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Feature embedding methods have been proposed in literature to represent
sequences as numeric vectors to be used in some bioinformatics investigations,
such as family classification and protein structure prediction.

Recent theoretical results showed that the well-known Lyndon factorization
preserves common factors in overlapping strings [1]. Surprisingly, the finger-
print of a sequencing read, which is the sequence of lengths of consecutive
factors in variants of the Lyndon factorization of the read, is effective in
preserving sequence similarities, suggesting it as basis for the definition of
novels representations of sequencing reads.

We propose a novel feature embedding method for Next-Generation Se-
quencing (NGS) data using the notion of fingerprint. We provide a theoretical
and experimental framework to estimate the behaviour of fingerprints and of
the k-mers extracted from it, called k-fingers, as possible feature embeddings
for sequencing reads. As a case study to assess the effectiveness of such
embeddings, we use fingerprints to represent RNA-Seq reads and to assign
them to the most likely gene from which they were originated as fragments of
transcripts of the gene.

We provide an implementation of the proposed method in the tool lyn2vec,
which produces Lyndon-based feature embeddings of sequencing reads.

1 Introduction

Massive data growth in the era of Big Data, has made data mining and data analytics [2]
some of the fundamental technologies for discovering knowledge and interesting patterns
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in data [3]. In particular, mining sequence data has attracted a lot of attention for two
main reasons. First, sequential representation for data and events is common for many
real-life applications. Second, knowing the useful patterns from sequences can benefit a
number of applications, such as web access analysis, event prediction, pattern discovery,
time-aware recommendation, DNA sequence detection [4], and feature embedding [5].

Feature embedding is a challenging task in sequence mining [6, 7, 8], whose goal is to
provide a machine-interpretable representation for the sequence data that may increase
performance of learning algorithms.

In the specific context of biological sequences, the main trend for feature embedding is
based on the presumed existence of a conceptual analogy between the languages adopted
by humans to communicate and the sophisticated languages used by biological organism
to convey information within and between cells. Most of the approaches proposed in
literature [9, 10], indeed, adopt existing methods in Natural Language Processing (NLP)
such as word2vec [11] in attempt to gain a deeper understanding of the language of life,
with the goal of discovering functions encoded within biological sequences [12, 13, 14, 15].
As well as the common techniques in Bioinformatics for analyzing sequences, also such
methods involves fixed-length overlapping n-grams [16, 17, 18]. However, usually n-grams
are not used directly in feature extraction, but for training an embedding model adopted
for the feature extraction task. In addition to other limitations discussed in Section 2,
we remark that most of the existing methods either limit themselves by extracting only
short-term patterns or suffer from a significant increasing computation upon extracting
the long-term patterns.

1.1 Contributions of this work

In this article, we focus on a novel approach for the feature embedding of sequencing
reads. Unlike the works proposed in the literature which essentially consist of elaborate
applications of NLP techniques, in this work we propose a theoretical investigation of
combinatorial properties that would guarantee compact embedded representations of the
sequences able to preserve similarities. In this section, we provide a discussion about the
motivations; then we give an overall description of the proposed method, and finally we
explain our main contributions.

Motivations. The main question addressed in this paper is whether there exists a
“similarity signature” that can be: (i) easily detected while reading the sequence, and
(ii) used to define an effective feature embedding method. We answer to this question
by exploiting one of the most well-known factorization in combinatorics on words: the
Lyndon factorization [19, 20]. Such a factorization has some main desired properties:
(i) it is unique for a word, (ii) it can be computed in linear time, and more recently it
has been proved in [1, 21] that (iii) a read shares a sequence of consecutive common
Lyndon factors with the Lyndon factorization of a superstring of the read itself. The
notion of Lyndon word is not novel in the field of Bioinformatics, since it was used to
locate short motifs [22] and more recently it was explored in the development of bijective
Burrows-Wheeler Transforms [23]. Surprisingly, in this paper we discover that the length
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of factors in a Lyndon factorization of a read is enough to define a notion of signature
that captures sequence similarity. We have defined such a sequence of lengths as the
fingerprint of a read.

Proposed method. In this paper we propose a novel sequence feature embedding method
which given a sequencing read uses the fingerprint of the read to produce embedded
representations. To the best of our knowledge, it represents one of the first attempts to
build feature embedded representations based on theoretical combinatorial properties
proved to capture sequence similarities and also suitable for machine learning techniques.

Our contributions. The main contributions can be summarized as follows:

1. We have implemented the proposed method in the tool lyn2vec, which produces
Lyndon-based feature embeddings of sequencing reads.

2. Unlike NLP-based embedding methods, lyn2vec does not require any previous
training on text corpus, but it is based on combinatorics on words properties to
capture sequence similarities. In Section 3.1 and Section 4, we investigate properties
of the embedded representations w.r.t. some parameters, such as the specific Lyndon
factorization variant used to compute the fingerprint and the value of k used to
extract the k-fingers from the computed fingerprint.

3. The computational complexity of lyn2vec is related to the complexity of the
algorithms computing the Lyndon factorizations; as described in Section 3.1, such
algorithms are linear in the length of the sequence, and so the complexity of the
lyn2vec is linear in the total length of sequences.

4. We introduce the theoretical notion of collision rate to investigate limitations of
the use of Lyndon-based representations and we address the problem of how the
lexicographic ordering of the alphabet may affect the collision phenomenon.

5. As a proof of concept of the possible use of the proposed embedding representations
in machine learning tasks, we have evaluated the effectiveness of such representations
when used in the context of assigning RNA-Seq reads to the most likely gene from
which they originated as fragments of gene transcripts. In classifying simulated
reads belonging to 100 genes, we get high precision and recall and show that our
method outperforms other existing embedding methods.

This paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we discuss the main contributions in
literature and the differences with our work. In Section 3 we present the properties of
various notions of Lyndon-based factorization, including one inspired by the the double-
stranded nature of the genomic sequences. In Section 4, we propose some experiments
to evaluate the effectiveness of the representations produced by lyn2vec. Finally, in
Section 5 we discuss the results and some future work.

3



2 Related work

The past years have seen impressive advances in sequence mining. State-of-the-art
sequence mining methods could be categorized as follows: (i) sequence alignment [24, 25,
26], (ii) string kernels [27, 28, 29], (iii) time-series classification [30, 31, 32, 33], and (iv)
pattern discovery [34, 35, 36]. In the following we will focus on the feature embedding of
sequencing reads.

Recent results in the NLP [11, 37] exploited the word embedding in the identification of
terms with a similar linguistic context. In this approach, known as word2vec, words or
phrases are mapped to vectors of real numbers in a low-dimensional space. By training a
neural network over a large text corpus, words with similar linguistic context may be
mapped close by in the Euclidean space.

In [9] the word2vec framework is applied to the feature extraction from biological
sequences. The embeddings generated from their algorithm is named BioVec for general
biological sequences and ProtVec for the specific case of proteins. Such representations
may be utilized for several common bioinformatics tasks, such as protein-space analysis,
protein family classification, and disordered proteins visualization and classification.
seq2vec [10] extends the idea proposed in [9] by modeling a sequence as a sentence in a
text corpus and the k-mers derived from such a sequence as words in the sentence, which
are given as input to the embedding algorithm. In [38], authors propose a novel model
for fast classification of DNA sequences, named fastDNA, produced by next-generation
sequencing methods. It is based on FastText [39], which is an extension of word2vec,
where the main difference is that instead of using individual words to train the Neural
Network, words are broken into several n-grams. In [40], instead, another well known
NLP model, the Bidirectional Encoder Representations from Transformers (BERT), is
adapted to model DNA general embeddings. The result is DNABERT, a novel pre-trained
bidirectional encoder representations for DNA-language.

The main differences between such sequence embedding methods and the one pro-
posed in this paper, is that they essentially consist of elaborate applications of NLP
techniques, in which an embedding model is first trained on a large text corpus, and
then used to transform biological sequences in numeric vectors to be used by learning
algorithms. Therefore, the increasing space and the computational effort required to
embed a sequence dataset remain critical issues. Instead, in our approach we change
the initial point of view: we investigate combinatorial properties that would guarantee
compact embedding representations of the sequences able to preserve similarities. As
a result, we define novel embedding representations which can be computed, for each
sequence, in linear time respect to the length of the sequence itself, without requiring
any previous training. Furthermore, the ability to capture similarities can be controlled
by tuning some parameters, such as the specific factorization used.
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3 Lyndon-based-factorizations and lyn2vec

In this section, we first present the notion of fingerprint and Lyndon-based factorization
[19], a factorization of a string which is defined starting from the well-known Lyndon
factorization denoted by CFL. The acronym CFL was used for the first time in [41], and
built using the initial letters of the authors’ surname of the Lyndon factorization (Chen,
Fox, and Lyndon). Then, we provide details of lyn2vec.

3.1 Lyndon-based factorizations and overlapping strings

Basics. Let Σ be a finite alphabet and let s = a1 · · · an be a string over Σ, i.e., a
sequence of n characters of Σ; the length n will be also denoted by |s|. The character of
s at position i (that is, ai) is denoted by s[i]. The substring (or factor) of s from position
i to position j is denoted by s[i : j]. When i = 1 (resp. j = |s|) the factor is named prefix
(resp. suffix ) of s, denoted also by s[: j] (resp. s[i :]). In addition, if j 6= |s| (resp. i 6= 1),
the prefix (resp. suffix) of s is proper.

