
DebiasedDTA: Model Debiasing to Boost Drug - Target

Affinity Prediction
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Abstract

Motivation: Computational models that accurately identify high-affinity protein - compound pairs
can accelerate drug discovery pipelines. These models aim to learn binding mechanics through
drug - target interaction datasets and use the learned knowledge while predicting the affinity of
any protein-compound pair. However, the datasets they rely on bear misleading patterns that
bias models towards memorizing dataset-specific biomolecule properties, instead of learning bind-
ing mechanics. Insufficiently focused on the binding mechanics, the resulting models struggle while
predicting the drug - target affinities (DTA), especially between de novo biomolecules. Here we
present DebiasedDTA, the first model debiasing approach that avoids dataset biases in order to
boost the affinity prediction on novel biomolecules. DebiasedDTA uses ensemble learning and weight
sample adaptation for bias identification and avoidance and is applicable to almost all existing DTA
prediction models.
Results: The results show that DebiasedDTA can boost models while predicting the interactions
between novel biomolecules. Known biomolecules also benefit from the performance boost, though
the boost is amplified as the test biomolecules become more dissimilar to the training set. The
experiments also show that DebiasedDTA can augment the DTA prediction models of different
input and model structures and can avoid biases of different sources.
Availability: The source code, the models, and the data sets are available at https://github.com/boun-
tabi/debiaseddta-reproduce
Contact: arzucan.ozgur@boun.edu.tr, elif.ozkirimli@roche.com

1 Introduction

Identifying high affinity protein - compound pairs is the first step towards drug discovery. However,
the number of possible protein-compound combinations (∼560K proteins in UniProt [Apweiler et al.,
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2004] and ∼2.1M compounds in ChEMBL [Davies et al., 2015]) makes this task a “needle in the
haystack” problem and calls for accelerated and accurate approaches.

Computational drug - target affinity (DTA) prediction models aim to rapidly identify high-
affinity protein - compound pairs in the combination space via learning binding mechanics through
large interaction datasets. On the other hand, even the widely used datasets such as DUD-E
[Mysinger et al., 2012] and PDBBind [Wang et al., 2004], suffer from misleading patterns, or dataset
biases, like clear differences in the hydrogen bond donor count and polar surface area of actives
and decoys [Chaput et al., 2016, Wallach and Heifets, 2018, Sieg et al., 2019, Yang et al., 2020,
Scantlebury et al., 2020]. These differences are so discriminatory within the datasets that the
DTA models can learn to use only these patterns in order to optimize their objective function
over the training set, instead of learning protein-compound binding mechanics. Because of the
failure in binding mechanics learning, the resulting models can achieve high performance only on
the biomolecules with the same and/or similar biochemical properties, and fail while predicting the
affinities between dissimilar biomolecules [Chen et al., 2019, Tran-Nguyen et al., 2020, Yang et al.,
2020, Özçelik et al., 2021]. The performance drop on dissimilar biomolecules poses a major problem
in drug discovery pipelines, as it challenges predicting the binding affinity between a novel drug
candidate and protein targets, and vice verse.

Recent studies to boost DTA model performance on novel biomolecules have proposed to design
train/validation/test splits with dissimilar proteins and compounds, so that memorizing the training
set patterns is less rewarding on validation set and the the test split can better demonstrate the
generalizability of the models [Wallach and Heifets, 2018, Tran-Nguyen et al., 2020]. Clustering-
based approaches and genetic algorithms were proposed to maximize the split dissimilarity in drug -
target interaction prediction task, where the goal is to label chemicals as active or inactive, [Rohrer
and Baumann, 2009, Wallach and Heifets, 2018], but counter the aim, they introduced a risk of
degrading model generalizability and could not estimate distant test set performance accurately
[Sundar and Colwell, 2019]. Overall, these “dataset-oriented” approaches that arrange dataset
splits in order to obtain more generalizable prediction models could not present the models of
the desired generalizability. Furthermore, their use in the affinity prediction task is additionally
challenging, as they are designed for drug-target interaction datasets with binary labels.

An alternative is to use “model-oriented” approaches, approaches which modify model training
instead of dataset splits, that are applicable to affinity prediction task as well. A model-oriented
approach is ligand pose augmentation, which was used in structure-based virtual screening [Scantle-
bury et al., 2020]. Unlike dataset-oriented methods, ligand pose augmentation can easily be adapted
to boost the generalizability of affinity prediction models. However, the approach uses the 3D poses
of the protein-ligand complexes, limiting its applicability only to a small subset of protein-ligand
pairs, the pairs with known 3D structure.

