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Abstract

The classification of life should be based upon the fundaah@méchanism in the evolution
of life. We found that the global relationships among spealkeould be circular phylogeny,
which is quite different from the common sense based upofogkyetic trees. The genealog-
ical circles can be observed clearly according to the arsbfsprotein length distributions of
contemporary species. Thus, we suggest that domains cagfinediby distinguished phylo-
genetic circles, which are global and stable charactesisti living systems. The mechanism in
genome size evolution has been clarified; hence main compqguestions on C-value enigma
can be explained. According to the correlations and quasedgicity of protein length distri-

butions, we can also classify life into three domains.
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1 Background and motivation

In the absence of any ancient genetic sequences, sciantisies field of molecular evolution
have to figure out reasonable mechanisms to retrieve thatemwhry history according to the
genetic information of contemporary species. Traditinahe basis for a natural taxonomy
was provided by complex morphologies and a detailed fossdnd. With the sequencing revo-
lution, we had a new opportunity to understand the richermaack credible information on the
evolution of life stored in the molecular sequences. Conestly, the basis for the definition of
taxa has progressively shifted from the organismal to tHalaeto the molecular level. Based
upon rRNA sequence comparisons, life on this planet can\adati into three domains: the
Bacteria, the Archaea, and the Eucarya [1]. The differetitasseparate the three domains are
of a more profound nature than the differences that sepelagsical five kingdoms (Monera,
Protista, Fungi, Plantae, Animalia).

The protein length evolution is poorly understood at pres@&he protein lengths vary no-
tably both within a proteome and among species, and the geg@ratein lengths of eukaryotes
are longer than the average protein lengths of prokaryatgemeral([2][[3]. But there are fac-
tors to increase or to decrease protein length, and it isustillear whether in general protein
tends to increase in length.| [4] [S]/[6]. Abound evidence@atles that there is underlying or-
der in protein sequence organization. It is generally sapgdhat there are various structural
and functional units in protein sequences. Periodicity wlaserved in protein length distri-
butions [7] [8]. There is evidence for short-range corielaiof protein lengths according to
investigation by detrended fluctuation analysis [9] [LOheTcorrespondence between biology
and linguistics at the level of sequence and lexical inveespand of structure and syntax, has
fuelled attempts to describe genome structure by the rdlésrmal linguistics [11] [12]. So

Zipf's law, originally found in linguistics, can be used ttudy the rank-size distribution of



protein lengths [10][12].

We found that protein length distributions can be taken awise and comprehensive
records of the evolution of life. The protein length shoulst be taken as a random quan-
tity. The orders in protein lengths have been recorded itepréength distributions. We found
profound relationship between the protein length evoluiad genome size evolution. So we
may unravel the mechanism of genome size evolution by theepties of protein length dis-
tributions. We found that the global taxonomy of life can lhestrated as phylogenetic circles
rather than phylogenetic trees. Considering that phyletiewircles are stable characteristics
of living systems, we suggest that the circular phylogemetiationship can be taken as a new
criterion to identify domains.

The motivation of this work is to study the mechanisms in geacevolution based on
properties of protein length distributions; consequewtycan classify life in a global scenario
of phylogenetic circles. We can explain (i) the trend of gaecsize evolution at the levels of
domains and phyla, (ii) the patterns of genome size dididhs, (iii) the bidirectional driving
force in genome size evolution. At last, we successfullgsifg life into three domains based
on properties of protein length distributions.

When trying to infer the early history of life according toetpresent biological data, we
can borrow some smart ideas in physics. There is an analagyebe the study of stellar
evolution based on present experimental data of stellastigpand the current task to infer
the evolutionary history of life based on the protein lendistributions. Although only the
contemporary data can be observed in both cases, we carhtakartent states of stars, or of
species, as various stages of their evolution. In the fowase in astronomy, the Hertzsprung-
Russell diagram shows a group of stars in various stageseof é¢kolution according to the
relation of absolute magnitude to stellar color, which ifphé to understand stellar evolution

[13] [14]. In the latter case in the study of molecular eviof some similar diagrams can also



be plotted to show a group of species in various stages ofatieiution based on protein length

distributions.

2 Correlation analysis and spectral analysis of protein legth
distributions

Data collection. The data process in this paper is based on the biological khet@ost calcula-
tions based on biological data in the paper, the proteirtkedigtributions are obtained from the
data ofn = 106 complete proteomes:{ = 85 bacterian® = 12 archaean® = 7 eukaryotes
andn’ = 2 viruses) in the database Predictions for Entire ProteofE®) [15]. Only in the
cases when we study the detailed properties of genealagichs and bifurcation of genome
size distribution, the protein length distributions ar¢adted from both = 106 species in PEP
and775 species in the National Center for Biotechnology InformaiNCBI).

We denotes(«) as the genome size of speciesindn(«) as the ratio of non-coding DNA
to the total genetic DNA of species The data of)(«) ands(«) are obtained from Ref[ [16],
where there arg4 species§ eukaryotes) archaebacteria antd eubacteria) can be also found
in PEP. The gene numbehé are obtained by the numbers of Open Reading Frames (ORFs) in
proteomes in PEP. There argx)n(a) base pairs (bp) non-coding DNA anfh)(1 — n(«)) bp
coding DNA in the genome of species

Protein length distribution. We can definitely obtain the protein length distribution of a
species if the lengths of proteins in its proteome are knawrtalculation of a protein length
distribution, we only concern the protein-coding genes emgint only once for a gene with
more than one copies. The transposable elements conttitilden calculation of protein
length distributions. For instance, there are only dozdrgenes appear to have been derived

from transposable elements in human gename [17].



The protein length distribution of a speciesan be denoted by a vector

x(a) = (r1(a), x2(a), ..., xp (), ...), (1)

where there are,(«) proteins, whose lengths are jusamino acids (a.a.), in the entire pro-
teome of this species (Fig. 1a). The average protein lemgihel proteome of speciescan be

calculated by the protein length distribution:
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The total protein length distribution of all the species EFAPis denoted by
X = Z x(a). (4)

QEPEP

Since there are few quite long proteins, it is practical toade a sufficient large protein length
as the cutoff of protein length in the protein length digitibns in the data process. Here, we
set the cutoff asn = 3000 amino acids (a.a.). Almost all the neglected elements alepro
length distributions, i.ez;(«), i > m, vanish according to the biological data in PEP, which
contribute little in our data analysis. So our conclusiomesfeee from the choice of.

A peak in the fluctuations of protein length distributigfry) can be distinguished when
x;(«) is greater than both;_, (o) andz;1 (o). The number of peaks of protein length distri-
bution x(«) can be denoted by(«). There is no smoothing for protein length distributions
when counting the number of peaks. Sa) can be obtained rigorously for any species whose
proteome is know. There is profound biological meaning faipnumbep.

Correlation analysis. Given any pair of species and S in PEP, we will find several

ways to evaluate the correlation between the protein ledigthibutions of any pair of species.
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Accordingly, we can calculate the corresponding averageelation between any species and
all the species in PEP. The correlation polar arttjle) of speciesx is defined as the angle

between vectorg(a) andX, i.e.

x - X

ikl 5
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where the factof; is added in order that the value ébfanges frond to 1. The less the value of
0(«a) is, the closer the average correlation of protein lengthritligtion for speciesy is.

The correlation coefficient of protein length distributsdmetween speciesandg is defined

by
_ > (@) — Z(@))(z(8) — 2(B))
Vit (@) = 2(a)2 /2 (e (B) — 2(8))?

wherez(a) = = > (). And the average correlation coefficient of speciesan be

defined by

(6)
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R(a) = o= 3 (0, 6). @)
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The value of R(«) ranges from0 to 1. The more the value oR is, the closer the average
correlation of protein length distributions is.

The Minkowski distance between specieand is defined by

« _ = xk<a> . xk(ﬁ) ql/q
A0 = Q| e HX(ﬁ)II‘) ’ ®)

whereq is a parameter. And the average Minkowski distance of spectan be defined by
1
D(a) = — d :
[BEPEP
The less the value db is, the closer the average correlation of protein lengttridigions is.
Spectral analysis. We can study the order in the fluctuations in the protein lermstri-

butions by the method of spectral analysis. The discretedoptransformation of the protein



length distributionk(«) is:

1 & :
i) = == ay(a)mitbU=D/m, (10)
Vi
The power spectrum, i.e., the abstract of the discretedotnansformation, is defined as (Fig.