In the following, Σ is supposed to be totally ordered w.r.t. the lexicographic order,
denoted by <. We classically extend this notion on Σ∗, by defining s ≺ v (resp. s � v) if s
is a proper prefix (resp. s is a prefix of v) of v or s = xay, v = xbz, a < b. Symmetrically,
v � s (resp. v � s) if s ≺ v (resp. s � v) [42].

For two nonempty strings s, v, we write s� v if s ≺ v and s is not a proper prefix of
v [43].

Finally, due to the particular context considered for assessing the proposed embedding
representations (Section 4), we must introduce the definition of reverse and complement of
a string s over the DNA alphabet {A,C,G, T}, which is a typical notion in Bioinformatics
originating from the double-stranded nature of the genomic DNA. Precisely, given s,
then its reverse and complement is the equal length string s̄, such that symbol s̄[i] is the
complement of symbol s[|s| − i+ 1], where the complement of a symbol is the operation
transforming a symbol A into a symbol T (or vice versa) and a symbol C into a symbol
G (or vice versa).

Definitions. Now, we recall the notions of a factorization and introduce the notion of a
fingerprint. These are the main ingredients we use to capture the overlap between two
reads.

A factorization of a string s by a given factorization algorithm F , is a sequence
F (s) = 〈f1, f2, . . . , fn〉 such that s = f1f2 . . . fn. We define the fingerprint of s with
respect to F (s) as the sequence L(s) of the lengths of the factors in F (s), that is,
L(s) = 〈|f1|, |f2|, . . . , |fn|〉. Given a fingerprint L(s) = 〈l1, l2, . . . , ln〉 and an integer k
(1 ≤ k ≤ n) a k-finger is any subsequence 〈li, li+1, . . . , li+k−1〉 of k consecutive lengths,
that is, a k-mer of L(s). We say that fifi+1 · · · fi+k−1 is the supporting string of the
k-finger. Let S and F be a set of strings and a given factorization algorithm. Let LS be
the set of fingerprints obtained by applying F on each sequence s ∈ S. Let K be the
set of k-fingers extracted from the fingerprints of LS . We denote by Sk the supporting
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strings of the k-fingers in K. Clearly, given a k-finger in K, we may have more than one
string in Sk supporting it. This situation will be discussed in the following Section 3.2.

Example 3.1. Let us consider the factorization F (s) = 〈GC,ATC ,ACCTCT , CT,
ACAG ,TAT , A〉. Then, the fingerprint is L(s) = 〈2, 3, 5, 2, 4, 3, 1〉 and 〈2, 4, 3〉 is a k-
finger for k = 3, whose supporting string is CTACAGTAT , given by the concatenation
of the fourth, fifth and sixth factors CT , ACAG and TAT .

Fingerprints used for capturing overlaps are based on factorizations into Lyndon
Words [44, 45]. A string s is a Lyndon word if and only if it is strictly smaller than
any of its proper suffixes. For example, s = aabbab over alphabet {a, b}, a < b, is a
Lyndon word, whereas string s′ = abaabb is not a Lyndon word, since the suffix aabb is
smaller than s′. It is well known that any nonempty string s has a unique factorization
F (s) = 〈f1, f2, . . . , fn〉 such that f1 � f2 � . . . � fn and each factor fi is a Lyndon word.
Such a factorization is called the Lyndon factorization and is usually denoted by CFL
[19, 20]. Given s, the Duval algorithm computes CFL(s) in linear time and constant space
[41].

Example 3.2. Let us consider s = bbababbaa and s′ = aaabbbabab, with a < b. Then,
CFL(s) = 〈b, b, ababb, a, a〉, whereas CFL(s′) = 〈aaabbbabab〉, since no suffix is greater
than s′ and the prefix aaa of s′ is smaller than each of its suffixes.

Conservation property. We now report a crucial property of CFL [1]. To this aim, we
need to recall the definition of simple substring given in [21]. A substring x occurring
in a string s is simple with respect to a factorization F (s) = 〈f1, f2, . . . , fn〉 if, for each
occurrence of x in s, there is an index j (1 ≤ j ≤ n) such that x is a substring of fj .
Informally, every occurrence of x needs to be within some factor fj . This definition can
be restricted to a simple prefix or suffix by requiring that x is substring of f1 or fn.

Let w = xz and w′ = zy be two substrings of a string s = xzy, i.e., w and w′ share a
common overlap z in s and suppose that z is a non-simple w.r.t. F (s). As a consequence
of Lemma 13.2 in [1], the strings w,w′ share common Lyndon substrings between CFL(w)
and CFL(w′) and with CFL(s). More precisely, assume that CFL(w) = 〈h1, h2, . . . , hn〉
and CFL(w′) = 〈g1, g2, . . . , gm〉. If z is both a non-simple suffix of F (w) and a non-simple
prefix of F (w′), then there will exist two indexes i, j, with 1 ≤ i < n, 1 < j ≤ m, such
that z = h′′i hi+1 · · ·hn = g1 · · · gj−1g

′
j , where h′′i is a suffix of hi and g′j is a prefix of gj .

Given CFL(h′′i ) = 〈m1, . . . ,mr〉 and CFL(g′j) = 〈v1, . . . , vt〉, then, by the above mentioned
result, we have CFL(z) = 〈m1, . . . ,mr, hi+1, . . . , hn〉 = 〈g1, . . . , gj−1, v1, . . . , vt〉.

We can reformulate the above result as a Conservation property as follows. Let s be
a string such that CFL(s) = 〈f1, f2, . . . , fn〉 and let w,w′ be substrings of s such that
w = xz and w′ = zy share a common overlap z, where z = f ′lfl+1 · · · ftf

′
t+1 for some

indexes l, t with 1 < l, t < n, and fl = f ′′l f
′
l , ft+1 = f ′t+1f

′′
t+1. The Conservation property

states that CFL(w) and CFL(w′) share the consecutive factors fl+1, . . . , ft, i.e., CFL(w) =
〈CFL(xf ′l ), fl+1, . . . ft,CFL(f

′
t+1)〉 and CFL(w′) = 〈CFL(f ′l ), fl+1, . . . ft,CFL(f ′t+1y)〉. Sim-

ilarly, L(w) and L(w′) share the consecutive lengths |fl+1|, . . . , |ft|. It follows that two
overlapping strings w and w′ share consecutive common Lyndon factors in their Lyndon
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Figure 1: An example of Conservation property for the words s such that CFL(s) =

〈f1, f2, . . . , f10〉 and z where z = f ′4f5f6f7f
′
8, f ′4 and f

′
8 are a suffix and a prefix

respectively of f4 and f8. Then CFL(z) = 〈CFL(f ′4), f5, f6, f7,CFL(f
′
8)〉.

factorizations. Thus, the fingerprints of w and w′ will share consecutive integers. Figure
1 illustrates the conservation property.

Such an interesting property suggests the possibility of using directly k-fingers as
features. Indeed, as we will see in Section 4, to assess such an intuition, we also proposed
an approach in which we used k-fingers for classifying sequencing reads.

Lyndon-based factorizations. To summarize, as a consequence of the above discussion,
two main properties can be observed: (i) the fingerprint ability of preserving similarities,
(ii) the possibility of tuning the k value to control the size of the overlapping substrings.
The latter property suggests a further investigation on variants of the Lyndon factorization
(that we call Lyndon-based) which could guarantee similar properties. Specifically, we
introduce two types of Lyndon-based factorization: single-stranded factorization (for
dealing with sequencing reads derived from a unique genome strand) and double-stranded
factorization (for dealing with sequencing reads derived from both strands of a genome).

At this point, we recall the notion of inverse Lyndon word given in [42]: a string s
is an Inverse Lyndon word if each proper suffix is strictly smaller than s. For instance,
a, b, aaaaa, bbba, baaab, bbaba are Inverse Lyndon words over {a, b}, with a < b.

A factorization F (s) = 〈f1, f2, . . . , fn〉 of a string s is an Inverse Lyndon factorization
if fj is an Inverse Lyndon word for 1 ≤ j ≤ n and f1 � f2 � . . . � fn. Bonizzoni et
al. [42] proposed a linear time algorithm to produce a special Inverse Lyndon factorization
which is unique for the string, called Canonical Inverse Lyndon factorization or Inverse
CFL (referred in the following by ICFL). Also ICFL (as well as CFL) both guarantees
uniqueness and linear time computation. In addition, by definition of ICFL, a factor in
ICFL cannot be a prefix of the next one, thus ICFL is less prone to split a string in two
different factors. Interestingly, as proved in [42], ICFL allows to split any Lyndon word,
thus allowing to further factorize long Lyndon factors of Lyndon factorizations (as well
as CFL allows to split any inverse Lyndon word).

Example 3.3. Let us consider the sequences s = bbababbaa and s′ = aaabbbabab used
in Example 3.2. We have that ICFL(s) = 〈s〉, since s is an inverse Lyndon word, and
ICFL(s′) = 〈aaa, bbbabab〉.

For an extended discussion of the theoretical background of these factorizations, we
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refer to [42] with particular attention to examples 4.7 and 7.2 for a comparison between
CFL and ICFL.