Here, we propose DebiasedDTA, a model-oriented approach to boost the generalizability of drug-
target affinity prediction models. DebiasedDTA uses SMILES strings of chemicals and amino-acid
sequences of proteins, which are available for all biomolecules, and can be used for all protein-
compound pairs. DebiasedDTA is inspired by the debiasing studies in natural language inference
(NLI), where the task is to classify sentence pairs as neutral, contradicting, or entailing. The NLI
models also struggle to generalize to distant test sets due to misleading dataset biases [Gururangan
et al., 2018, Poliak et al., 2018, Tsuchiya, 2018, McCoy et al., 2019] and several model-oriented
approaches are proposed to face the challenge [He et al., 2019, Clark et al., 2019, Sakaguchi et al.,
2020, Clark et al., 2020, Sanh et al., 2020, Utama et al., 2020a,b]. Common to these models is the
use of weak and strong learners in an ensemble in order to identify and avoid dataset biases.
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DebiasedDTA also ensembles a weak and a strong learner to improve model generalizability,
where the weak learner quantifies training set biases for the strong learner. The strong learner uses
the output of the weak learner in order to adapt the training sample weights during training and
boosts generalizability to novel biomolecules. We propose two weight adaptation strategies that are
suitable for debiasing any optimization-based DTA model on any dataset.

We evaluate DebiasedDTA with two different weak learners to assess its performance for different
bias sources and with three sequence-based strong learners to observe its generalizability to different
DTA prediction models. We run experiments on two datasets, each of which contains four test sets.
The proposed approach is robust to different bias sources and can boost prediction performance
of the DTA models using different drug - target representations. Noteworthy, the boost is not
observed only for the novel biomolecules but also for the known ones.

To the best of our knowledge, DebiasedDTA is the first model debiasing approach that boosts
the generalizability of drug-target affinity prediction models. Using the always available sequence-
based representations of biomolecules and a widely-applicable training strategy, DebiasedDTA can
be adopted to boost the prediction performance of almost any DTA model.

2 Materials and Methods

2.1 Background

2.1.1 Byte Pair Encoding (BPE)

Here we experiment with some models that views ligands and proteins as documents coming from
chemical and protein languages, respectively, and processes the biomolecules as word sequences.
In these languages, though, the words are hidden and need to be identified. We use Byte Pair
Encoding (BPE) for hidden word identification, which is an algorithm that is first proposed for
compression [Gage, 1994]. BPE is widely-adopted by natural language processing (NLP) studies
to identify the vocabularies of different languages with no prior information [Sennrich et al., 2015,
Nguyen and Chiang, 2017, Heinzerling and Strube, 2018, Devlin et al., 2019, Liu et al., 2021], and
more recently, it is shown to be effective to process biomolecule sequences, too [Li and Fourches,
2021, Asgari et al., 2019, Kawano et al., 2019].

BPE approach postulates that frequent subsequences in a large corpus are meaningful language
units. As such, given a corpus, BPE first extracts the uni-character vocabulary of the corpus
and then computes the frequencies of all two-character subsequences. The algorithm expands its
vocabulary with the most frequent subsequence and restarts counting by considering all elements
in the vocabulary as a single character. The counting and vocabulary expansion continue until the
target vocabulary size (V ) is reached. When the algorithm terminates, the vocabulary contains the
most frequent V subsequences, which are the words of the language.

We use BPE to identify biomolecule words to use in some weak and strong learners. We run the
algorithm on ∼1.9M canonical SMILES strings downloaded from ChEMBL database (vChEMBL27)
[Gaulton et al., 2016] to find the chemical words and on ∼560K amino-acid sequences of SwissProt
[Poux et al., 2017] to find the protein words. We construct 8K, 16K, and 32K vocabularies for both
languages and share these vocabularies publicly for future studies.
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2.1.2 Biomolecule Representation

One Hot Encoding One hot encoding uses vectors of dimension L+ 1, and P + 1 to represent
ligands and proteins, respectively, where L is the number of unique ligands and P is the number
of unique proteins in the training set. In this strategy, each ligand and protein has a unique vector
whose all elements are zero but one, which is 1. Finally, novel ligands are represented with a vector
whose L + 1st dimension is set to 1 only, resulting in the same vector representation for all novel
ligands. Similar follows for the novel protein representation.

