950.

[26] E. Chargaff, R. Lipshitz, and C. Green, “Composition of the desoxypentose
nucleic acids of four genera of sea-urchin,” J. Biol. Chem., vol. 195, no. 1,
pp. 155–160, Jul. 1952.

[27] R. Rudner, J. D. Karkas, and E. Chargaff, “Separation of B. subtilis DNA
into complementary strands. 3. Direct analysis,” Natl. Acad. Sci. USA,
vol. 60, no. 3, pp. 921–922, Jul. 1968.

[28] M. Kumar, M. Husain, N. Upreti, and D. Gupta, “Genetic algorithm:
Review and application,” J. Inf. Knowl. Manag., vol. 2, no. 2, pp. 451–454,
Jul. 2010.

[29] E. W. Sayers et al., “GenBank,” Nucleic Acids Res., vol. 47, no. D1,
pp. D94–D99, Jan. 2019.

[30] N. Saitou, and M. Nei, “The neighbor-joining method: A new method
for reconstructing phylogenetic trees,” Mol. Biol. Evol., vol. 4, no. 4,
pp. 406–425, Jul. 1987.

[31] C. Cortes, and V. Vapnik, “Support-vector networks,” Mach. Learn.,
vol. 20, no. 3, pp. 273–297, Sep. 1995.



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /sRGB
  /DoThumbnails true
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 0
  /ParseDSCComments false
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo false
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo true
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Remove
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
    /Algerian
    /Arial-Black
    /Arial-BlackItalic
    /Arial-BoldItalicMT
    /Arial-BoldMT
    /Arial-ItalicMT
    /ArialMT
    /ArialNarrow
    /ArialNarrow-Bold
    /ArialNarrow-BoldItalic
    /ArialNarrow-Italic
    /ArialUnicodeMS
    /BaskOldFace
    /Batang
    /Bauhaus93
    /BellMT
    /BellMTBold
    /BellMTItalic
    /BerlinSansFB-Bold
    /BerlinSansFBDemi-Bold
    /BerlinSansFB-Reg
    /BernardMT-Condensed
    /BodoniMTPosterCompressed
    /BookAntiqua
    /BookAntiqua-Bold
    /BookAntiqua-BoldItalic
    /BookAntiqua-Italic
    /BookmanOldStyle
    /BookmanOldStyle-Bold
    /BookmanOldStyle-BoldItalic
    /BookmanOldStyle-Italic
    /BookshelfSymbolSeven
    /BritannicBold
    /Broadway
    /BrushScriptMT
    /CalifornianFB-Bold
    /CalifornianFB-Italic
    /CalifornianFB-Reg
    /Centaur
    /Century
    /CenturyGothic
    /CenturyGothic-Bold
    /CenturyGothic-BoldItalic
    /CenturyGothic-Italic
    /CenturySchoolbook
    /CenturySchoolbook-Bold
    /CenturySchoolbook-BoldItalic
    /CenturySchoolbook-Italic
    /Chiller-Regular
    /ColonnaMT
    /ComicSansMS
    /ComicSansMS-Bold
    /CooperBlack
    /CourierNewPS-BoldItalicMT
    /CourierNewPS-BoldMT
    /CourierNewPS-ItalicMT
    /CourierNewPSMT
    /EstrangeloEdessa
    /FootlightMTLight
    /FreestyleScript-Regular
    /Garamond
    /Garamond-Bold
    /Garamond-Italic
    /Georgia
    /Georgia-Bold
    /Georgia-BoldItalic
    /Georgia-Italic
    /Haettenschweiler
    /HarlowSolid
    /Harrington
    /HighTowerText-Italic
    /HighTowerText-Reg
    /Impact
    /InformalRoman-Regular
    /Jokerman-Regular
    /JuiceITC-Regular
    /KristenITC-Regular
    /KuenstlerScript-Black
    /KuenstlerScript-Medium
    /KuenstlerScript-TwoBold
    /KunstlerScript
    /LatinWide
    /LetterGothicMT
    /LetterGothicMT-Bold
    /LetterGothicMT-BoldOblique
    /LetterGothicMT-Oblique
    /LucidaBright
    /LucidaBright-Demi
    /LucidaBright-DemiItalic
    /LucidaBright-Italic
    /LucidaCalligraphy-Italic
    /LucidaConsole
    /LucidaFax
    /LucidaFax-Demi
    /LucidaFax-DemiItalic
    /LucidaFax-Italic
    /LucidaHandwriting-Italic
    /LucidaSansUnicode
    /Magneto-Bold
    /MaturaMTScriptCapitals
    /MediciScriptLTStd
    /MicrosoftSansSerif
    /Mistral
    /Modern-Regular
    /MonotypeCorsiva
    /MS-Mincho
    /MSReferenceSansSerif
    /MSReferenceSpecialty
    /NiagaraEngraved-Reg
    /NiagaraSolid-Reg
    /NuptialScript
    /OldEnglishTextMT
    /Onyx
    /PalatinoLinotype-Bold
    /PalatinoLinotype-BoldItalic
    /PalatinoLinotype-Italic
    /PalatinoLinotype-Roman
    /Parchment-Regular
    /Playbill
    /PMingLiU
    /PoorRichard-Regular
    /Ravie
    /ShowcardGothic-Reg
    /SimSun
    /SnapITC-Regular
    /Stencil
    /SymbolMT
    /Tahoma
    /Tahoma-Bold
    /TempusSansITC
    /TimesNewRomanMT-ExtraBold
    /TimesNewRomanMTStd
    /TimesNewRomanMTStd-Bold
    /TimesNewRomanMTStd-BoldCond
    /TimesNewRomanMTStd-BoldIt
    /TimesNewRomanMTStd-Cond
    /TimesNewRomanMTStd-CondIt
    /TimesNewRomanMTStd-Italic
    /TimesNewRomanPS-BoldItalicMT
    /TimesNewRomanPS-BoldMT
    /TimesNewRomanPS-ItalicMT
    /TimesNewRomanPSMT
    /Times-Roman
    /Trebuchet-BoldItalic
    /TrebuchetMS
    /TrebuchetMS-Bold
    /TrebuchetMS-Italic
    /Verdana
    /Verdana-Bold
    /Verdana-BoldItalic
    /Verdana-Italic
    /VinerHandITC
    /Vivaldii
    /VladimirScript
    /Webdings
    /Wingdings2
    /Wingdings3
    /Wingdings-Regular
    /ZapfChanceryStd-Demi
    /ZWAdobeF
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 150
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages false
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 900
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00111
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages false
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 150
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages false
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 1200
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00083
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages false
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages false
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1600
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00063
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e55464e1a65876863768467e5770b548c62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc666e901a554652d965874ef6768467e5770b548c52175370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA (Utilizzare queste impostazioni per creare documenti Adobe PDF adatti per visualizzare e stampare documenti aziendali in modo affidabile. I documenti PDF creati possono essere aperti con Acrobat e Adobe Reader 5.0 e versioni successive.)
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020be44c988b2c8c2a40020bb38c11cb97c0020c548c815c801c73cb85c0020bcf4ace00020c778c1c4d558b2940020b3700020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken waarmee zakelijke documenten betrouwbaar kunnen worden weergegeven en afgedrukt. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create PDFs that match the "Suggested"  settings for PDF Specification 4.0)
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [600 600]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