We call CFL ICFL the factorization obtained by applying first the CFL, and then the
ICFL to factors longer than a given threshold T (a similar definition can be done for
ICFL CFL, by symmetry). In other words, given T and CFL(s) = 〈f1, f2, . . . , fn〉, we
obtain CFL ICFL by replacing each fi longer than T with ICFL(fi). The CFL ICFL has
several advantages over CFL or ICFL. Indeed, the ICFL factorization, applied on long
factors of a CFL factorization, enriches the factorization (and the fingerprint) in terms of
number of factors. A similar advantage is provided by ICFL CFL and a discussion is given
in paragraph Factor length distribution in Lyndon-based factorizations below. Examples
below show applications of CFL ICFL and ICFL CFL.

Example 3.4. Let a < b < c < d and s′′ = dabadabdabdadac. We have that CFL(s′′) =
〈d, abadabdabdadac〉 whereas ICFL(s′′) = 〈daba, dabdab, dadac〉. Now, we can split the sec-
ond factor of CFL(s′′) by applying ICFL on this factor, i.e., CFL ICFL(s′′) = 〈d, 〈a, ba, dabdab,
dadac〉〉.

Example 3.5. Let a < b < c < d and s′′ = dabadabdabdadac. s′′′ = adbadbadba and
CFL(s′′′) = 〈adb, adb, adb, a〉 and ICFL(s′′′) = 〈a, dbadbadbadba〉. Finally, ICFL CFL(s′′′) =
〈a, 〈d, b, adb, adb, a〉〉.

So, in Example 3.4, ICFL provides better results in terms of factor length distribution,
whereas in Example 3.5, CFL is better than ICFL. Thus, in general, we cannot say which
is the best factorization. However, we can only observe that while the Conservation
property holds for CFL ICFL (since ICFL splits again Lyndon factors), it is an open
problem to formally prove the property for ICFL, which seems to hold also in this case,
as suggested in the experiments.

Figure 2 below shows an example of CFL, ICFL and CFL ICFL for two 125-long over-
lapping reads.

Double-stranded factorization. Due to the double-stranded nature of the genome, we
are interested in signatures able to highlight the common regions between two overlapping
reads originating from opposite strands. To this aim, given a Lyndon-based factorization F
(see the previous Section 3.1), we introduce the definition of double-stranded factorization
algorithm F d built on the (basic) algorithm F , having the fundamental property stated
by the following Theorem 1. The main idea is the following: given a sequence s, we
would like a factorization such that the factorization of its reverse and complement s̄
is the reverse sequence of its reverse and complement factors. As we will see further in
detail, this goal is reached by applying to s and s̄ a basic algorithm F and appropriately
combining the two obtained fingerprints.

Theorem 1. Given a double-stranded factorization F d(s) = 〈f1, f2, . . . , fn〉 of a string
s, then the double-stranded factorization of the reverse and complement of s is F d(s̄) =
〈f̄n, f̄n−1, . . . , f̄1〉, where f̄i is the reverse and complement of factor fi.
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CFL(s1)	  =	  CTT CGCTT CCGTCTCG CCCCTTTCCCTGCTG AGAGGCCTCAGGGCCTGGCTGTCCTGGGCATCCT
 
      AATTGAGGTGGGTGAGACT AAGAATATAGCTTATG AACACCTATGACAGCTTGAGTGAGG
	  
	  
CFL(s2)	  =	  G CTG AGAGGCCTCAGGGCCTGGCTGTCCTGGGCATCCT AATTGAGGTGGGTGAGACT 

      AAGAATATAGCTTATG AACACCTATGACAGCTTGAGTGAGGCTTCGCTTCCGTCTCGCCCCTTTCCCT
	  
	  

	  fingerprint(s1): 	  3	  5	  8	  15	  34	  19	  16	  25	  
	  fingerprint(s2):	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  1	  3	  34	  19	  16	  52	  

ICFL(s1)	  =	  C TTCGCTTCCGTCTCGCCCC

       TTTCCCTGCTGAGAGGCCTCAGGGCCTGGCTGTCCTGGGCATCCTAATTGAGGTGGGTGAGACTAAGAATATAGCTTATGAACACCTATGACAGCTTGAGTGAGG
	  
	  
ICFL(s2)	  =	  GC TGAGAGGCCTCAGGGCC TGGC TGTCCTGGGCATCCTAA TTGAGGTGGGTGAGACTAAGAATATAGCTTATGAACACCTATGACAGC

       TTGAGTGAGGCTTCGCTTCCGTCTCGCCCC  TTTCCCT
	  

	  fingerprint(s1): 	  1	  19	  105	  
	  fingerprint(s2):	  	   	  2	  17	  4	  17	  48	  30	  7	  

CFL_ICFL-‐10(s1)	  =	  CTT CGCTT CCGTCTCG CCCC TTTCCCTGCTG A GA GGCC TCAGGGCC TGGC TGTCCTGGGCATCCT AA TTGAGGTGGGTGAGACT 

          AA  GAA  TATAGC  TTATG  AA  CA  CC TA  TGACAGC TTGAGTGAGG
	  
	  
CFL_ICFL-‐10(s2)	  =	  G CTG A GA GGCC TCAGGGCC TGGC TGTCCTGGGCATCCT AA TTGAGGTGGGTGAGACT AA GAA TATAGC TTATG AA CA CC TA TGACAGC  

    TTGAGTGAGGCTTCGCTTCCGTCTCGCCCC TTTCCCT
	  

	  fingerprint(s1): 	  3	  5	  8	  4	  11	  1	  2	  4	  8	  4	  15	  2	  17	  2	  3	  6	  5	  2	  2	  2	  2	  7	  10	  
	  fingerprint(s2): 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  1	  3	  1	  2	  4	  8	  4	  15	  2	  17	  2	  3	  6	  5	  2	  2	  2	  2	  7	  30	  7	  

s1:	  	  
CTTCGCTTCCGTCTCGCCCCTTTCCCTGCTGAGAGGCCTC
AGGGCCTGGCTGTCCTGGGCATCCTAATTGAGGTGGGTGA
GACTAAGAATATAGCTTATGAACACCTATGACAGCTTGAG
TGAGG

s2: 	  	  
GCTGAGAGGCCTCAGGGCCTGGCTGTCCTGGGCATCCTAA
TTGAGGTGGGTGAGACTAAGAATATAGCTTATGAACACCT
ATGACAGCTTGAGTGAGGCTTCGCTTCCGTCTCGCCCCTT
TCCCT

Figure 2: CFL, ICFL and CFL ICFL for a threshold T = 10 are depicted for two overlapping
125-long reads s1 and s2 (the overlap is highlighted in blue) together with
their fingerprints. The common factors are underlined. The CFL produces the
3-finger 〈34, 19, 16〉, whereas there are no common factors for ICFL (observe the
long factors at the end of each read). The CFL ICFL-10, obtained by applying
first CFL and then ICFL to factors longer than 10, yields 17 consecutive common
factors between the reads, and a 17-finger in the fingerprints.

It follows that the fingerprint L(s) = 〈l1, l2, . . . , ln〉 (li = |fi|) is equal to the reverse
of the fingerprint L(s̄) = 〈l′1, l′2, . . . , l′n〉 (l′i = |f̄n−i+1|). In particular, given a k-finger
〈li, li+1 · · · , li+k−1〉 of L(s), we refer to the k-finger 〈ln−i+1, ln−i, · · · , ln−i−k+2〉 of L(s̄) as
its counterpart, since they are clearly supported by the same string except for a reverse
and complement operation. Note that any k-finger of L(s) is the reverse of its counterpart
on L(s̄). For this reason, in order to detect the common regions among a set of reads
originating from both strands of the genome, it is necessary to perform the following
operation on the k-fingers: given a k-finger, we need to consider the lexicographically
smallest sequence of integers between the k-finger and its reverse version, assuming that
the k-finger is a sequence over the alphabet of the positive integers. For example, the
k-finger 〈4, 3, 7, 8, 5〉 outputs 〈4, 3, 7, 8, 5〉 itself, whereas the k-finger 〈5, 10, 7, 8, 5〉 outputs
the reverse 〈5, 8, 7, 10, 5〉.
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In the following we will provide the details about the construction of the double-stranded
factorization for a string s (given a basic factorization algorithm F ) and next we will
prove Theorem 1. In order to do so, we firstly introduce the notion of interval-sequence
of a fingerprint L(s) = 〈l1, l2, . . . , ln〉 as the sequence I(s) = 〈i1, i2, . . . , in〉 such that
ij = l1 + · · ·+ lj (ending position on string s of factor fj). Moreover, given a fingerprint
L(s), we call reversed interval-sequence Ir(s) the interval-sequence of the reverse of L(s).
For example, given L(s) = 〈1, 1, 7, 6〉, then I(s) = 〈1, 2, 9, 15〉 is the interval-sequence and
Ir(s) = 〈6, 13, 14, 15〉 is the reversed interval-sequence. Note that more in general the
interval-sequence can be defined with respect to any sequence 〈l1, l2, . . . , ln〉 of positive
integers.

In the following we say that a strictly increasing sequence 〈i1, i2, . . . , in〉 of positive
integers induces the sequence 〈l1, l2, . . . ln〉, where l1 = i1 and lj = ij − ij−1 for 1 < j ≤ n.
In turn, this sequence 〈l1, l2, . . . ln〉 is the fingerprint that induces on s the factorization
〈s[: i1], s[i1 : i2], . . . , s[in−1 :]〉.