1b)

y(a) = |[x(a)|| = V(Rex(a))? + (Im x(a))>. (11)

The power spectrum = (y1, ..., ¥, IS Mirror symmetric betweey,, ..., Y,/2) and(Ym 241, -+, Ym)
according to the properties of discrete Fourier transfdiona

The peaks in the power spectrunia) relate to the periodicity of fluctuations in the pro-
tein length distributionk(«). In the following, we only considered the left half of the paw
spectrum(y,, ..., ym/2), While the properties on the right half are alike by mirromsyetry. Be-
sides, we neglected the power spectrum at very low frequeheye the peaks are always high
due to the general bell-shape profiles of protein lengthidigions. The high frequency sector
refers to the power spectrum Anear tom /2, and the low frequency sector refers to the power
spectrum aff much less tham /2. The characteristic frequency of the highest peak in the lef
half of the power spectrurfy, («), ..., ym/2(c)) can be denoted by.(«) (Fig. 1b). Moreover,
we can find the tom, highest peaks in the fluctuations of the left half of the posmctrum.
The maximum frequency of the frequencies for the aboveijoipighest peaks can be denoted
by f..(«), whose original intention is to determine an obvious peak \érge frequency. 7a -
7¢). And we defined the characteristic peribdand minimum period.,,, of the fluctuations of

protein length distribution as follows:
L.(a) =m/f. (12)
Lin () = m/ fm, (13)

which are free of the choice of the cuteff. We chose:, = 30 for f/ andL!, andn, = 80 for

frandL! in the calculation.



The average power spectra for three domains (Bacteriag&echnd Eucarya) are as follows

respectively:
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3 Calculation of genome size and non-coding DNA content

Calculation of genome sizeThe genome size evolution is one of the central problemsen th
study of molecular evolution because it is a macroevolatigiuestion and is helpful to under-
stand the large-scale patterns in the history of life [18]{Me had found a close relationship
between genome sizeand the correlatiod of protein length distributions and non-coding
DNA contentn in a previous work [20], hence the genome size of contemp®@ecies can be
calculated by an experimental formula with two variantsthis paper, we also found a close
relationship between genome siz@and the peak number, then we obtained another single-
variant experimental formula to calculate the genome siaesording to the relationship be-
tween the two formulae, we can obtain an experimental foanbollcalculate the non-coding
DNA contentn only based on the data of coding DNA. This interesting resiidrs that the
non-coding DNA content depends on the coding DNA.

In the previous work, we found that the genome sirelates to two variants: the non-coding
DNA contentn and the correlation polar angie Hence we had obtained a double-variant
experimental formula to calculate the genome size of aicesfzecies/[20]

7

s(1,0) = soexp(L = ), (17)

wheres, = 7.96 x 10° bp,a = 0.165 andb = 0.176. The crux to obtain this formula is
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to find the proportional relationship between genome siaad correlation polar angle for
prokaryotes. The biological meaning &f«) is the average correlation of protein length dis-
tributions between speciesand all the other species. Furthermore, we naturally intced
the second variant in the formula so that this formula can be generalized folaeybtes. For
the prokaryotes, the non-coding DNA contents are alkOytercent, but the correlation polar
angles range from aboQt6 to 0.1. For the eukaryotes, the correlation polar angles are aroun
0.1, but the non-coding DNA contents range from to nearl. This double-variant formula is
well-predicted not only for prokaryotes but also for eul@gs. We also proposed a formula to

describe the trend of genome size evolution [20]

T)' (18)

Thus the dynamic parameteft) and6(t) become promoting factor and hindering factor in
determining the trend of genome size evolution.

In this paper, we found another single-variant experinidatenula to calculate the genome
size. We found that there is an exponential relationshipr@eh genome sizeand number of
peaksp:

s(p) =+ exp(p%), (19)

wheres’ = 8.36 x 10* bp andp, = 70.6 are determined by least squares. There is only
one varianp in this formula. The prediction of genome sizes by this folamagrees with the
biological data of genome sizes very well (Fig. 2a). Thelgingriant formula is also valid not
only for prokaryotes but also for eukaryotes. Therefore,ganome sizes for both prokaryotes
and eukaryotes can be investigated in a unified framework.

Calculate of non-coding DNA content.In terms of the relationship between the above two

experimental formulae, we obtained an experimental foatmkalculate the non-coding DNA



content:

n(a) = 0.938 6(a) + 0.00234 p(ar) — 0.752, (20)

where both andp are defined only based upon the protein length distributidhe prediction

of the non-coding DNA contents agrees with the experimentiaérvations (Fig. 2b). Accord-
ing to the formulae to calculateandr, we can calculate the size of coding DNA— 7)s as
well as the size of non-coding DN#s according to the value gfandé for any species. At first
thought, such a result is quite surprising. We can obtairsitte of coding DNA directly from
the protein length distributionil — n)s = X ,ix;. There should be no direct evidence about
the size of non-coding DNA according to the protein lengththe coding DNA segment.

This result is profound because it shows that there is a ckdagonship in sizes between
non-coding DNA segments and coding DNA segmerit — n)s. The evolution of non-coding
DNA relates to the evolution of coding DNA, whose functionaymelate closely to the cellular
differentiation. The size of non-coding DNA can not be agby if the protein length distribu-
tion x is given. The information about coding DNA is stored in thengmnentse; of protein
length distributionx, where the order of components is irrelative to the resuttad€ulation.
The order of these componeny, i.e., the order of fluctuations of protein length distribatx
becomes significant for calculating the size of non-codilNADSo there is additional evolu-
tionary information stored in the fluctuations of proteindéh distributions.

The variantp can be obtained directly from the protein length distribntof the species’
own, but the other variatdepends on the data of protein length distributions of agpecies.
The crux to defind is to calculate the correlation of fluctuations of proteingth distributions
x andX. It indicates that there is a universal mechanism for theogensize evolution for all
the species. So the variafitas an average value of correlation, is essential in cdlounlaf
non-coding DNA content.

Relationship betweenp and n, . Genome size evolution provides a clear example of
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hierarchy in action. No one-dimensional explanation catpant for the massive variation
in eukaryotic genome sizes [19]. The success of the doudriesvt formula to calculate the
genome size benefits from the proper choice of two vari@atrsdn. But why can we also find
a formula to calculate genome size with only one varj@hfThe correlation between genome
sizes and peak numbercan not be explained trivially by the observation that geasime and
proteome size are correlated. The linear relationship éetyw andlog,, s shows thap is an
intrinsic genomic property of a species. The relationskpeenp andlog,, N is non-linear
(Fig. 2e). The fluctuations of protein length distributicz@ no longer be taken as random
fluctuations on the smooth background, which reflects thepbexity of proteome and relates
to the complexity of life.

We can understand the biological meaning of peak numbenrdiogpto the relationship
between the single variaptand the pair of variantg andd. Firstly, we studied the relationship
betweenp andn based on the biological data (see the distribution of spani€ig. 2c). We
found that there is a critical valye. of peak number, which definitely separates prokaryotes
and eukaryotes in the— n plane. For prokaryoteg,is less thamp,. andn is about constant. The
distribution of species in the — p plane p < p.) consists a rightward triangle, which agrees
with another triangle distribution of prokaryotesdn- n plane (Fig. 3f) due to the correlation
between peak numberand genome size The deviation of) from average value.1 becomes
smaller and smaller whengoes tap.. For eukaryotes; is greater thap,. andr increases with
p. The distribution of species in the— p plane § > p.) consists a leftward triangle. The
deviation ofy becomes bigger an bigger wheigoes away fronp.. So there are few species in
the areg ~ p.. Such a regular distribution of species in the n plane indicates a profound
relationship betweep andn. Sop can not be meaningless in biology. Secondly, we studied
the relationship betweemandd (Fig. 2d). We found tha# declines withp for prokaryotes

whenp < p., while 6 is about constant for eukaryotes whern> p.. We point out thaip
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relates closely to the complexity of life. It was suggesteat the non-coding DNA contemt
indicates the complexity of eukaryotes: the larger theealiy, (corresponding to largey) is,
the more the complexity of eukaryoteslis[21]. In the caserokaryotes, the genome sizes,
which are proportional to the gene numbers, can indicatedh®plexity of prokaryotes because
the non-coding DNA contents are about the same for prokasydthus, the larger genome size
(corresponding to largey) is, the more complexity of prokaryotes is. A natural megnirf
peak numbep is an index for the complexity of structures of any proteingth distribution.
Summarizing the above, we suggest that peak numbelicates the meaning of complexity of
life.