Bag-of-Words (BoW) Bag-of-Words (BoW) representation is a frequently used strategy in NLP
to vectorize a document solely based on its words. BoW strategy interprets the documents as
an unordered collection of words and counts the occurrence of each word in the document for
vectorization. A vector with the dimension of vocabulary size (V ) is produced for each document,
such that each dimension is associated with a word and its value is set based on the word’s count
in the document.

Here, we use BoW to vectorize ligands and proteins based on their SMILES strings and amino-
acid sequences, respectively. We treat compounds and proteins as documents and identify their
words with BPE. We then represent a biomolecule with a vector ~v such that ~vi = f(wi),∀i ∈
{1, 2, ..., V }, where ~vi is the ith element of the vector, f(wi) is the normalized frequency of ith word
of the vocabulary in the document, and V is the vocabulary size. Normalized frequency of a word is
computed by dividing its count in the document by the number of words the document contained.

Pretrained Language Model Embeddings Language models (LMs) in natural language are
trained to predict the next word of a sequence, given the previous words. The LMs randomly
initialize vectors for each word and update them during training to maximize accuracy in the next
word prediction task. Thus, the final word vectors, called pre-trained word embeddings, encompass
semantic information and can be valuable in other tasks, too. In fact, models that utilize the pre-
trained word embeddings often dominate the leaderboards in NLP [Sun et al., 2019, Yamada et al.,
2020, Jiang et al., 2020].

The high performance of LMs also triggered studies on biomolecule language models [Wang
et al., 2019, Fabian et al., 2020, Elnaggar et al., 2020, Vig et al., 2020]. The protein LMs were able
to learn biologically relevant information such as amino-acid locations in 3D [Vig et al., 2020] and
SMILES language models boosted cheminformatics models in various tasks [Wang et al., 2019].

Here, we use ChemBERTa [Chithrananda et al., 2020], an LM trained on SMILES strings,
and ProtBERT [Elnaggar et al., 2020], an LM for protein sequences, to vectorize compounds and
proteins. We input SMILES strings to ChemBERTa and protein sequences to ProtBERT and the
models output vectors for the biomolecules based on the sequences. We use the LM output to
represent each biomolecule.

2.2 DebiasedDTA

Here we describe DebiasedDTA, our model debiasing approach to boost drug-target affinity predic-
tion on novel biomolecules. DebiasedDTA is motivated by the studies that show how dataset biases
can hinder model generalizability and aims to avoid these biases to boost prediction performance.
DebiasedDTA leverages a “weak learner”, that is an affinity prediction model designed only to
quantify dataset biases. The weak learners output a number that is called “inverse bias coefficient”
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Figure 1: DebiasedDTA. Given a training set of protein - ligand pairs, DebiasedDTA first quantifies
the dataset biases with weak learners. Here we experiment with two weak learners, BoW-DTA and
ID-DTA, to observe the effect of different bias sources in the datasets. The quantified datasets
biases are called as inverse bias coefficients and fed to strong learners. The strong learners leverage
the coefficient to avoid the dataset biases by sample weight adaptation and boost their predictions,
especially on novel biomolecules. We use three strong learners, DeepDTA, BPE-DTA, and LM-
DTA, in order to observe how debiasing works for models of different structure.

for each training set interaction. These coefficients are used to adapt the training sample weights
during the training of the “strong learner”, that is the drug-target affinity prediction model being
debiased. The debiased strong learner is then used standalone to predict the affinity between any
protein - compound pair. Figure 1 illustrates the weak and strong learners in DebiasedDTA.

2.2.1 The Weak Learner

We design two weak learners to identify different bias sources: an identifier-based model (ID-
DTA) and a biomolecule word-based model (BoW-DTA). ID-DTA is motivated by the fact that
mere use of biomolecule identifiers can produce high-achieving models for similar test sets [Özçelik
et al., 2021], and thus, can be a strong bias source. ID-DTA featurizes the interactions by one-hot
encoding the protein and ligand identifiers, and then concatenates their vectors to represent an
interaction. BoW-DTA, on the other hand, bases on NLI studies in which the use of certain words
in a sentence produced a strong bias with its semantic label. [Gururangan et al., 2018, Poliak et al.,
2018]. Here, we propose the existence of a similar bias and create BoW-DTA. The proteins and
ligands are represented with bag-of-words in BoW-DTA (words are obtained through BPE), and the
interactions are represented with their concatenation. Both ID-DTA and BoW-DTA use decision
tree regression for prediction as it is a simple yet effective model to learn apparent patterns.