At this point, given a (basic) factorization algorithm F , the double-stranded factoriza-
tion F d is defined as follows.

Definition 1. Let L(s) and L(s̄) be the fingerprints for a string s and its reverse and
complement s̄ (respectively) obtained by applying F . Let I(s) be the interval-sequence
of L(s) and let Ir(s̄) be the reversed interval-sequence of L(s̄). The double-stranded
factorization F d(s) for s is the factorization induced by the fingerprint induced by the
increasing sequence obtained by merging I(s) and Ir(s̄).

Example 3.6. Let s = GGATCTCGCAGGCGG be a string and s̄ = CCGCCTGCGAGATCC
be its reverse and complement. By considering CFL as basic factorization algorithm, we
have CFL(s) = 〈G,G,ATCTCGC ,AGGCGG〉 and CFL(s̄) = 〈CCGCCTGCG ,AGATCC 〉.
The fingerprint and the interval-sequence for s are 〈1, 1, 7, 6〉 and 〈1, 2, 9, 15〉 respectively,
whereas the fingerprint and the reversed interval-sequence for s̄ are 〈9, 6〉 and 〈6, 15〉,
respectively. The increasing sequence 〈1, 2, 6, 9, 15〉, obtained by merging 〈1, 2, 9, 15〉 and
〈9, 6〉, induces the sequence 〈1, 1, 4, 3, 6〉, which in turn induces the double-stranded fac-
torization CFLd(s) = 〈G,G,ATCT ,CGC ,AGGCGG〉. The double-stranded fingerprint
of s will be 〈1, 1, 4, 3, 6〉.

Vice versa, the fingerprint and the interval-sequence for s̄ are 〈9, 6〉 and 〈9, 15〉, while the
fingerprint and the reversed interval-sequence for s are 〈1, 1, 7, 6〉 and 〈6, 13, 14, 15〉. The
increasing sequence 〈6, 9, 13, 14, 15〉, obtained by merging 〈9, 15〉 and 〈6, 13, 14, 15〉, induces
on s̄ the sequence 〈6, 3, 4, 1, 1〉, which in turn induces on s̄ the double-stranded factorization
CFLd(s̄) = 〈CCGCCT ,GCG ,AGAT , C, C〉. The double-stranded fingerprint of s̄ is
〈6, 3, 4, 1, 1〉.

The previous example gives an intuition of the proof of Theorem 1. CFLd(s) and CFLd(s̄)
have both five factors and the i-th factor of CFLd(s) is the reverse and complement of
the of the (5 − i + 1)-th factor of CFLd(s̄). For example, the fourth factor CGC of
CFLd(s) is the reverse and complement of the ”symmetrical” second factor GCG of
CFLd(s̄). As a consequence, observe that the fingerprint 〈1, 1, 4, 3, 6〉 of s is the reverse of
fingerprint 〈6, 3, 4, 1, 1〉 of s̄. The trivial k-finger 〈1, 4〉 of s supported by string GATCT
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has its counterpart in the k-finger 〈4, 1〉 of s̄ supported by string AGATC and they are
manifestly in a reverse and complement relation.

In order to prove Theorem 1, we need two technical lemmas.

Lemma 2. Let L1 = 〈l1, l2, . . . , ln〉 and L2 = 〈l′1, l′2, . . . , l′n〉, be two sequences with the
same number n of positive integers. Let I1 = 〈i1, i2, . . . , in〉 and I2 = 〈i′1, i

′
2, . . . , i

′
n〉

be the respective interval-sequences. Then, L1 is equal to the reverse of L2 iff ij =
i′n − i′n−j, for 1 ≤ j ≤ n− 1.

Proof. The j-th element in L1 is lj = ij − ij−1, by definition. If ij = i′n − i′n−j , then
ij−1 = i′n − i′n−j+1. Therefore,

lj = ij − ij−1 = i′n − i′n−j − i′n + i′n−j+1 = i′n−j+1 − i′n−j

which is, by definition, the (n− j + 1)-th element of L2.

We denote by L1 ⊕ L2 the sequence induced by the increasing sequence obtained by
merging the interval-sequences of L1 and L2. It is not difficult to use Lemma 2 and prove
that such induced sequence is equal to the reverse of the sequence induced by merging
the interval-sequences of the reverse of L1 and L2. Then, denoting by Lr1 and Lr2 the
reverse of the sequences, the following Lemma can be stated.

Lemma 3. Given two sequences L1 and L2 with the same number n of elements, then
L1 ⊕ L2 is equal to the reverse of Lr1 ⊕ Lr2.

Now, Theorem 1 can be proved as a consequence of Lemmas 2 and 3. By definition, the
double-stranded factorization F d(s) is induced by the fingerprint L(s) ⊕ L(s̄)r where
L(s) and L(s̄) are the fingerprints of s and its reverse and complement s̄ (respectively)
obtained by applying algorithm F . Similarly, L(s̄) ⊕ L(s)r is the fingerprint inducing
F d(s̄). By Lemma 3, we have that L(s)⊕L(s̄)r (fingerprint of s) is equal to the reverse of
L(s)r ⊕ (L(s̄)r)r. Since (L(s̄)r)r is L(s̄), then L(s)⊕L(s̄)r is the reverse of L(s)r ⊕L(s̄)
(fingerprint of s̄) and Theorem 1 is proved.

Computational complexity of Lyndon-based factorization algorithms. The computa-
tional complexity of the algorithms to compute the Lyndon-based factorizations plays
a crucial role in the realization of lyn2vec. As explained above, CFL and ICFL can be
computed in linear time and constant space. Let us consider CFL ICFL for simplicity
(the algorithm for CFL ICFLd will be pretty similar). Then We are able to compute them
in linear time. The idea is to use a main process for computing the CFL factorization of
the input read, and, as the CFL factors are computed, a new (parallel) process applies
ICFL on each of them. In conclusion, the factorization can be computed in linear time.

Factor length distribution in Lyndon-based factorizations and conservation property.
The conservation property allows to capture the similarity between two strings. However,
in the degenerate case of factorizations consisting of singleton factors, the conservation
property does not apply. Moreover, the property has been proved for CFL and its extension
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Figure 3: Distribution of the number of factors. The factorization algorithms are listed
in the legend by decreasing peak.

to CFL ICFL and CFL ICFLd is a trivial consequence of the fact that we factorize the
long CFL factors obtained in the common substrings of two strings. We currently do not
have a proof that the conservation property holds for ICFL, but the high accuracy of
experimental results suggest the validity of this conjecture. Undoubtedly, the number
of factors in a factorization affects the possibility of detecting common regions of two
substrings: the higher the number of factors is, the more likely the detection of the
common regions will be.

An experimental analysis has been performed to investigate the distribution of the
number of factors for the Lyndon-based factorizations computed on a simulated error-free
dataset. The dataset was simulated by using dwgsim [46] and includes 21 million 150-long
reads extracted from the region 960,000-80,960,000 of the human Chromosome 1, for
a total of 80 million bases.

Figure 3 shows, for each factorization algorithm, the distribution of the number of
factors per read. Note that CFL ICFLd produces about twice as much factors than any
other factorization, whereas CFL, ICFL, and ICFLd produce a small number of factors
with a low variance in the distribution.

In general it is worth observing that the question on how many factors are present in
a Lyndon factorization has been recently faced in [47].
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3.2 Uniqueness of the fingerprint and k-fingers: the collision phenomenon

The properties discussed above play an important role in lyn2vec’s effectiveness, since
they allow us to state that our representation method can capture higher orders of
similarities without significant increase in the computation.

In this section, we face the following problem: given a sequence, the corresponding
representation produced by its fingerprint or by its k-fingers is unique? As we will see,
such a property is closely related to the collision phenomenon.

Collision definition. We recall that one of our main aim is to use k-fingers for capturing
the similarity of two sequences. As already said, we must pay attention to the fact that
distinct strings may have have common k-fingers as shown in the example below.

Example 3.7. Let us consider x = CCGGTT and y = AACCGG. Then ICFL(x) =
〈CC,GG, TT 〉 and ICFL(y) = 〈AA,CC,GG〉. Thus, L(x) = 〈2, 2, 2〉 and L(y) = 〈2, 2, 2〉.
Now, if we set k = 3, we obviously have that 〈2, 2, 2〉 is a k-finger which is supported by
x and by y.

The example above describes the collision phenomenon when we use Lyndon-based
factorizations. We can define the k-finger collision in our context as follows.

Definition 2 (k-finger collision). Let x, y ∈ Σ∗ be two strings and let F be a Lyndon-
based factorization. Let L(x) and L(y) be the fingerprints for x and y with respect to F ,
respectively. Let Kx be a k-finger of L(x) and Ky be a k-finger of L(y). Let sKx and sKy

be two factors of x and y supporting Kx and Ky, respectively. If Kx = Ky and sKx 6= sKy ,
then we say that there exists a collision between sKx e sKy (w.r.t. the same k-finger Kx).

Let w be a sequence of length s and let Σs be the alphabet of the lengths of a fingerprint
of w. Clearly, a k-finger of w is a k-mer over the alphabet Σs. The collision phenomenon
can be studied by exploiting results already obtained in literature in the case of k-mers
[48, 49]. Observe that, the length of the fingerprints can vary for each read considered,
and so, to extend those results to our case we will indicate with s the mean length of a
generic set of reads considered.