In order to understand peak numbemore clearly, we deduced its evolutionary formula

according to the formula on the evolutionary trend of genagime in Ref. [[20]:

| siexpt/m, t<T,
s(t) = { spexpt/m, t>T. (21)

whereT, = —560 Million years (Myr) (¢ = 0 for today) andr; = 644 Myr, » = 106 Myr,
s; = 1.98 x 107 bp ands, = 1.65 x 10° bp. We obtained that there were two stages in the

evolution of peak number:

Wt 4 poln 2k = 0.110¢ + 386, t < T,
p(t) = { 0 PO N (22)

N ﬁ—gt+polnss—?:0.666t+698, t>1T,

The critical peak number in the evolutionjs = p(7.) = poIn %% = 324. We found that
peak number evolves much faster in the period dftethan in the period beforé&,.. Since
peak number did not evolve evenly, it can not be regarded asdmpendent variant in the
evolution. The varianp is underlain by two variantg andé. So the genome size always needs

two-dimensional explanation.
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4 Phylogenetic circles inAl—p plane and bifurcation of genome
size distribution in Al — s plane

Phylogenetic circles inAl — p plane. Previously, we have explained several main problems in
C-value enigma, such as the genome ranges in taxa and germmmkssribution, according to
the two-variant genome size formula [20] [18]. The biol@imeaning of this formula can be

understood more clearly when we wrote down its derivativenfas follows

As_An_ A 3

s a b

Evidently, there are two factors in control of the genome ®xolution. The first variang
is promoter, whose contribution is measureddyyand the other variartt is hinderer, whose
contribution is measured by The genome size evolution is a bidirectional course, whely
either increase or decrease in the evolution.

We found a miraculous distribution of speciesAn — p plane (Fig. 3a). The eukaryotes,
archaea and eubacteria distribute in three circular aesgpectively. The species distribute only
on the edges of the circles, and it is empty within the circless obvious to form a circle by
several samples of eukarya, archaea and mycoplasma rigspedtven for eubacteria, we can
also observe a distribution with an empty center enclosed tound boundary. The two virus
are also near to each other. We can conclude that there isthnexception of species that
disassociate these observed circles.

The standard deviation of protein lengii and the peak number in protein length distribu-
tion p are pivotal properties in studying genome size evolutidn.relates to the variation of
protein length by its definition. And we can consiger 2 — % as the “net driving force” in
genome size evolution.

Global patterns of genomes size variation at the levels of deains and phyla. In order

to observe the phylogenetic circles in more detail, we olehimore protein length distribu-
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tions based on the biological data@fs microbes {25 eubacteriab0 archaea) in NCBI. The
microbial taxonomy in this work is based on the NCBI taxonahayabase [22] [23]. Thus, we
can obtain a detailed distribution of microbesAnh — p plane. At the level of domains, we can
also observe two phylogenetic circles for eubacteria acklaaa respectively (Fig. 4a).

Too many proteobacteria (blue legends in Fig. 4a) in thebdaa disturbed us to discern
the phylogenetic circle of eubacteria easily. So we divige725 eubacteria into two groups:
“the group of397 proteobacteria” and “the group of the otl828 eubateria”. Thus, we can
discern the phylogenetic circle of eubacteria. For the grolu“the other328 eubateria”, we
can observe a circular chain composed 0fphyla (Firmicutes, Acidobacteria, Actinobacte-
ria, Cyanobacteria, Bacteroidetes/Chlorobi, SpirodwmeThlamydiae/Verrucomicrobia, Chlo-
roflexi, Deinococcus-Thermus, Thermotogae) (Fig. 4b). sTdircular chain shows that the
global picture of the distribution of eubateria are indeptiogenetic circle, although the num-
bers of species vary greatly among thé8ghyla in the database. For the group of proteobac-
teria, the species from the five classes (Alphaproteokact®etaproteobacteria, Gammapro-
teobacteria, Deltaproteobacteria and Epsilonproteebagtalso form an arch of the phyloge-
netic circle at the same place of the circular chain of theioth phyla (Fig. 4c). Especially,
the species in the class of Alphaproteobacteria almost éoctosed circular distribution.

According to the detailed observation of phylogeneticleireve conjecture that the distri-
bution of species in a same domain form a closed circl&lir- s plane, while the species in a
phylum or lower taxon only form an arch of the circle. Naméte global pattern of genomes
size variation at the level of domains can be described biogeyetic circles, while the pattern
of genomes size variation at the levels of phyla and lowes tay reflects local properties of
the corresponding phylogenetic circle.

Bifurcation of genome size distribution in Al — s plane. The distribution of species

in Al — s plane is very interesting, whose shape likes two wings of ey (Fig. 3b).
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Considering the close relationship betweeands, this distribution is similar to the one if\/ —

p plane. We can obviously observe two asymptotes that ddpaplane into four quadrants.
The originO, i.e. the point of intersection of the asymptotes, corregigsdo a special genome
sizes* (Fig. 3b). There is almost no species in the upper and lowadigunts. All bacteria
gather either in left quadrant or right quadrant; archa¢laayalso in left or right quadrants, but
only in the lower parts; all eukaryotes gather in the righadpant, but in the upper part and far
away froms*; and the two virus gather in the left quadrant, but in the upaet and far away
from s*. The distribution of species ial — N plane is also similar to the one ikl — p plane,
but the circular shapes become worse (Fig. 3h).

We also obtained a more detailed distributiomh— s plane based on the biological data
of the 775 microbes in NCBI. The overall shape of the distribution dlkes a butterfly (Fig.
4d). Especially, the distribution of proteobacteriadh— s plane agrees with a butterfly shape
very well (Fig. 4e). We observed that the distribution of@ps in groups Alphaproteobacteria,
Betaproteobacteria, Gammaproteobacteria also agre¢heithutterfly shape; while the species
in groups Deltaproteobacteria and Epsilonproteobactistaibute on the right wing and left
wing respectively.

Though the distributions of archaea and eukaryotes oblialeviate the distribution of
eubacteria, the overall distribution of all species dods/iaate the butterfly shape. The places
of Archaea, Eubateria and Eukarya indicate that, at the ¢téwkdmain, the greater the standard
error of the protein length in a proteome is, the greater droge size is.

The butterfly shaped distribution of speciesAih — s plane is helpful for us to understand
the variation of genome sizes, which strongly indicatesitgectionality in genome size evo-
lution. The genome size corresponding to the connectiontdithe two wings in Fig. 4d is
approximately the same as the genome size correspondihg tehter of phylogenetic circle

in Fig. 4b. In the evolution of genome size for the closelntetl species, the genome size may
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either increase or decrease. It can be indicated that thegising trend is considerably stronger
than the decreasing trend in genome size evolution, bet¢hase are obviously more species
on the right wing than on the left wing in the distribution gfegies inAl — s plane (Fig. 4d
and 4e).

5 Unravelling the mechanism of genome size evolution

Global and local pictures of genome size evolutiorA distinguished phylogenetic circle can
be taken as a natural definition of a domain. The mechanisthéoorigin of domains is quite
different from the mechanism for the origin of phyla. There awo significant events in the
evolution of life: the origin of domains in early stage of &won and the origin of animal phyla
around Cambrian period [20] [24]. The phylogenetic ciradady exist at the level of domain
according to the distribution of species&i — p plane. The properties at the level of domains
do not couple with the later evolution at the levels of phyld ao forth. So phylogenetic circles
are stable characteristics and may exist from the earlyestathe evolution of life to present
days. The observation of phylogenetic circles can be expthby Woese’s theory on cellular
evolution [25]. According to his perspective, horizontahg transfer is the principal driving
force in early cellular evolution. The primitive cellulavaution is basically communal, and it
is not the individual species that evolve at all. So genorastel evolution is more essential
than the evolution of an individual genome; and the studyhefdrigin of a living system is
much more valuable than the study of origin of just one spgecie

The phylogenetic circles are “global” properties, while traditional conception of the phy-
logenetic trees is “local”. Although the phylogenetic tisauseful in many circumstances, it
has unfortunately misled us to comprehend the panoramaxohteny of life. In the global
scenario, we emphasize the phylogenetic circle shouldveva$ a whole, while in the local

scenario, a species can evolve freely along continuallyditiag phylogenetic tree. The under-
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lying mechanism on evolution must be a “global” theory. Adiindual life can never originate
and evolve unless it existed as a phylogenetic circle of prthal life. A new theory of evolu-
tion of life is necessary to understand the evolution of steluof genomes as a whole. Then
we may explain the trajectory of the phylogenetic circleth@Al — p plane in the evolution.
The local properties of a phylogenetic circle is the samdnagptoperties of phylogenetic tree,
but we can not be aware of the global constraint in the lochaio.