We use 5-fold cross-validation to quantify dataset biases with the weak learner. First, we
randomly divide the training set into five folds and construct five different mini-training and mini-
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validation sets. We train the weak learner on each mini-training set and compute the squared errors
of its predictions on the corresponding mini-validation set. One run of cross-validation yields one
squared-error measurement per protein - compound pair as each pair is placed in the mini-validation
set exactly once. In order to better estimate the performance on each sample, we run the 5-fold
cross-validation 10 times and obtain 10 error measurements per sample. We compute the median
of the 10 squared errors and name it as the “inverse bias coefficient” of a compound - target pair.
If the inverse bias coefficient of a pair is low, then the pair is easily predictable by merely exploiting
the dataset biases. So, it is a biasing sample for the affinity prediction models. Otherwise, the pair
has a high inverse bias coefficient, and thus, it is a challenging pair to predict based on dataset
biases, or a less model-biasing sample. The strong learner leverages the quantified biases during its
training to boost its prediction performance.

2.2.2 The Strong Learner

In DebiasedDTA, the strong learner uses the inverse bias coefficients calculated by the weak learner
to boost its predictions and can be any optimization-based DTA model we would like to debias.
The inverse bias coefficients are normalized to sum to 1 over the training samples and then used to
determine the sample weights at each epoch. We experiment with two weight adaptation strategies
to determine the training sample weights: bias decay (BD) and bias growth (BG).

BD initializes the training sample weights to 1 and updates them at each epoch such that the
weight of each training sample converges to its inverse bias coefficient at the last epoch. When
trained with BD strategy, the strong learner attributes more importance to less-biased samples as
the learning continues, that is the bias in the model decays over time. BD strategy is formulated
as follows:

~we = (1− e

E
) +~b× e

E
(1)

where we is the vector of training sample weights at epoch e, E is the number of training epochs,
and b is the inverse bias coefficients vector. Here, e/E increases as the training continues, and thus

the impact of ~b on the sample weights. This ensures that the importance of less-biased samples (or
samples with high inverse bias coefficients) is increased towards the end of training.

BG adopts the inverse strategy of BD and pushes the strong learner to pay more attention to
less-biasing samples during the initial epochs. In BG, the sample weights are initialized to inverse
bias coefficients and updated to reach to 1 at the last epoch. The training sample weights are
computed with the following equation at each epoch:

~we =
e

E
+ (~b− e

E
×~b) (2)

In this equation, ~we = ~b initially but the contribution of ~b to the weights decreases over epochs,
suggesting that the model attributes more attention to less-biasing samples in the early epochs.

We implement three drug - target affinity prediction models to observe the performance of
DebiasedDTA with different strong learners. The first one is DeepDTA [Öztürk et al., 2018], an
influential affinity prediction model that uses SMILES strings of compounds and amino-acid se-
quences of proteins to represent biomolecules. DeepDTA applies three layers of character-level
convolutions over input sequences and uses a three-layered fully-connected neural network for pre-
diction. Here, we slightly modify DeepDTA and treat chemical groups in the SMILES strings
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([OH], [COH], [COOH] etc.) as a single token, while original DeepDTA processes these groups as
character-by-character, too.

In the second model, we alter DeepDTA to use biomolecule word-level convolutions where the
words are identified via BPE algorithm and name the resulting model as BPE-DTA. We experiment
with BPE vocabulary sizes of 8K, 16K, and 32K for SMILES and protein sequences and pick the
combination of 8K-32K as it yields high scores across datasets we used in our previous studies
[Özçelik et al., 2021]. We report the results for all vocabulary combinations in our GitHub repository
for completeness.

Third, we utilize ChemBERTa [Chithrananda et al., 2020] and ProtBERT [Elnaggar et al., 2020]
to create another drug-target affinity prediction model, LM-DTA. LM-DTA vectorizes SMILES
and amino-acid sequences via the language models and concatenates their vectors to represent the
interaction. Finally, LM-DTA uses a two-layered fully connected neural network for prediction.

2.3 Experimental Setup

2.3.1 Datasets

We test DebiasedDTA on BDB [Özçelik et al., 2021] and KIBA [Tang et al., 2014] datasets. KIBA
contains 118K affinity measurements of 229 kinase family proteins and 2111 ligands, such that the
affinities are reported in terms of KIBA score. KIBA score combines different measurement sources
such as Kd, IC50, and Ki, and ranges from 1.3 to 17.2 in the dataset, the latter denoting a higher
binding affinity.