Collision measure. Given a dataset S of sequences, a Lyndon-based factorization, and
a value for k, the next question is: “How can we measure the collisions?”.

A naive counting method could be the following: for each k-finger Kx, consider all the
sequences in SKx that support Kx, and define count(sKx) the number of occurrences of
the string sKx ∈ SKx as supporting sequence of Kx. We denote all the different pairs of
such supporting strings by cKx =

∏
sKx∈SKx

count(sKx). Loosely speaking, cKx represents
the effective number of possible collisions with respect to Kx. Finally, let K be the set of
different k-fingers generated, the total number of collisions which can occur is

∑
Kx∈K cKx .

The reference to Kx is dropped if it is clear from the context.

Example 3.8. Let α = 〈2, 2, 2〉 be a k-finger. Let s1 = AACCGG, s2 = AACCTT
and s3 = CCGGTT be the different corresponding sequences in S with count(s1) = 3,
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count(s2) = 4 and count(s3) = 5. Then the number of collisions with respect to the
k-finger Kx is cKx = count(s1)× count(s2)× count(s3) = 3× 4× 5 = 60.

When used on large datasets, such a method presents several obvious disadvantages.
First, the numbers generated can be huge and the time required to calculate them can
be too much expensive. Second, such calculated numbers do not give any statistical
information which can then be used for comparisons.

Thus, we need of a novel metric to measure the phenomenon defined above. Here we
propose a novel metric, named collision rate.

Definition 3 (Collision rate). Let S be a set of sequences, F be a factorization, LS be
the set of fingerprints obtained by applying F on each string in S. Let K be the set of
distinct k-fingers extracted from LS, and SK be the set of distinct sequences supporting
the k-fingers in K. Then, the collision rate is cr = |SK |

|K| .

Example 3.9. Let K = {〈2, 2, 2〉} be the set of distinct k-fingers extracted, and let SK =
{AACCGG,AACCTT,CCGGTT} be the set of distinct subsequences corresponding to

k-fingers in K. Then, the collision rate is cr = |SK |
|K| = 3

1 = 3.

“What does this metric express?”. Intuitively, the collision rate represents the average
number of distinct sequences corresponding to the same k-finger. Let us observe, that
such a metric is obviously related to the collision phenomenon. In fact, in the best
case |K| = |SK | and so cr = 1, i.e., for each k-finger there exists a single corresponding
sequence, thus no collision can occur. As the size of SK increases, then also the number of
possible sequences corresponding to each k-finger increases and therefore the probability
of collision also increases. In the next paragraph, we prove some theoretical properties
regarding the causes of the collisions. Then, we investigate if the order of the characters
in the alphabet may intervene in this problem. It is worth of note that in general, the
questions of finding an optimal alphabet ordering for Lyndon factorization (i.e., such that
number of Lyndon factors is at most, or at least, n, for a given number n) is hard ([47]).

Collision-free perspectives: the superfingerprint. For a string s, alph(s) denotes the
set of symbols in s. In the following we denote by Σ = {a1, . . . , an} a finite alphabet
and (a1, . . . , an) the totally ordered alphabet (Σ, <), where < is defined by ai < ai+1 for
i = 1, . . . , n− 1. In other words, < is such that (a1, . . . , an) is a sorted list in increasing
order.

In what follows, ΠΣ stands for the set of all totally ordered alphabets defined by the
possible orderings of the symbols in Σ. For each p ∈ ΠΣ, we write <p to denote the
lexicographic order induced by p. Moreover, if L ∈ {CFL, ICFL}, then Lp will be referred
to <p. When p = (A,C,G, T ), we denote by p̄ = (T,G,C,A) the inverse ordering of p.

Example 3.10. Let Σ = {A,C,G, T}, x = CAG and y = ACG. Let p, p′ ∈ ΠΣ, where
p = (A,C,G, T ), p′ = (C,A,G, T ). We have y <p x and x <p′ y.

Example 3.11. Let Σ = {A,C,G, T} and x = CAACAC. Let p, p′ ∈ ΠΣ, where
p = (A,C,G, T ), p′ = (C,A,G, T ). Then ICFLp(x) = 〈CAA,CAC〉, while ICFLp′(x) =
〈C,AACAC〉.
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The position of even a few symbols in the order of the used alphabet may have a
significant impact on the Lyndon-based factorizations. Under some conditions, even just
by changing the relative position of two symbols, some words that were Lyndon words
before the change may no longer be (see Proposition 1), thus leading to a change in the
whole factorization.

The following proposition shows that given two words having distinct alphabet, then
they have distinct Lyndon-based factorizations under permutations of the alphabet.

Proposition 1. Let Σ be a finite alphabet. Let x, y ∈ Σ∗ be such that alph(x) 6= alph(y)
and |x| = |y| > 1. For any p ∈ ΠΣ there exists p′ ∈ ΠΣ such that only one of the orderings
of alph(x) and of alph(y) is changed in p′. Moreover, if x and y are both Lyndon (resp.
inverse Lyndon) words with respect to <p, then only one of x and y is a Lyndon (resp.
inverse Lyndon) word with respect to <p′.

Proof. Let x, y ∈ Σ∗ be such that alph(x) 6= alph(y) and |x| = |y| > 1. Set

x = a1 · · · an, y = a′1 · · · a′n

Since alph(x) 6= alph(y), one of the following two cases can occur (the other cases are
symmetric)

(1) a′1 6∈ alph(x).

(2) There exists i, 1 < i ≤ n, such that a′i 6∈ alph(x).

Assume that case (1) holds. For any p ∈ ΠΣ, let p′ ∈ ΠΣ be such that a < a′1, for any
a ∈ Σ \ {a′1}, whereas the order on the other symbols remains unchanged. In particular,
the ordering of alph(x) is not changed in p′. Assume that x and y are both Lyndon words
with respect to <p. Since y is a Lyndon word and |y| > 1, there exists a′j ∈ alph(y) with
a′j 6= a′1. Thus y = a′1 · · · a′n >p′ a

′
j · · · a′n and y is not a Lyndon word with respect to <p′ .

On the contrary, since the ordering of alph(x) is not changed in p′, x is still a Lyndon
word with respect to <p′ .

Assume that case (2) holds. For any p ∈ ΠΣ, let p′ ∈ ΠΣ be such that a′i < a, for any
a ∈ Σ \ {a′i}, whereas the order on the other symbols remains unchanged. In particular,
the ordering of alph(x) is not changed in p′. Assume that x and y are both Lyndon
words with respect to <p. Thus y = a′1 · · · a′n >p′ a

′
i · · · a′n and y is not a Lyndon word

with respect to <p′ . On the contrary, the ordering of alph(x) is not changed in p′, hence
x is still a Lyndon word with respect to <p′ .

Example 3.12. Let Σ = {A,C,G, T}. The words x = ACG and y = ACT are both
Lyndon words with respect to p = (A,C,G, T ). Let p′ = (T,A,C,G) as in the proof of
Proposition 1. We see that the ordering of alph(x) is not changed in p′, hence x is still a
Lyndon word with respect to <p′. On the contrary, y is not a Lyndon word with respect
to <p′ because y � T .

The properties described above show that the choice of a specific ordering of the
initial alphabet can have a significant impact on the collision phenomenon. However, the
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problem of understanding which particular order minimizes this phenomenon remains
open, and as explained in Section 5, future investigations will be devoted to it. However,
in this work we have carried out experiments by combining the regular ordering with
the inverse ordering to verify the impact it could have the combined use of different
orderings. As we will see in Section 4, results suggest that, from a practical point
of view, the addition within the representation of a sequence of information coming
from the application of the factorization with respect to the inverse alphabet, reduces
the probability of collisions. Thus, we extend the notion of fingerprint by defining the
superfingerprint, which concatenates the fingerprint of the sequence with respect to the
lexicographic ordering (A,C,G, T ), and the fingerprint of the sequence with respect to
the inverse ordering (T,G,C,A).

Definition 4 (Superfingerprint). Let Σ = {A,C,G, T} be an alphabet and p = (A,C,G, T ).
Let x be a sequence on Σ and F be a Lyndon-based factorization. Then, the superfin-
gerprint of x is 〈Lp(x), $, Lp̄(x)〉, where Lp(x) is the fingerprint of F (x) obtained
by considering the ordering p when applying F , Lp̄(x) is the fingerprint obtained by
considering the ordering p̄ when applying F and the symbol $ is not in Σ.

3.3 lyn2vec: a tool for Lyndon-based sequence embedding

We have implemented lyn2vec, a novel tool for providing sequencing read embeddings
based on Lyndon-based factorizations. lyn2vec takes as input a file in FASTA or FASTQ

format and, for each input read s, executes a Lyndon-based factorization algorithm
(specified as input) for computing a numerical vector that can be used as a representation
of s. Specifically, lyn2vec produces the following representations for s:

• the fingerprint of s

• the sequence of the k-fingers extracted from the fingerprint of s (for a fixed value
of k specified as input parameter)

• the sequence of the k-fingers extracted from the superfingerprint (see Definition 4)
of s, discarding the k-fingers containing the symbol $

As an example, let us consider s = GCATCACCGCTCTACAG . By using the factor-
ization algorithm CFL ICFL with T = 30 and k = 3, the factorization and the fingerprint
of s will be CFL ICFL(s) = 〈G,C,ATC ,ACCGCTCT ,ACAG〉 and L(s) = 〈1, 1, 3, 8, 4〉,
respectively.