Dynamics of genome size evolutionDue to the definite different topological properties
between a circle and a tree, a mechanism of genome size ievotut a circle will quite differ
from the traditional mechanisms of genome size evolutissetiaon phylogenetic trees. The
genome size can not increase unlimitedly when evolving ir@lar pathway, but it can go
to infinity in an unlimitedly branching pathway. So therensrinsic mechanism to reduce the
genome size which closely relates to the protein evolutidecording to Eqn. (19) and Eqn.
(20), we can calculate the genome size and the non-coding $i2byp andd, both of which
are based on the data of protein length distributions. Taegerimental formulae indicate that
protein evolution principally drives the genome size etiolu

The driving force in genome size evolution is bidirectiondlarge scale gene duplica-
tions and accumulation of transposable elements are pricoatributors in genome expansion.
Whereas the reverse mechanism to reduce genome size wasdesstood. According to our
scenario of phylogenetic circles, the global circular tielaship in a domain must constrain
the genome expansion. More explicitly speaking, genome giza species has to evolve in
the community of the domain; it can not evolve independenithyour previous work on the
trend of genome size evolution, there are two dynamic fagj@omotor, and hinderep) in
determining the genome size evolution, whereorresponds to the process of polyploidy and
accumulation of transportable elements &nddicates the relationships among species. So the

biological meaning of the formula on genome size evolutigst pgrees with the explanation
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based on the scenario of phylogenetic circles.

Explanation of genome size distribution. According to the bifurcation of genome size
distribution inAl — s plane, it is easy to explain the patterns of genome sizallisions among
taxa. There are two main types of genome size distributisinglle-peak type and double-peak
type. For single-peak type, the species in a certain taxsmlalite on only one side of wing of
the butterfly shaped distribution iN/ — s plane, so the outline of the genome size distribution
among this taxon has only one main peak. For double-peak tiypespecies in a certain taxon
distribute on both wings of the butterfly shaped distribatio Al — s plane, so the outline of
the genome size distribution among this taxon has two makgd-or examples, the genome
size distributions for Eukaryotes or for Alphaproteobaetéelong to double-peak type, and
the genome size distributions for Archaea or for Epsilotgwbacteria belong to single-peak
type (Fig. 5). The genome size distributions for eukaryt#i@ belong to single-peak type [18]
[26], because eukaryotes all distribute on the right winghefbutterfly shaped distribution in
Al — s plane.

On plant genome size evolutionRecent studies have made significant advances in under-
standing the mechanism of plant genome size evolution, evpelyploidy and the accumula-
tion of transposable element plays significant roles intgg@mome expansion, although less is
known about the process for DNA removal [26][27][28] [290]31t is reported that “different
land plant groups are characterized by different C-valwdilps, distribution of C-values and
ancestral C-values? [26]. In the viewpoint of phylogenddicles, different land plant groups
should situate on the Eukaryotic phylogenetic circle amthfa circular chain that is similar to
the bacterial circular chain in Fig. 4b. So it is natural tawlithe above conclusion, because (i)
ancestral C-values should spread around on the circulan end (ii) the “local” properties on
genome size evolution at different places on the phylogeretle should also differ among

different plant groups.
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The formulae on the trend of genome size evolution can aexple coding DNA and
non-coding DNA interactions in genome evolution. Entireagme duplication contributes the
majority of genome size increase in plants. Simple chromm@sduplication may double the
genome size on the left hand of Eqn. (17) or (19). Howevery#haes ofy andé or p on the
right hand of Eqn. (17) or (19) keep invariant because th&eprdength distribution does not
change in simple chromosome duplication. The apparentadiotion to the trend of genome
size evolution will urge the alternation of coding DNA sotthhaandp tend to increase in after
the chromosome duplication. Such evolutionary pressureeagwith the experimental obser-
vations. After duplication, the two copies of the gene ackirelant. Because one of the copies
is freed from functional constraint, mutations in this gevi# be selectively neutral and will
most often turn the gene into a nonfunctional pseudoderie Hehce, the ratio of non-coding
DNA 7 will increase. On the other hand, gene duplication can geogource of material for the
origin of new genes with to alternative length [28]. Consaujly, the protein length distribution
will change to be more complex and the peak numbeill be urged to increase. Sointrinsi-
cally measures the protein evolution. Due to the rapid adjast shortly after the chromosome
duplication, the genome size can come back to the trend afigersize evolution as described
in Egns (17) and (19).

It is also reported that more ancient land plants tended e bmaller genome sizes [26].
Our theory on genome size evolution agrees with this experiat observation. According to
Eqgn. (21), the overall trend of genome size increased exp@by with respect to time, so
more ancient life tended to have smaller genome size.

A roadmap to transform bifurcated distribution in Al — s plane to phylogenetic circles
in Al — p plane. The distribution of species il\l — p plane is about circular, while the
distribution of species il\l — s plane is about random in the butterfly shaped area. However,

there are intrinsic relationship between the distribugiohspecies if\l — p plane and ilA[ — s
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plane. According to Eqn. (19), we can not directly explaia tieformation form the butterfly
shaped distribution in Fig. 3b to the circular distributionFig. 3a. In the followings, we
show that there are interesting relationships among éiffieschemes of clustering of species
based on different properties suchva®, s, Al and! etc. The clustering analysis can help us
understand the classification of life.

On one hand, according to the approximately proportionatismship betweem\! and(
(Fig. 3c), itis easy to understand the similarity betweendistribution of species in— [ plane
(Fig. 3d) and the distribution in — Al plane (Fig. 3b). The relationship betwedn and can
be explained by the fact that all the profiles of the protengta distributions are similar, which
relates to stochastic process|[31]/[32]. Next, we can exgla mirror symmetry with respect
to a horizontal line between the distribution én— [ plane (Fig. 3d) and the distribution in
s —n plane (Fig. 3f) according to the coarse linear relationsieipveen! andn for prokaryotes
(Fig. 3e). Furthermore, we know that the distribution of@pe inp — n plane is similar to the
distribution ins — 7 plane according to Eqn. (19).

In a previous work([20], we have explained the transfornmatiom the symmetric distribu-
tion of species im) — 0 plane (Fig. 3g) to the asymmetric distribution of species in s plane
(Fig. 3f) according to Eqn. (17). The parametgrandd play promoter and hinderer roles in
genome size evolution. We assume that only parameters intarcarea iy — 6 plane are
selected by the mechanism in genome evolution, which eguthe bifurcated distribution in
Al — s plane.

On the other hand, we observed the circular structures idigtiebution of species in — Al
plane (Fig. 3i). So, the distribution of speciepi Al plane becomes circles rather than random
when we transform the distribution of speciespin- 1 plane to the distribution of species in
p — Al plane (Fig. 3a). Thus, we found a chain of transformationmfthe distribution of

species ins — Al plane to distribution of species im— Al plane, which can transform the
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butterfly shaped distribution in Fig. 3b to the circular digition in Fig. 3a.

6 Classification of life by correlation and quasi-periodicty of
protein length distributions.

Cluster analysis of protein length distributions. We propose a new method to classify life on
this planet, which is based on cluster analysis of proteigtle distributions. Unsurprisingly,
our results agree with the proposal of three-domain classifin, because the information in
the fluctuations of protein length distributions also corinesy the information in the molecular
sequences. Interestingly, we shown again that the fluctustf protein length distributions can
not be taken as random fluctuations, which are essentialistasing species. Some standard
cluster analysis methods in the theory of multivariatiotadenalysis are applied to classify the
protein length distributions of the species in PEP. We thiced average correlation efficient
R(a), average Minkowski distancB(«), average protein lengthic)) and peak numbes(a)
etc. for each speciesin PEP (see Definitions and notations). All of the above gtiastcan
be calculated only based on the data of protein length digtdns. Three domains (Bacteria,
Archaea and Eucarya) can be separated successfully awgaoodihe distributions of species in
the plots of the relationships among these quantities.

Firstly, we studied the distribution of specieslin p plane, wheré andp only depend the
data of the species’s own. We found that the groups of speciacteria, Archaea and Eucarya
cluster together in three regions respectively (Fig. 6d)e @rchaea cluster in a small region
wherel andp are relatively small; the bacteria cluster in a region wHeaadyp are relatively
middle; and the eukaryotes cluster in a region wheasdp are relatively large. Thus, we
have a new method to classify life. If the protein length rdisition of a species is known
but its classification if unclear, we can calculate averaggen lengthl and peak numbep

of this species. Then we can determine which domain the spéalongs to according to its
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position in thel — p plane. Generally speaking, there is a correlation for theetliomains:
largep corresponds to large Such a correlation, however, is invalid for the speciediindame
domain. The relationship betwegrand the genome sizeis much closer than the relationship
betweenp and average protein lengti{Comparing Fig. 2a and Fig. 6a). If considering only
one quantity, eithef or p, we can not separate archaea from bacteria.

Secondly, we studied the distribution of specieshin- log,, D plane, wherek and D
depend the data of other species according to their defisitmvhere the groups of species in
three domains also cluster together respectively (Fig. Big cluster of eukaryotes is separated
obviously. The small region of the archaea borders on thedgpn of Eubacteria, so Archaea
and eubacteria can still be separated. In the above, we theggrameteq = 1/4 in the
definition of Minkowski distancei(«, ) and accordingly calculate the average Minkowski
distanceD. According to this choice of parametgrwe can separate the three domains more
easily only by the average Minkowski distanbe The results are alike if varyingfrom 1/2
to 1/8 in calculatingD.