BDB is a dataset filtered from BindingDB database [Liu et al., 2007] and comprises 31K binding
affinity measurements of 490 proteins and 924 ligands. The binding affinities are recorded in terms
of pKd (Equation 3), which correlates positively with the binding strength and changes between
1.6 and 13.3 in the dataset. Protein diversity is higher in BDB than KIBA as it contains fewer
interactions but more proteins from different families. More information about the datasets is
available in the GitHub repository.

pKd = − log10(
Kd

1e9
) (3)

2.3.2 Experimental Settings

We create five distinct train - test setups per dataset to evaluate the models. To create different
setups, we clustered the proteins and ligands in the datasets and randomly divided the clusters
into two as “warm” and “cold” clusters. We interpret the warm clusters as the already known
biomolecules and the cold clusters as novel biomolecules. The dissimilarity of known and novel
biomolecules is enforced by the clustering-based split.

In order to produce training and test interactions from warm and cold biomolecule clusters, we
first filter interactions between proteins and ligands in the warm clusters. We use these interactions
mainly as the training sets, but also separate small subsets as “validation” and “warm test” sets.
The validation fold is used to tune model hyper-parameters, whereas the warm test set is to evaluate
models on the interactions between known biomolecules.

We create two more test sets called “cold ligand” and “cold protein”, where the cold ligand
test set consists of the interactions between ligands in the cold cluster and proteins in the warm
cluster. This test set is used to measure model performance in the scenarios in which new drugs
are searched to target existing proteins. The cold protein test set is created similarly and used
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to evaluate models in the scenarios where existing drugs are searched to target a novel protein.
Finally, we create a “cold both” test set that is the set of interactions between the proteins and
ligands in the cold clusters. This is the most challenging test set of every setup, as both the protein
and the ligand do not reside in the training set.

In order to tune the hyper-parameters, we train models on the training set of each setup and
measure the performance on the corresponding validation set. We pick the hyper-parameter com-
bination that scores the lowest average mean squared error on validation set to predict the test set
interactions.

2.3.3 Evaluation Metrics

We evaluate DebiasedDTA models with two regression metrics, namely concordance index (CI) and
R2. We use CI in order to evaluate the consistency of predicted binding affinity ranking with the
expected one. Evaluating a ranking, CI is independent of the output range and allows comparisons
across datasets. CI is expected to be around 0.5 for random predictions and reaches 1 when two
rankings match exactly. We compute CI via Equation 4 [Gönen and Heller, 2005] where bx is the
prediction for the larger affinity pair δx, by is the prediction for the smaller affinity pair δy, Z is
a normalization constant, h(m) is a step function that is 0 when m < 0, 0.5 when m = 0, and 1,
otherwise.

CI =
1

Z

∑
δx>δy

h(bx − by) (4)

We also calculate R2, a scale-invariant regression metric that measures how much of the actual
variance in the gold labels is explained by the predictions. We use the scikit-learn [Pedregosa
et al., 2011] implementation to compute R2.

3 Results

3.1 DebiasedDTA Boosts Drug-Target Affinity Prediction

We debias DeepDTA, BPE-DTA, and LM-DTA models with BoW-DTA and ID-DTA on BDB and
KIBA datasets. We experiment with BD and BG for all strong - weak learner combinations and
report CI and R2 scores on each test set in Table 1.

The effect of weak learners As the first component of debiasing, we investigate the effect of
the weak learner selection on the affinity prediction performance by comparing BoW-DTA (BG)
models with ID-DTA (BG), and BoW-DTA (BD) with ID-DTA (BD). For comparison, we count
the times a weak learner outperformed the other in terms of both metrics on a test set, totalling
up to 24 comparisons per dataset. For BDB, models debiased with BoW-DTA yield higher scores
in 9 configurations and ID-DTA based models outperform BoW-DTA 5 times. 10 out 24 times,
BoW-DTA achieved higher CI, but lower R2 than ID-DTA, or vice verse. We call these 10 cases as
“ties” since no model could outperform the other in terms of both metrics.