Observe that CFL ICFL′(s) = 〈G,CA,TCACCGC ,TCTACAG〉 is the factorization of s
w.r.t. the inverse alphabet Σ = 〈T,G,C,A〉 and the superfingerprint of s will be given by
concatenating the fingerprint L(s) = 〈1, 1, 3, 8, 4〉 with the fingerprint 〈1, 2, 7, 7〉 obtained
from CFL ICFL′(s) and interposing a symbol $. In other words, the superfingerprint of s
is S(s) = 〈1, 1, 3, 8, 4, $, 1, 2, 7, 7〉. By assuming k = 3, lyn2vec will output one of the
following three representations for such sequence:

• the fingerprint L(s) = 〈1, 1, 3, 8, 4〉 from CFL ICFL(s)
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• the sequence 〈〈1, 1, 3〉, 〈1, 3, 8〉, 〈3, 8, 4〉〉 of the k-fingers extracted from L(s)

• the sequence 〈〈1, 1, 3〉, 〈1, 3, 8〉, 〈3, 8, 4〉, 〈1, 2, 7〉, 〈2, 7, 7〉〉 of the k-fingers extracted
from S(s)

lyn2vec is written in Python by using the library Scikit-learn1. The source code and
all the files used and produced during the evaluation study are available online2.

4 Experiments

In this section, we provide details of the experiments carried out to assess the effectiveness
of lyn2vec, i.e., its capability to provide suitable numerical representations for biological
sequences that can be effectively learned by for machine learning models. To this aim, as
a preliminary study we have selected a typical classification problem in Bioinformatics,
referred as read-gene classification problem. We can state the problem as follows: given
a sample of RNA-Seq reads, assign each read to a putative origin gene. Indeed, a
RNA-Seq read is a transcript fragment obtained by Next-Generation Sequencing. From
a computational point of view, a read is a sequence over the alphabet {A,C,G, T} and
is a substring of a transcript (messenger RNA, mRNA). A gene is a genomic locus (a
piece of the genomic DNA of an organism) espressing transcripts. Hence, the origin
gene of a RNA-Seq read is the gene expressing the transcript which the read has been
sequenced from. The goal of our experiments is to test the capability (in a machine
learning context) of the embedding representations produced by lyn2vec to highlight
common regions between reads and gene transcripts in order to assign each read to an
origin gene. Precisely, the idea is to train a machine learning model to learn the mapping
between the read representations and the transcripts (and ultimately to the genes) and
use such trained model in order to perform such mapping to be used for classifying the
reads.

We remark that the application of Lyndon-based features for the specific case of
RNA-Seq data is a proof of concept of the possible use of the proposed representations
in dealing with the comparison of sequenced reads w.r.t. others embeddings proposed in
literature. The motivation for assigning RNA-Seq data to an origin gene derives by the
fact that we want to evaluate the quality of the embeddings in representing nucleotide
sequences even in situation where typically the quantification of reads per transcript
could make the task difficult for machine learning based representations.

We assume the reader is familiar with the basic notions of machine learning. However,
for further details we refer to [50].

Tasks. We remark that, as described in Section 3.3, lyn2vec is able to provide three
types of representation for a read. As a consequence, we have faced the read-gene
classification problem in three different ways, that is, considering each time one of the
three representations provided by lyn2vec.

1https://scikit-learn.org/stable/
2https://github.com/rzaccagnino/lyn2vec
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To this, we have organized our experiments into three groups (we call tasks), each one
assessing one of the read representations produced by lyn2vec, and corresponding to a
specific question:

T1. “How effective is the fingerprint produced by lyn2vec as read representation in the
read-gene classification problem?”

T2. “How effective is the sequence of k-fingers extracted from the fingerprint produced
by lyn2vec as read representation in the read-gene classification problem?”

T3. “How effective is the sequence of k-fingers extracted from the superfingerprint
produced by lyn2vec as read representation in the read-gene classification problem?”

As we will see, the use of a specific representation in each task will affect the way in
which the read-gene classification problem will be solved.

Regarding T1, each machine learning model will directly use the fingerprints of the
reads as feature vectors (each fingerprint will correspond to one feature vector) on which
to be trained. We remark that, in a classification problem, the feature vector represents
the list of features of an object considered important for training a model to classify the
object itself.

Regarding T2 (resp. T3), we will solve the read-gene classification problem in two
steps: (i) first, each machine learning model will be trained to assign each k-finger
extracted from the fingerprint (resp. superfingerprint) of a read to a gene (each k-finger
will correspond to one feature vector), and (ii) then, we will define a special classifier
(see Section 4.2) which, given the sequence of k-fingers extracted from the fingerprint
(resp. superfingerprint) of a read, will use the result of the classification of these k-fingers
for assigning the read to a gene.

As it will be seen further, the fingerprint representation can work very well in case
of error-free data, while the performance degrade in presence of sequencing errors. In
response, the k-finger-based representation (extracted from the fingerprints) is shown to
be more robust to the presence of such errors. Finally, we have empirically proved the
usage of the k-finger-based representation (extracted from the superfingerprints) enable
to reduce the collision phenomenon and to improve performances (see Section 4.3; we
remark that the problem of the choice of best order of the alphabet on a theoretical point
of view remains currently open).

Data setting. We have used the annotation of the human 6040 genes of chromosomes 1,
17 and 21 (havana and ensembl havana) and randomly selected 100 genes out of them
in order to obtain a small set of genes for assessing the effectiveness of our embedding
representation. For each one of those genes gene we have considered all their transcripts,
for a total of 17, 314 sequences (4 transcripts per gene on average). Then, from each
transcript we have extracted all the 100-mers, thus obtaining a total of 797, 407 100-long
substrings used as input error-free reads to be used for our experiments. A read clearly
belongs to one of the considered 100 classes (one class for each gene).
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Basic methodology. We have performed the following steps:

1. Feature Extraction. This step produces the datasets of feature vectors (samples) to
train the machine learning models in our experiments (a dataset is related to an
experiment).

More in detail, a total of 10 factorization algorithms have been considered: the
four algorithms CFL, ICFL, CFLd and ICFLd plus the two algorithms CFL ICFL and
CFL ICFLd applied for the three values {10, 20, 30} of the parameter T . For each
algorithm we have computed (by using lyn2vec) the fingerprint and superfinger-
print of each input read, thus obtaining 10 datasets of fingerprints (i.e., the 10
experiments of task T1 where the feature vectors are fingerprints) and 10 datasets
of superfingerprints (i.e., used for the experiments of task T3 where the feature
vectors are the k-fingers extracted from the superfingerprints).

Then, from each one of the 10 fingerprint (resp. superfingerprint) datasets we have
extracted the k-fingers for k from 3 to 8 (six values), thus obtaining a total of 60
datasets of k-fingers, i.e., the 60 experiments of task T2 (resp. task T3) where
the feature vectors are k-fingers. We point out that the considered feature vectors
are clearly composed of a variable number of elements (integers); consequently,
since the length of the feature vectors in a given dataset must be constant, each
feature vector must be padded with trailing values equal to −1 in order to reach the
maximum length inside the dataset itself. This observation is also valid for k-fingers
even though they have constant length by definition. Indeed, a read fingerprint
might be shorter than k and such fingerprint is padded in order to extract one only
k-finger.

2. Dataset Labeling. Each feature vector (fingerprint, k-finger from fingerprint or
superfingerprint), in each one of the datasets obtained in the previous step, has
been labeled in order to link it to its origin class (that is, to its origin gene).

3. Learning. We have considered the following machine learning models: Random
Forest (RF), Logistic Regression (LR), and Multinomial Naive Bayes (MNB). Each
model has been trained on each one of the labeled datasets previously constructed.
First, we have normalized the data by using the MinMaxScaler technique. The
normalization is used to set the values of the features in a fixed range (usually [0, 1]),
usually providing better results with respect to the case in which features have
values in different ranges. Then, the dataset has been split into a Training Set (80%
of the samples), and a Testing Set (20% of the samples) using Stratification3, which
guarantees that in both sets all the considered 100 classes (genes) are represented
maintaining the same proportions of the dataset. We remark that both stratification
and normalization are two well-known techniques in machine learning. Then, to
validate the classifiers and obtain the best hyper-parameters for each of them, we
have performed a 5-fold cross-validation by using the GridSearchCV method.

3The stratification has been performed by using the method train test split of Scikit-learn Python
library.
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4. Evaluation. The goal of this step is assess the generalization capability of the
trained models, i.e., the capability to reach high performance on unseen samples.
To this aim, the trained models have been applied for classifying the elements of
the Testing Set using the best parameters found in the previous step.

5. Testing on simulated RNA-Seq reads. The goal of the Testing step described above
was to assess the generalization capability of the chosen machine learning models
on the Testing set (20% of the samples). In this step, instead, the goal is to use
best trained model obtained previously for classifying a set of reads originating
from the 100 gene of the data setting. To this aim, we have produced a set of
285, 628 RNA-Seq reads simulated from the panel of 100 genes by means of Flux
Simulator [51]. More in detail, 10 million 100-long reads were simulated with
Flux Simulator for different expression levels from the 17, 314 transcripts of the
human genes of chromosomes 1, 17, and 21. The reads were simulated with default
parameters, the default Illumina error model and disabling the generation of Poly-A
tails. Then, only the 285, 628 reads related to our panel of 100 genes were retained
and used in this step. The origin gene (class) of each read is clearly known. We
point out that the set of obtained reads is unbalanced. Indeed, 142, 266 reads were
simulated from gene ENSG00000132517 (the most expressed in the dataset), whereas
only 2 reads were simulated from gene ENSG00000116205 (the least expressed in
the dataset). Observe that, since fingerprints represent entire reads, then the class
of a read is trivially the class of its fingerprint. On the other hand, when a read
is represented by the set of its k-fingers, then its class must be inferred from the
classes of its k-fingers. In Section 4.2 a rule-based classifier to this aim is presented.