At last, we studied the distribution of species in other @ldiccording to the distributions
of species in the plots df— R, | — log D and D — p, we found that the groups of species in
three domains still cluster together in the correspondintspespectively (Fig. 6c).

Cross-validated ROC analysisThe cross-validated receiver operating characterist@@R
analysis can be taken as an objective measure to check fqu#tiéy of the above cluster anal-
ysis [33]. For instance, we can check the validity of the rodtim the cluster analysis between
Bacteria and Archaea bi andlog,, D in the following. We found that the cross-validated
ROC curves deviate from the diagonal line obviously, whicbves the validity of our methods
to cluster species according to the properties of theigundength distributions (Fig. 6d).

The method to draw the cross-validated ROC curve is as fsliovdetail. Firstly, we ran-

domly separated the species in PEP into two graeipandG,. There arel2 bacteriay archaea,
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3 eukaryotes and viruses in grougz; and the remaining3 species are in grou@, (Fig. 6d).
Only based on the biological data of the specie&:in we can define corresponding average
correlation coefficienf?* and average Minkowski distande*. According to the distribution

of species in, in the R* — log,, D* plane, the boundary between Bacteria and Archaea can
be marked according to the distributiof®*, log,, D*) for the species irz;. Then we can
calculate the correlation coefficienta, 3) and Minkowski distancé(«, §) between each of
the speciesy € (G5 and the specie§ € (1, and accordingly obtain their average values for

each species € G5

R*(0) = 5 3 r(as) (24)
Beacy

D (a) = == S d(a. ). (25)
Becy

Still in the R* — log,, D* plane, we obtained a group of dqt&**, log,, D**) for species in
G,. Some of the archaea {, still belong to the region of archaea according to the boonda
defined by the data of species @, while other archaea itr, cross the boundary. We can
obtain the cross validated ROC curve according to the \rglaficluster analysis for the species
in G5 by shifting the position of the boundary (Fig. 6e). We caneapghe above procedure
after changing over the data betwe@hn andG,. Then we obtained another cross-validated

ROC curve.

7 Spectral analysis of protein length distributions

Characteristics of power spectrum. The evolution of protein length is a virgin field in the
study of molecular evolution. Although the mechanism of ¢relution of protein length is

unknown, we observed order in the protein lengths such aguhsi-periodicity, long range
correlation and the tendency for conservation of protengtle in domains. In this paper, we

try to study the properties of protein length distributidaysspectral analysis. In the section of
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“Definitions and notations”, we defined a power spectwym) for any species.. We defined
the characteristic frequendgy and the maximum frequencfy,, and we also defined the char-
acteristic period.. and minimum period.,,, of the protein length distribution. For the domains
Bacteria, Archaea and Eucarya, we defined the average ppeetray®, y* andy® respec-
tively. Considering additional quantities such as averagéein lengthl, peak numbep and
non-coding DNA conteny, we observed some interesting correlations among thestities.
We show that there are correlations between protein leragttigferent scales.

The protein length hierarchy. Structures can be observed in the fluctuations of the protein
length distributions. We found that there are correlatioesveen the characteristic frequency
f. and maximum frequency,, (Fig. 7a, 7c). The characteristic frequengyincreases with
the maximum frequency,,, which is especially obvious for archaea and eukaryotesrd s
also correlation between characteristic perigdand the minimum period.,,, (Fig. 7b, 7d).
The values ofL. and L,,, are intrinsic properties of protein length distributiohatt are free
from the choice of cutofin. Hence we found that the characteristic perigdncreases with
the minimum period,,,, especially for archaea and eukaryotes. Such an intrimsrelation
betweenl. andL,, shows that there is a hierarchy in protein lengths. Theréntiig a general
mechanism in the organization of protein segments, whishlt®in that the long protein length
period L, varies with the short protein length peridg, for individual species.

The constraint on average protein length. Comparing the fact that genome sizes range
more thanl, 000, 000-fold in the species on the planet, the average protein teigtproteomes
(several hundreds a.a.) vary slightly. There is a tendeoicgdnservation of protein length in
Bacteria, Archaea and Eucarya respectively[[2] [3]. Theaye protein lengths in proteomes
for Bacteria range from abo2t0 a.a. to abouB50 a.a.; the values for Archaea are a little
smaller; the values for Eucaryotes are aro@fdla.a.. The protein lengths vary slightly while

the genome size evolves rapidly. Such a sharp contrastsaaratvers. One possible solution is
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based on the understanding of evolutionary outlines of gensize and gene number from the
beginning of lifet ~ —3,800 Myr to present = 0. According to the theory in Ref[ [20], we

can obtain a formula of the evolutionary outline of averagegin length

- {3 e T
Epn? = (110 — 14.3t) exp(gg), t> T,
where the subscripts denote two stages in the evolutiors. fdohinula can explain the difference
between genome size evolution and protein length evoluti®@nome size increased rapidly,
while the average protein length varied slightly and it etesrded to decrease in each stage of
the evolution. Our results agree with experimental obgema in principle. The genome size
was approximately proportional to the gene number befaditheT,., so the average protein
lengths for prokaryotes should approximately keep congtamost time beford’.. Then both
evolutionary speeds for gene number and genome size ofyamikarshifted to new values after
T., while the coding DNA content — n began to decrease. Such a transition of evolution
of genome size and gene number arodndcan set an upper limit for the average protein
lengths for eukaryotes in the following evolution. The doasit on protein lengths could also
be explained in an alternative way. The spectral analys@atkin length distributions might
be helpful for us to understand the intrinsic mechanism otgin length evolution in detail.
According to the relationship betwegnands, and the relationship betweeh andi, we can
relate the evolution of average protein lengtb the non-coding DNA conten, i.e.,! tended
to decrease whenincreased gradually. So the correlation of protein lengtrsintrinsically
constrain the average protein lengths in a certain randeeievolution.

The distribution of species irfi. — n plane shows a regular pattern: the valuefotends
to go from middle frequency to either lower frequency or legfrequency whem increases
gradually from about.1 to 1 (Fig. 8b). The same tendency fifcan be observed ifi. — p plane

(Fig. 8c) whenp increases gradually. The tendencyfpfcan be observed clearly especially
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according to the distributions of eukaryotes in the abovée Techanism constraining the
average protein length can be inferred by the rainbow-lilstribution of species inf, — [
plane, where the species in Bacteria, Archaea and Eucatlyargd in three horizontal convex
arches respectively (Fig. 8a). Such an order shows thatvitrage protein lengthtends to
evolve from long (corresponding middjg) to short (corresponding lower or highgn. We
can observe directly thdtdecreases whemincreases (Fig. 3e), whose intrinsic mechanism,
however, should be revealed by spectral analysis.

Average power spectra and phylogeny of three domainsWe can study the properties
of average power spectrum for Bacteria, Archaea and Eucasgectively, which reflects the
phylogeny of three domains. An important characteristit lsa observed that the bottoms of
the profiles of the average power spectra are either “congektoncave”. According to the
results by several different ways to smooth the average pspestray®, y* andy®, we always
concluded that the profiles of the average power spectradiada and Eucarya have “convex
bottoms” while the profile of the average power spectrum oftB@a has “concave bottom”,
where the “bottom” refers to the profile of power spectruny aroundm/2 (Fig. 9). Itis
well known that the relationship between Archaea and Ewcergloser than the relationship
between Archaea and Bacteria. So the property of the oatbhéhe average spectra agrees
with the phylogeny of the three domains. A convex bottomaatks that the power spectrum
in the high frequency sector (gt~ 1500) prevails the power spectrum in the low frequency
sector (atf ~ 500); while a concave bottom indicates the opposite case. Sditfeeences in
the “bottoms” of power spectra of three domains might refsatn the underlying mechanism
of protein length evolution.

In the above, the outlines of the average power spectra aagneld by smoothing the av-

erage power spectra in two methods. In the first method, wesgaotheny’, y* andy® as
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followings:

f+w

Yl =5 > W @7)
k=f—w
ftw

Yol =5 3 0 (28)
k=f—w
ftw

Yol = 5 O 29)
k=f—w

where2w+ 1 is the width of the averaging sector and the ranggéisff = 1+w, ..., m—w. We
obtain two sets of outlines of the average power spéctiav), Y*(w) andY¢(w) (w = w;, =

100 or w = wy = 300) in the averaging calculations (Fig. 9a-9c¢). In the secorethad, we
use the Savitzky-Golay methdd |34] to obtain outlines ofaherage power spectya («) for
each species. Then, we averaged («) for Bacteria, Archaea and Eucarya respectively and
denote the results 8%, Y%, andY¢ (Fig. 9d-9f). We found that all the outlinég’(s, ),
Y’(s,) andY?, for Bacteria have concave bottoms and the corresponditigesifor Archaea

and Eucarya have convex bottoms.