Performance scores. Due to the multi-class nature of the considered problem, we will
report the performance of the chosen machine learning models obtained both in Evaluation
and in Testing on simulated RNA-Seq reads steps (described above) experiments not
only in terms of accuracy, but also of precision, recall and F-score. Such metrics are
originally defined for binary classification problems, where only two classes are taken
into account, the positive one and the negative one, and they are given by, respectively,

TP+TN
TP+TN+FP+FN , TP

TP+FP , TP
TP+FN and 2 · precision·recall

precision+recall . In particular, accuracy measures
the correct portion of correctly predicted samples, the precision indicates how many
instances classified in a class actually belongs to such a class, and the recall gives the
amount of samples of a given class which are correctly assigned to that class. Finally,
the F-score is the harmonic mean between precision and recall, so that it can be used as
a useful summary metric. In the case of multi-class classification problems, the global
performance of a classifier can be obtained by first averaging the metrics calculated for
each single class, and then considering the arithmetic or weighted mean. In this work,
due to the unbalanced datasets obtained during the experiments, we will use the averaged
values of these metrics weighted for the number of actual samples belonging to each class.

We remark that, in order to evaluate the generalization capability of the trained
machine learning models, we will report the results obtained, in terms of such metrics, on
the sets used for the testing (both for the Evaluation and Testing on simulated RNA-Seq
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Table 1: Performance of the RF model in task T1.

Factorization Accuracy Precision Recall F-score

CFL 0.43 0.45 0.43 0.43

ICFL 0.40 0.45 0.40 0.41

CFL ICFL
T=10 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90
T=20 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90
T=30 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.88

CFLd 0.72 0.72 0.72 0.72

ICFLd 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85

CFL ICFLd
T=10 0.92 0.93 0.92 0.93
T=20 0.93 0.94 0.93 0.94
T=30 0.92 0.93 0.92 0.92

reads steps).
The following three sections give the performance scores obtained during our experi-

ments (each section groups together the experiments of a specific task).
The last section presents the results of a study carried out in order to analyze the

behavior of the classification errors obtained during the experiment providing the best
results.

4.1 Effectiveness of the fingerprint representation (task T1)

We recall that the feature vector used in task T1 is the fingerprint and an experiment
has been performed on each one of the 10 fingerprint datasets obtained in the Feature
Extraction step, for a total of 10 experiments. As a result we have observed that the
RF model always outperforms the other models and we only report its results on the
testing set (see Table 1). As the table shows, the RF model trained with the fingerprints
obtained with CFL ICFLd outperforms the RF model trained with the other factorization
algorithms. In particular, the best results (highlighted in bold) have been obtained by
using T = 20. Furthermore, for CFL ICFLd the performance does not vary significantly
with the parameter T. This may be due to the fact that the longest factors to break are
the same, and they are most probably longer than 30 bases.

To assess the effectiveness of lyn2vec we compared its results with those obtained
by using other embedding techniques, in particular BioVec, fastDNA and DNABERT. In
particular, we have performed a further experiment on the same data set obtained with
CFL ICFLd, T = 20. Afterwards, we performed once again the classification task by
feeding the new embedded features to the RF model which was the one providing the best
results the exepriments. As it is shown further in Table 2, the results obtained with the
other representations were systematically lower than then those obtained using lyn2vec.

Results obtained by our approach on this task are shown to be the highest, with

21



Table 2: Performance of the RF model with the embeddings by BioVec, fastDNA and
DNABERT. The first row (labeled by lyn2vec is a copy of the performance scores
reported in Table 1 for CFL ICFLd and T = 20 (task T1).

Factorization Accuracy Precision Recall F-score

lyn2vec 0.93 0.94 0.93 0.94

BioVec 0.83 0.85 0.83 0.83

fastDNA 0.67 0.65 0.67 0.67

DNABERT 0.37 0.36 0.35 0.36

accuracy of 0.93, precision of 0.94 and a recall of 0.93, outperforming the ones obtained
by using the other proposed tools. Also, the dataset produced by applying lyn2vec is
way smaller than the one produced by other representation, due to the fixed size of the
embedding vectors they produce.

Finally, we have carried out the Testing on simulated RNA-Seq reads step by using the
RF model trained with the fingerprints from CFL ICFLd and T = 20. We have obtained a
precision of 0.85, a recall of 0.42, and a F-score of 0.55. Such results are related to the
presence of sequencing errors in the simulated RNA-Seq reads datasets, since we remind
that changes in the sequences lead to corrupted fingerprints, which differ from those used
during the training of the classifier.

4.2 Effectiveness of the k-finger-based representation (task T2)

We recall that the feature vector used in task T2 is the k-finger and an experiment has
been performed on each one of the 60 datasets obtained in the Feature Extraction step, by
considering values of k from 3 to 8. From a technical point of view, the k-mers extracted
from the fingerprints computed by lyn2vec, i.e.,, the k-fingers, can be used as feature
vectors. Our goal is assessing the effectiveness of the k-fingers as feature vectors in the
read-gene classification to improve performance in presence of sequencing errors.

As for task T1, the RF model outperforms the other models. Figure 4 provides an
overall insight: experiments conducted with k = 3, 4, 5 show that CFL ICFLd always
results in lower accuracy compared to other factorization algorithms. The same reflects
into the F-score plot.

We only report the results of the RF model on the testing set in Tables 3 and 4. We
observed that in most cases the performance scores increase with the increase of k, so we
only report the values {3, 6, 8}. The best result (highlighted in bold in the tables) has
been obtained by using k = 8, CFL ICFL with T = 20 and CFL ICFLd with T = 30.

At this point, before giving the results of the Testing on simulated RNA-Seq reads
step, we need to describe the rule-based classifier used for inferring the class of a read
from the classes of its k-fingers.

During some preliminary tests we have defined many criteria to deduce the classification
of a read using the results of the classification of its k-fingers. By empirical observations
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Table 3: Performance of the RF model in classifying the k-fingers (task T2) by using CFL,
ICFL and CFL ICFL.

Factorization k value Accuracy Precision Recall F-score

CFL
3 0.53 0.61 0.43 0.49
6 0.73 0.75 0.66 0.69
8 0.79 0.81 0.78 0.80

ICFL
3 0.57 0.60 0.46 0.51
6 0.71 0.77 0.47 0.53
8 0.81 0.80 0.42 0.48

CFL ICFL

T=10

3 0.47 0.58 0.31 0.37
6 0.91 0.91 0.87 0.89
8 0.93 0.94 0.93 0.93

T=20

3 0.50 0.57 0.36 0.42
6 0.92 0.92 0.89 0.90
8 0.95 0.95 0.93 0.94

T=30

3 0.55 0.62 0.41 0.47
6 0.91 0.92 0.88 0.90
8 0.92 0.93 0.91 0.92

Table 4: Performance of the RF model in classifying the k-fingers (task T2) by using

CFLd, ICFLd and CFL ICFLd.

Factorization k value Accuracy Precision Recall F-score

CFLd
3 0.56 0.63 0.45 0.51
6 0.90 0.91 0.86 0.89
8 0.90 0.93 0.86 0.89

ICFLd
3 0.65 0.68 0.57 0.61
6 0.92 0.92 0.87 0.90
8 0.87 0.91 0.78 0.84

CFL ICFLd

T=10

3 0.38 0.55 0.21 0.25
6 0.89 0.89 0.86 0.87
8 0.93 0.93 0.92 0.93

T=20

3 0.40 0.55 0.23 0.25
6 0.91 0.91 0.88 0.89
8 0.94 0.94 0.92 0.93

T=30

3 0.42 0.51 0.24 0.28
6 0.91 0.91 0.88 0.89
8 0.94 0.94 0.93 0.94
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Figure 4: F-score of the RF model and k from 3 to 8 (task T2).

two possible criteria for our problem have been selected:

• Majority. Given a read, then a gene G reaches the majority for that read, if at
least half of its k-fingers are assigned to G; therefore the read is assigned to G.

• Threshold. Given a read, for each of its k-finger the classification margin is
computed, and the read is assigned to the gene for which the highest value of this
margin is achieved. The classification margin is obtained by subtracting the lowest
probability whereby a k-finger was correctly classified during the training step to
the probability by which it was currently classified.

We remark that in our experiments we have tested such two criteria both individually
and combined in different orders. Best results were obtained when they are combined by
applying Majority first and Threshold where the first criterion can not be reached.