8 Conclusion and discussion

We conclude that the classification of life can be studiedating to the understanding of fun-
damental mechanism of genome size evolution. The phyldigembationship among species
in a domain is circular rather than the traditional concédiranching trees. The phylogenetic
circle is a global property of living systems at the level ohthin. We propose a natural cri-
terion to define a domain by each of the phylogenetic cirdlés.observed at least three main
phylogenetic circles corresponding to three known domainghe global scenario of phylo-

genetic circles, we can explain the driving force in genome svolution and the patterns of

genome size distributions. The peak numbplays the role of net driving force in genome size
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evolution. The genome size concerns two factors: (i) thalrieing forcep, and (ii) the circu-
lar phylogenetic relationship in a domain. Thus, there isriv@al correlation between genome
size and biological complexity. The global circular retatship is quite different from the lo-
cal branching relationship. The underlying mechanism igiorand evolution of life should
consider that a domain should evolve as a whole.

There is rich evolutionary information stored in the fludtoas of protein length distri-
butions. In the past, the fluctuations in protein lengthritigtion were routinely assumed as
random ones in a smooth background. Such a prejudice maly irefue neglect of the pivotal
evolutionary information stored in the fluctuations of giatlength distributions. Based on the
biological data of protein lengths in a proteome, we canuate the genome size as well as the
ratios of coding DNA and non-coding DNA for a species. Ouuhessagree with the biological
data very well. So there is profound relationship betweeretiolution of non-coding DNA and
the evolution of coding DNA. We reconfirm the three-domaiassification of life by cluster
analysis of protein length distributions. We found thatréha&re correlations between long peri-
ods and short periods of protein length distributions. Talelity of our results can be verified
by objective measures, which shouldn’t be ascribed to aotad coincidences. The study on
protein length distributions provides us a chance to undedsthe macroevolution of life.

There should be a universal mechanism which underlies theamlar evolution. The fluc-
tuations in protein length distributions may result froristhniversal mechanism. Thus we can
determine the position of a species in the evolution of liyecbrrelation analysis of the pro-
tein length distributions, and therefore obtain a panorafrevolution of life. There are many
analogies between protein language and natural languagenodin being. We conjecture that
linguistics may play a central role in the protein lengthlation. A linguistic model was made
to study the protein length evolution. In this model, protsequences can be generated by

grammars, hence we can obtain simulated protein lengthldisbns for a set of grammars.
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The average protein lengthand the peak numbegscan be calculated consequently. The cor-
relation between peak numberaind average protein lengttin experimental observation can
be explained by the simulation. Our results indicate annsit relationship between the com-

plexity of grammars in protein sequences and the peak nusberotein length distributions.
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Figure 1:Protein length distribution and power spectrum of E. coli. a Protein length distribution
x(E. coli). b, The power spectruny(E. coli), the characteristic frequendy. at the highest peak is
marked.
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Figure 2: Prediction of genome size and non-coding DNA content. & is proportional tolog; s
(Correlation coefficient i9.9428). b, The non-coding DNA predicted by the formula agrees with the
biological data (Correlation coefficient 89468). c, The relation betweep andr. d, The relation
betweerp andd. e, The relation betweep andlog,, NV is not linear (Correlation coefficient 58747).
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Figure 3: The mechanism of genome evolution can be inferred by the ciatar distribution of
species inAl—p plane. a,The phylogenetic circles consisted of species in Archaskafya, Eubacteria
and Mycoplasma. The fundamental relationship goes roumitétes in each domairnb, Species only
distribute in the left and right quadrants. The originis ats* ~ 3.5 x 10 bp. ¢, The approximate
proportional relation betwedrnand Al (Correlation coefficient i9.9022). d, The distribution of species
in s — I plane.e, The coarse linear relation betwekandn in each domaint, The distribution of species
in s —n plane.g, The distribution of species i—» plane.h, The distribution of species lvg;, N — Al
plane.h, Relationship between non-coding DNA ratio and protein tersgandard error.
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Figure 4:Phylogenetic circles inAl—p plane and bifurcated distribution in Al—s plane. The abbre-
viation of the names of groups of species are as follows: &uhaeota (EA), Crenarchaeota (CA), Al-
phaproteobacteria (B, Betaproteobacteria (, Gammaproteobacteria{F, Deltaproteobacteria ¢,
Epsilonproteobacteria €p, Firmicutes (Fir), Acidobacteria (Aci), Actinobacter{éct), Cyanobacte-
ria (Cya), Bacteroidetes/Chlorobi (Chl), Spirochaetgsi)(SChlamydiae/Verrucomicrobia (Ver), Chlo-
roflexi (Cho), Deinococcus-Thermus (Dei), Thermotogaee(Th, Phylogenetic circles formed bgr5
microbes in NCBIb, The phylogenetic circle formed by phyla of eubactedalhe phylogenetic circle

formed by proteobacterial, Bifurcated distribution of species i\l — s plane.e, Bifurcated distribution
of proteobacteria.

42



100

30

~ 80f
8 Eubacteria
S
S
=2
7]
Q
O
]
o
(9]
0 10 20
Genome Size Section
15
@ .
g Alphaproteobacteria
=
zZ
0
0}
©
I}
Qo
n

0 10 20
Genome Size Section

30

Species Number

Species Number

15
10¢ Archaea
0 10 20 30
Genome Size Section

15
10t Epsilonproteobacteria

5 L

0

0 10 20 30
Genome Size Section

Figure 5:Genome size distributions.The width of each genome size sectiois x 10° bp.

43



11
500 a e 4 Bacteria b [} °
< oo B Archaea °
@ Eukaryote
° L4 LY «_Virus ..
400 | 1 105} °
~ T o
S o
| =
< Bacteria Chg
300} | i u Avchaca S
' @ Eukaryote <
) 10 < .
-  Virus
" ' ulig
200 ' ' ' : : :
0 200 400 600 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8
p(a) R (@)
11
Bacteria ° ° 10.05¢ d
m Athaea C °
@ Eukaryote . 0F - . e [] °,‘... ...7F
 Virus ° e .
105} ° [a] "t E
z ° 5 9.95
= o 9.
o) o ° e e p
=) .
mH . S e e "..
° 997‘ : ) ‘;' ¢ * e
4 D”'“'”"'.'.--m..v"_
ol o | PR < 1= S
" e 9.85| R
200 00— 400 500 05 055 06 065 07 075
() R
1
e F
0.8 ® *—6@
B C D E
Q
s
o 0.6
=
‘@
o
o
o 04
2
'_
0.20 A
0 . . . .
0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1

False positive rate

Figure 6: Classification of life based on cluster analysis of proteinength distributions. a, The
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Table 1: The values of properties for species

No. l Al L. D 0 n S N R D
1| 358.83| 254.48| 2.50| 187 | 0.4960 683 | 0.56| 9.98
2| 314.91| 204.75| 5.08| 261 | 0.2571 3322] 0.75| 9.94
3| 237.08| 170.15| 28.04| 210 | 0.4874| 0.1088| 1669695 2694| 0.58| 9.91
4| 307.82| 201.72| 4.89| 307 | 0.2173| 0.1170| 5674062 5402| 0.77| 9.94
5|313.81| 188.23| 2.47| 281 | 0.2238 52741 0.76| 9.95
6 |317.02| 187.64| 3.56| 209 | 0.3620| 0.0700| 1551335] 1522| 0.68| 9.91
7 |433.07| 293.16| 3.12| 532| 0.2096| 0.7120| 115409949 25541| 0.75| 10.61
8| 275.47| 182.87| 6.01| 201 | 0.2996| 0.0780| 2178400, 2406| 0.73| 9.89
9| 262.96| 189.58| 4.30| 250 0.2681| 0.1590] 5370060, 5311| 0.75| 9.92
10| 273.88| 190.36| 13.16| 273 | 0.2452| 0.1600 546909 5274|0.76| 9.93
11| 290.35| 203.62| 4.64| 270| 0.2428| 0.1300| 4214810{ 4099| 0.76| 9.92
12 | 389.55| 265.58| 3.24| 325| 0.2617 4776| 0.73] 10.18
13| 304.71| 221.93| 14.35| 211 | 0.3886 1482| 0.66| 9.94
14| 330.38| 223.17| 3.37| 212 0.4112 1141| 0.64| 9.95
15| 324.15| 221.99| 9.06| 292 | 0.2575 3584| 0.75| 9.99
16 | 322.27| 187.75| 28.30| 279 | 0.2649 4986| 0.74| 9.95
17| 333.31| 225.12| 2.34| 185| 0.4649| 0.0630| 1443725 850| 0.59| 9.96
18| 326.10| 197.07| 3.03| 276 | 0.2744 4184| 0.73| 9.94
19| 323.53| 193.58| 3.33| 275| 0.6183 3446| 0.43| 9.93
20| 312.96| 197.49| 17.05| 302 | 0.1805 8307| 0.79| 9.99
21| 293.74| 207.45| 6.21| 218| 0.3146| 0.1300| 3294935| 2059| 0.72| 9.91
22 328 | 208.60| 6.48| 155| 0.5060| 0.1640 618000 574 |0.55| 9.95
23| 326.21| 209.97| 4.23| 149| 0.5028 546| 0.56| 9.95
24 | 329.71| 208.28| 3.53| 157 | 0.5092 504 | 0.55| 9.94
25| 414.83| 291.03| 6.45| 503 | 0.1945| 0.7419| 97000000 21832| 0.76 | 10.55
26| 311.59| 197.79| 7.37| 215| 0.3441| 0.0570| 1641181 1633| 0.69| 9.92
27| 334.59| 210.69| 2.45| 167 | 0.5105 583 | 0.54| 9.96
28| 323.58| 213.94| 2.73| 281 | 0.2471| 0.0940, 4016942 3737| 0.75| 9.99
29 | 346.45| 242.84| 3.67| 204 | 0.4177 998 | 0.63| 9.98
30 | 343.36| 239.29| 7.21| 200| 0.4590 907| 0.60| 9.98
31| 279.99| 217.23| 22.56| 234 | 0.4107| 0.1110| 2154946| 2252| 0.64| 9.95
32| 349.61| 244.35| 3.26| 204 | 0.4502 894| 0.60| 9.97
33| 311.15] 206.49| 2.01| 27/8| 0.2228| 0.1100| 4751080| 4396| 0.77| 9.95
34| 305.91| 219.99| 3.33| 262 | 0.2442| 0.1200| 3940880 3847| 0.76| 9.95
35| 313.70| 213.96] 2.07| 253| 0.2695| 0.1690| 3031430; 2722| 0.74| 9.93
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No. l Al L. D 0 n S N R D
36 | 336.16| 199.14| 3.08| 230| 0.3379 2373| 0.69| 9.93
37| 316.99| 218.83| 5.37| 256 | 0.2937 2269| 0.73] 9.95
38| 323.04| 210.43| 4.30| 270| 0.2943 2947|0.72] 9.96
39 | 314.44| 204.83| 2.57| 262| 0.2645 2989| 0.74| 9.93
40| 279.28| 207.24| 11.81| 222 | 0.4060| 0.1100 1995275| 2009| 0.64| 9.93
41| 308.32| 196.77| 2.14| 246| 0.2753| 0.0910 3284156, 3099 0.74| 9.92
42| 303.93| 224.44| 3.57| 281| 0.3107 3524 0.71] 9.99
43| 512.73| 394.58| 2.24| 628 | 0.2562| 0.8100] 120000000 18358| 0.73| 10.87
44 | 316.53| 206.93| 2.31| 286 | 0.2247| 0.1220 4641000 4281| 0.77| 9.96
451 290.06| 211.06| 2.50| 260 | 0.2852| 0.1200 3218031 3145| 0.74| 9.95
46 | 315.67| 203.56| 2.40| 301 | 0.2226 4463| 0.77| 9.95
47| 310.10| 230.72] 3.09| 244| 0.3149| 0.1020 2714500[ 2067| 0.71| 9.94
48 | 310.96| 222.74| 4.21| 290| 0.2462 4425| 0.76| 10.00
49| 274.78| 204.43| 16.22| 233 | 0.4102 1715| 0.64| 9.93
50 | 304.90| 201.23| 15.54| 210| 0.3434| 0.1500 4524893 1709| 0.69| 9.92
51| 285.21| 187.56| 15.63| 220 | 0.3185 2058| 0.71] 9.91
52| 336.99| 285.66| 17.44| 101 | 0.6795 202| 0.37| 10.00
53| 296.21| 202.87| 17.54| 223 | 0.3495| 0.0700 1799146| 1874| 0.69| 9.93
54| 317.57| 239.38| 2.49| 233| 0.3633 1564 | 0.68| 9.96
55| 423.24| 365.33| 28.04| 651 | 0.1889| 0.9830| 3000000000 37229| 0.77| 10.84
56 | 312.62| 204.01} 3.20| 231| 0.3399 1813| 0.70| 9.92
57| 293.62| 205.33] 2.52| 240| 0.3358| 0.1260 2365589, 2266| 0.70| 9.92
58| 301.52| 192.68| 2.06| 255| 0.2637 3002| 0.75] 9.92
59| 297.65| 194.49| 3.16| 212| 0.3320 2023| 0.70| 9.90
60 | 310.94| 214.31| 26.55| 261 | 0.2837 3652| 0.73| 9.96
61| 299.76| 213.82| 19.48| 248 | 0.2748| 0.0970 3011209, 2968| 0.74| 9.92
62 | 301.67| 197.80| 29.70| 247 | 0.2622| 0.0970 2944528 2833| 0.75| 9.90
63 | 310.32| 249.91| 8.09| 300 | 0.2999 4540| 0.72] 10.01
64 | 297.05| 194.72| 3.32| 203| 0.3418 1687| 0.70| 9.89
65| 280.99| 194.59| 2.03| 211 0.3228| 0.0800 1751377 1873| 0.72] 9.89
66 | 281.17| 194.61| 2.03| 212| 0.3222 1869| 0.72| 9.89
67 | 429.90| 345.14| 29.70| 618 | 0.1828| 0.9500| 2500000000 28085| 0.77 | 10.75
68 | 475.19| 373.68| 26.32| 60| 0.8092 80| 0.21| 10.04
69 | 330.81| 195.84| 4.98| 278 | 0.2537 4340| 0.75| 9.95
70| 327.06| 223.16| 14.29| 289 | 0.2451| 0.0900 4345492 3906| 0.75| 9.98
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No. l Al L. D 0 n S N R D
71| 401.18| 276.95| 11.63| 198 | 0.5086 726 | 0.53| 10.03
72| 363.49| 263.10| 4.35| 153 | 0.5416| 0.1200| 580070, 484| 0.52| 9.98
73| 324.39| 233.57| 2.79| 197 | 0.5674 1016| 0.49| 9.94
74 | 343.90| 241.56| 3.03| 162| 0.4804 686 | 0.58| 9.95
75| 359.33 253 | 8.88| 211 | 0.4867| 0.0860, 963879| 778| 0.56| 10.00
76 | 283.77| 210.78| 4.78| 226 | 0.3407| 0.1710| 2184406| 2065| 0.70| 9.94
77| 323.95| 225.17| 2.36| 253 | 0.3436 2461| 0.69| 9.96
78] 291.45| 183.80| 3.29| 250 0.2513 3496| 0.75| 9.90
79 | 336.92| 245.94| 13.22| 254 | 0.3800 1909| 0.66| 9.99
80 | 330.34| 213.72] 5.50| 308 | 0.2167| 0.1060| 6264403| 5563 | 0.77| 10.01
81| 322.36| 204.90 24 | 283 | 0.2240 5316| 0.76| 9.99
82| 303.72| 187.29| 5.34| 199| 0.3236 1764| 0.71| 9.88
83| 281.55| 180.80| 6.16| 198 | 0.3071 2065| 0.72| 9.89
84| 273.67| 177.40| 28.04| 190| 0.3851 2064 | 0.67| 9.88
85| 320.74| 234.60| 3.73| 320| 0.2242| 0.1270| 5810922| 5092 | 0.77| 10.01
86 | 295.89| 190.36| 15.87| 303 | 0.1953 7264| 0.78| 9.97
87| 247.82| 226.36| 6.52| 192| 0.5019| 0.1900| 1268755| 1374| 0.57| 9.94
88| 466.99| 341.69| 4.78| 425| 0.3018| 0.4250| 13800000 4987 | 0.70| 10.42
89| 296.89| 192.62| 4.02| 270| 0.4419 4176 0.61| 9.92
90 | 294.33| 214.31| 20.69| 244 | 0.2845 2631| 0.74| 9.93
91 289.39| 198.90| 2.21| 231| 0.3210 2121 0.71] 9.92
92| 318.67| 214.78| 11.32| 336 | 0.1809| 0.1110| 8670000 7894 | 0.79| 10.04
93| 281.36| 218.89| 4.05| 246 | 0.3949 2094| 0.66| 9.94
94| 290.80| 202.47| 4.72| 234| 0.3350 1845| 0.70| 9.92
95 282.32| 171.30| 17.96| 225| 0.3006 2977 0.73| 9.88
96 | 306.57| 195.54| 9.52| 198 | 0.3378| 0.1300| 1564905| 1478 | 0.70| 9.89
97 | 315.18| 196.90| 2.41| 227 | 0.3316| 0.0500| 1860725 1846 | 0.70| 9.92
98 | 340.13| 222.99| 2.75| 215 0.4457 1031| 0.60| 9.98
99| 356.08| 272.04| 5.13| 178| 0.5053| 0.0700, 751719| 611 | 0.55| 9.99
100 | 312.85| 219.39| 27.52| 260 | 0.3336| 0.1255| 4034065| 2736| 0.70| 9.96
101 | 306.37| 212.27| 27.78| 274 | 0.2561 4800| 0.75| 9.99
102 | 322.57| 205.70| 6.45| 219| 0.3362| 0.0600| 2110355| 2044 | 0.69| 9.93
103 | 333.68| 235.42| 5.12| 295| 0.2545| 0.1440| 5175554| 4029| 0.75| 10.02
104 | 265.15| 231.31| 26.09| 256 | 0.4376| 0.1200| 2679305| 2763 | 0.62| 9.98
105| 466.08| 364.04| 6.85| 456 | 0.3221 6356 | 0.68| 10.49
106 | 308.20| 220.05| 8.98| 292 | 0.3265| 0.1420| 4653728 4087 | 0.70| 9.99
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Table 2: List of the species in PEP

(No.