In this step, we have used the RF model trained with the k-fingers produced by ICFLd

and k = 5, which achieves the best scores in the read classification (recall that the RF

model with CFL ICFLd, T = 30 and k = 8 has achieved the best scores in the k-finger
classification as described before during Training). Such a phenomenon can be explained
by reminding that (i) errors in sequencing can modify the resulting fingerprint, making
more difficult for the classifier to recognize it, and (ii) the rule-based classifier relies on
the classifications of the k-fingers in order to classify an entire fingerprint (corresponding
to a read). By using a lower value of k, a higher number of k-fingers can be extracted by
a single fingerprint. In this way, it is more likely that a higher number of k-fingers will be
correctly classified, since the eventual error should affect a lower number of k-fingers. We
obtained a precision of 0.91, a recall of 0.77, and a F-score of 0.82, instead of precision
of 0.85, a recall of 0.42, and a F-score of 0.55 obtained in task T1, by directly using
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the entire fingerprint as feature vector. Such a huge different in the performance can
be explaining again by the fact that, in presence of errors, k-fingers are able to extract
the parts of the fingerprint which are not corrupted, while in the case of the direct
classification of the fingerprint, the classifier must infer the read class relying only on a
(probably) single corrupted feature vector.

4.3 Superfingerprints to overcome the impact of k-finger collisions on the
read classification (task T3)

In this task, we have repeated the experiments carried out in task T2, using the k-
fingers extracted from the superfingerprints (see Definition 4) instead of those obtained
from the fingerprint representations. A total of 60 datasets of k-fingers extracted from
superfingerprints were obtained, one for each k (from 3 to 8) and for each one of the 10
factorization algorithms.

The results of this task have achieved a significant improvement over T2, both in
Evaluation and Testing on simulated RNA-Seq reads. Specifically, in Evaluation, for
the (best performing) RF model trained with CFL ICFLd, T = 30 and k = 8, we have
reached 0.97 as accuracy, 0.96 as precision, 0.95 as recall and 0.95 as F-score against the
accuracy 0.94, precision 0.93, recall 0.94 and f-score 0.94 obtained in the same step in
task T2 for the same factorization. Finally, in Testing on simulated RNA-Seq reads we
have obtained 0.95 as precision, 0.83 as recall and 0.88 as F-score with ICFLd and k = 5,
against 0.91, 0.77 and 0.82 obtained in T2 in the same step and, also in this case, for the
same factorization.

In our opinion, the increase of the classification scores with respect to task T2 can be
explained by the fact that the rule-based classification (for inferring the class of a read
from the class of its k-fingers) is somehow more robust and less affected by collisions,
since the collision rate may even not decrease.

We remark that superfingerprints are proposed as a possible solution to reduce the
impact of collisions (see Section 3.2) on the classification results and, consequently, to
improve the classification performance. This can be explained noticing that, even though
other collisions could occur also in the case of the k-fingers extracted from the fingerprint
built on the inverse alphabet, concatenating the two fingerprints reduce the overall
probability of collision, since the probability that both fingerprints are affected by the
collision phenomenon is lower than the probability of collision of the two fingerprints
taken singularly. In terms of how the rule-based classifier works, this means that, even
if the absolute number of k-fingers being collisions may increase, their incidence on the
total number of k-fingers obtained will be lower, leading to a higher number of correct
classifications. Still, the theoretical demonstration of the superfingeprint capacity to
reduce the collisions remains open, so task T3 has been carried out as a first attempt to
empirically asses its effectiveness.
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4.4 Error analysis

We have carried out a preliminary analysis to investigate the errors due to the use of
k-fingers in classifying reads; indeed, k-fingers are the most suitable to this aim, since
we wanted to investigate how effectively they are able to highlight common regions in
different reads. We have considered the results obtained in task T2 (with the RF model)
during the Training step on the six datasets of k-fingers produced with the CFL ICFLd

factorization, T = 30 and k from 3 to 8 (see Section 4.2). Recall that the best results
(in the training step of task T2) were obtained for CFL ICFLd, T = 30 and k = 8. Each
one of the six datasets (training set plus testing set, in order to consider also the errors
produced by the model in the training set) has been given as input to the rule-based
classifier (see Section 4.2) in order to infer the classification of the reads of the data
setting (for each k from 3 to 8). A misclassification occurs when a read is assigned to the
wrong class (gene) and can be related to one of the following three facts: (i) the read
shares substrings with transcripts coming from the wrong gene, (ii) some k-fingers of the
read collide (see Section 3.2) with k-fingers of reads coming from the wrong gene and
(iii) some k-fingers of the read are close (in terms of integers) to k-fingers of the wrong
gene and therefore the trained model makes a wrong assignment of the read k-fingers.
For example k1 = 〈2, 5, 8, 7, 20〉 and k2 = 〈2, 5, 7, 7, 19〉. We have decided to perform
the analysis on the error-free reads of the data setting (instead of the reads used in the
Testing on simulated RNA-Seq reads step) in order to discard the noise due to sequencing
errors.

For each one of the obtained (six) datasets of classified reads, we have carried out
the following analysis. Given the set D of the 100 genes of our data setting, we have
considered all the elements (GT , GA) of the cartesian product D2, such that GT 6= GA

(a total of 9900 elements). GT will be referred as target gene, while GA as assignment
gene. For each pair (GT , GA) we have computed the number of reads originated from
GT but assigned to GA, referred in the following as misclassification number.

Overall, for each value of k we have observed a large number of pairs with a misclassi-
fication number below 30 (on average, 9832).

The most interesting results were obtained for k = 5 and k = 8.

k=8 We have detected a total of 229 pairs having a misclassification number over 30
and involving 34 distinct genes. The number of exchanges ranged from 0 to 113. On
average, we have found that 36 distinct k-fingers per pair were misclassified due to reason
(iii) related to numerically close k-fingers.

Still, the fact that only 229 pairs out of the 9900 considered are misclassified more than
30 times is surprising. Such a few number of misclassified pairs and the high performance
scores (see the results reported for CFL ICFLd with T=30 in Table 4) suggest that the
lyn2vec provides effective representations of a string.

k=5 In this case we have detected only 29 pairs having a misclassification number
over 30; they involve 27 distinct genes. The number of exchanges ranged from 0 to 158.
On average, the number of (distinct) misclassified k-fingers per pair is 20. In general,
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about the 65% of the misclassified k-fingers are shared between the two genes, of which,
only the 15% actually correspond to common substrings whereas the other ones were
misclassifed due to reason (ii). Not surprisingly, these results suggest that for higher
values of k, the collision rate is lower.

This analysis highlights how different values of the parameter k lead to different
behavior of the k-fingers and, consequently, to different results. k = 8 seems to be the
best choice in terms of results in the current machine learning task, achieving 0.94 and
0.93 of precision and recall on the k-finger representation. Limitations of the choice of
higher k are related to the fact that the method can misclassify similar k-fingers. Clearly,
the length of the reads could be also another parameter to take into account to allow
higher values of k.

Those results suggest that different parameters and models applied in combination
with the lyn2vec representation could lead to different uses whose investigation can be
carried out in future works.

4.5 Discussion and perspectives

The results obtained in this section, allow us to confirm that the lyn2vec method is
effective in providing representations of sequencing reads useful in machine learning
problems. The representation based on the basic notion of fingerprint (see Section 4.1)
already provided results (precision 0.94 and recall 0.93) overcoming the results obtained
using other well-known representation methods, i.e., BioVec, fastDNA and DNABERT .

Later, in Section 4.2, we further assessed our method by applying it on RNA-Seq
reads simulated with Flux Simulator with different gene-expression levels and errors,
showing that using a hybrid approach in which k-fingers were used in combination with
a rule-based classifier, significantly increases performance, by reaching high precision 0.91
and recall 0.77, despite of a precision of 0.85 and a recall of 0.42 reached by directly
classifying the whole fingerprints of such data.

Finally, in Section 4.3 the problem of collisions was addressed in a positive way using
the notion of superfingerprint as a lyn2vec representation. Results obtained outperforms
that obtained in T1 and T2 tasks, by reaching precision 0.95 and recall 0.83.

5 Conclusion

In this paper we propose lyn2vec, a novel feature embedding method using the notion of
fingerprint to represent sequencing reads. Differently from NLP-based feature embedding,
our method relays on theoretical investigation of combinatorial properties which guarantee
to capture similarities among sequences. In particular, the computation complexity of
lyn2vec is linear in the number of sequences represented, no training of embedding
model is necessary and the size of the built datasets is certainly smaller with respect
those obtained with NLP-based sequence embedding methods. Since the main goal of the
present work is the investigation of the potentiality of lyn2vec as an embedding method
in a machine learning approach, to evaluate its effectiveness, we have decided to use the
read representations provided for assigning RNA-Seq data with respect to the origin gene.
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The choice of this framework is due to the fact that it is an ideal context to compare the
effectiveness of the notions of fingerprint, k-finger and finally superfingerprint to capture
subsequence similarities. We have also run an experimental analysis to investigate the
error due to misclassification of the reads. The carried out study has pointed out that
lyn2vec performance can be greatly improved by k-fingers with higher k thus leading to
possible uses for long reads instead of short reads. Long read sequencing technologies are
becoming more relevant in various applications in bioinformatics [52]. While this work is
mainly a proof of concept that lyn2vec is effective to represent sequencing reads; future
investigations will be needed to understand the use of the proposed representations in
developing practical applications on real data. Furthermore, it could be of interest to
evaluate the effectiveness of lyn2vec in other types of machine learning contexts such as
clustering and structure prediction, or other problems such as pattern discovering.
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research and innovation programme under the Marie Sk lodowska-Curie grant agreement
number [872539].
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