1) Acholeplasma florum (Mesoplasma florussjn: Eubacterial

(No.

2) Acinetobacter sp (strain ADPdowan: Eubacteria

(No.

3) Aeropyrum pernix Kbowan: Archaebacteria

(No.

4) Agrobacterium tumefaciens (strain C58 / ATCC 33%4f)eria

(No.

5) Agrobacterium tumefaciens.an: Eubacteria

(No.

6) Aquifex aeolicusovan: Eubacteria

(No.

7) Arabidopsis thalianawan: Eukaryote

(No.

8) Achaeoglobus fulgidusvan: Archaebacteria

(No.

9) Bacillus anthracis (strain Amesyan: Eubacteria

(No.

10) Bacillus cereus (ATCC 1457@uan: Eubacteria

(No.

11) Bacillus subtilisovan: Eubacteria

(No.

12) Bacteroides thetaiotaomicron VPI-548:2n: Eubacteria

(No.

13) Bartonella henselae (Houstonsdyn: Eubacteria

(No.

14) Bartonella quintana (Toulouseyan. Eubacteria

(No.

15) Bdellovibrio bacteriovoruswan: Eubacteria

(No.

16) Bordetella bronchiseptica RB5&an: Eubacteria

(No.

17) Borrelia burgdorferiovan: Eubacteria

(No.

18) Bordetella parapertussisan: Eubacteria

(No.

19) Bordetella pertussiswan: Eubacteria

(No.

20) Bradyrhizobium japonicumwvan: Eubacteria

(No.

21) Brucella melitensis; B melitensis; brumean. Eubacteria

(No.

22) Buchnera aphidicola (subsp. Acyrthosiphon pistigra

(No.

23) Buchnera aphidicola (subsp. Schizaphis gramiriueeia

(No.

24) Buchnera aphidicola (subsp. Baizongia pistaciaesi

(No.

25) Caenorhabditis elegansan. Eukaryote

(No.

26) Campylobacter jejunstwan: Eubacteria

(No.

27) Candidatus Blochmannia floridands.n. Eubacteria

(No.

28) Caulobacter crescentissan: Eubacteria

(No.

29) Chlamydophila caviagwan: Eubacteria

(No.

30) Chlamydia muridarumbvan: Eubacteria

(No.

31) Chlorobium tepidurswan: Eubacteria

(No.

32) Chlamydia trachomatisvan: Eubacteria

(No.

33) Chromobacterium violaceum ATCC 124é2-~: Eubacteria

(No.

34) Clostridium acetobutylicuasvan: Eubacteria

(No.

35) Clostridium perfringenswan: Eubacteria
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(No.

36) Clostridium tetaniowan: Eubacteria

(No.

37) Corynebacterium diphtheriae NCTC 13128n: Eubacteria

(No.

38) Corynebacterium efficienssan: Eubacteria

(No.

39) Corynebacterium glutamicusuan: Eubacteria

(No.

40) Coxiella burnetisoman: Eubacteria

(No.

41) Deinococcus radioduransan: Eubacteria

(No.

42) Desulfovibrio vulgaris subsp. vulgaris str. Hiftb®roughtubacteria

(No.

43) Drosophila melanogastekan. Eukaryote

(No.

44) Escherichia cotovan: Eubacteria

(No.

45) Enterococcus faecalisan: Eubacteria

(No.

46) Erwinia carotovoraovan: Eubacteria

(No.

47) Fusobacterium nucleatwawan. Eubacteria

(No.

48) Gloeobacter violaceuswan: Eubacteria

(No.

49) Haemophilus ducreyivan: Eubacteria

(No.

50) Haemophilus influenzaevan. Eubacteria

(No.

51) Halobacterium sp. (strain NRC<byan: Archaebacteria

(No.

52) Human cytomegalovirus (strain AD168yan: virus

(No.

53) Helicobacter heilmannibvan: Eubacteria

(No.

54) Helicobacter pylokoman: Eubacteria

(No.

55) Homo sapienswvan: Eukaryote

(No.

56) Lactobacillus johnsonibwan: Eubacteria

(No.

57) Lactococcus lactis (subsp. lactis)an: Eubacteria

(No.

58) Lactobacillus plantarum WCFSduan: Eubacteria

(No.

59) Leifsonia xyli (subsp. xylijoman: Eubacteria

(No.

60) Leptospira interrogans (serogroup Icterohaemorrhagiesvar Copenhageni) DOMAINEU baC'[e ra

(No.

61) Listeria innocuaovan: Eubacteria

(No.

62) Listeria monocytogenessn: Eubacteria

(No.

63) Methanosarcina acetivorafsan: Archaebacteria

(No.

64) Methanopyrus kandlefivan: Archaebacteria

(No.

65) Methanobacterium thermoautotrophicismn: Archaebacteria

(No.

66) Methanobacterium thermoautotrophicismn: Archaebacteria

(No.

67) Mus musculusowan: Eukaryote

(No.

68) Murine herpesvirus 68 strain WUM&uan: Virus

(No.

69) Mycobacterium avium; M avium; mycaman: Eubacteria

(No.

70) Mycobacterium bovis AF2122/34dvan: Eubacteria
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(No. 71) Mycoplasma gallisepticusavan: Eubacteria

(No. 72) Mycoplasma genitaliuawan: Eubacteria

(No. 73) Mycoplasma mycoides (subsp. mycoides Swi: Eubacteria

(No. 74) Mycoplasma pneumoniagan: Eubacteria

(No. 75) Mycoplasma pulmoniswan: Eubacteria

(No. 76) Neisseria meningitidiswan: Eubacteria

(No. 77) Nitrosomonas europagaan: Eubacteria

(No. 78) Oceanobacillus iheyensisan: Eubacteria

(No. 79) Porphyromonas gingivalisuan: Eubacteria

(No. 80) Pseudomonas aeruginesan: Eubacteria

(No. 81) Pseudomonas putieaan: Eubacteria

(No. 82) Pyrococcus abyssivan: Archaebacteria

(No. 83) Pyrococcus furiosusvan: Archaebacteria

(No. 84) Pyrococcus horikoshibvan: Archaebacteria

(No. 85) Ralstonia solanacearuwswan: Eubacteria

(No. 86) Rhizobium lotbowan: Eubacteria

(No. 87) Rickettsia conoriovan: Eubacteria

(No. 88) Schizosaccharomyces pomben: Eukaryote

(No. 89) Shigella flexneri Shigella flexneeivan: Eubacteria

(No. 90) Staphylococcus auretssan: Eubacteria

(No. 91) Streptococcus agalactiaean: Eubacteria

(No. 92) Streptomyces coelicolesuan: Eubacteria

(No. 93) Streptococcus pneumontiaew: Eubacteria

(No. 94) Streptococcus pyogengsan: Eubacteria

(No. 95) Sulfolobus solfataricusuan: Archaebacteria

(No. 96) Thermoplasma acidophiluuan: Archaebacteria

(No. 97) Thermotoga maritimawvan. Eubacteria

(No. 98) Treponema pallidumwan: Eubacteria

(No. 99) Ureaplasma urealyticussman: Eubacteria

(No. 100) Vibrio choleraeovan: Eubacteria

(No. 101) Vibrio parahaemolyticus RIMD 2210633~ Eubacteria

(No. 102) Wolinella succinogeneswan: Eubacteria

(N 0. 103)Xanthomonas axonopodis (pv. citri); X axonopodis (pv.iciDOMAIN: Eu baCte ria

(No. 104) Xylella fastidiosaovan: Eubacteria

(No. 105) Saccharomyces cerevisiaen: Eukaryote

(No. 106) Yersinia pestisvan: Eubacteria
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