On KIBA, ID-DTA achieved higher scores than BoW-DTA in 13 cases whereas BoW-DTA
outperformed ID-DTA 7 times and two models are tied 4 out of 24 times. The higher performance
of ID-DTA on KIBA compared to BDB (13 wins vs. 5 wins) suggests that biomolecule identities
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Table 1: The effect of different debiasing strategies on the model performance per interaction type.
We train each model 5 times using different folds of the training set and compute mean test set
scores of the models. We report mean and standard deviation (in parantheses) of CI and R2 metrics
in the table. Mean squared errors and root mean squared errors, which are in parallel with R2, are
also available in the project repository.

Warm Cold Ligand Cold Protein Cold Both
Model CI R2 CI R2 CI R2 CI R2

B
D

B

D
ee

p
D

T
A

No Debiasing 0.888 (0.009) 0.781 (0.028) 0.687 (0.096) 0.039 (0.243) 0.759 (0.006) 0.315 (0.049) 0.554 (0.047) -0.154 (0.164)
BoW-DTA (BD) 0.899 (0.004) 0.799 (0.013) 0.698 (0.037) 0.043 (0.108) 0.777 (0.014) 0.351 (0.090) 0.568 (0.044) -0.092 (0.132)
BoW-DTA (BG) 0.890 (0.011) 0.785 (0.011) 0.715 (0.036) -0.003 (0.116) 0.781 (0.011) 0.357 (0.051) 0.611 (0.025) -0.157 (0.167)
ID-DTA (BD) 0.898 (0.005) 0.804 (0.011) 0.693 (0.058) 0.026 (0.109) 0.771 (0.007) 0.339 (0.067) 0.585 (0.040) -0.128 (0.056)
ID-DTA (BG) 0.886 (0.010) 0.785 (0.008) 0.685 (0.079) -0.176 (0.214) 0.774 (0.025) 0.350 (0.079) 0.579 (0.050) -0.345 (0.244)

B
P

E
-D

T
A

No Debiasing 0.883 (0.006) 0.774 (0.013) 0.657 (0.083) -0.143 (0.202) 0.653 (0.060) -0.256 (0.411) 0.522 (0.054) -0.442 (0.349)
BoW-DTA (BD) 0.888 (0.008) 0.781 (0.016) 0.687 (0.082) -0.091 (0.302) 0.664 (0.067) -0.386 (0.593) 0.568 (0.084) -0.334 (0.347)
BoW-DTA (BG) 0.873 (0.013) 0.760 (0.027) 0.683 (0.058) -0.164 (0.162) 0.674 (0.029) -0.010 (0.167) 0.537 (0.044) -0.513 (0.270)
ID-DTA (BD) 0.891 (0.005) 0.777 (0.019) 0.692 (0.065) -0.045 (0.252) 0.650 (0.039) -0.689 (0.476) 0.565 (0.090) -0.426 (0.231)
ID-DTA (BG) 0.880 (0.008) 0.759 (0.018) 0.637 (0.079) -0.224 (0.162) 0.698 (0.031) 0.069 (0.109) 0.526 (0.042) -0.432 (0.322)

L
M

-D
T

A

No Debiasing 0.876 (0.005) 0.745 (0.011) 0.688 (0.046) -0.027 (0.175) 0.780 (0.016) 0.384 (0.083) 0.572 (0.028) -0.226 (0.205)
BoW-DTA (BD) 0.882 (0.006) 0.762 (0.003) 0.688 (0.069) -0.005 (0.169) 0.781 (0.017) 0.386 (0.081) 0.563 (0.032) -0.182 (0.136)
BoW-DTA (BG) 0.879 (0.007) 0.755 (0.004) 0.671 (0.049) -0.045 (0.145) 0.776 (0.019) 0.381 (0.087) 0.557 (0.048) -0.245 (0.164)
ID-DTA (BD) 0.883 (0.006) 0.758 (0.003) 0.683 (0.067) -0.016 (0.270) 0.782 (0.017) 0.387 (0.080) 0.581 (0.017) -0.198 (0.174)
ID-DTA (BG) 0.882 (0.010) 0.748 (0.006) 0.686 (0.053) 0.016 (0.139) 0.777 (0.017) 0.372 (0.072) 0.568 (0.034) -0.199 (0.160)
BoW-LM-DTA (BD) 0.884 (0.009) 0.761 (0.008) 0.662 (0.074) -0.096 (0.227) 0.784 (0.016) 0.395 (0.078) 0.548 (0.033) -0.244 (0.137)
BoW-LM-DTA (BG) 0.879 (0.007) 0.756 (0.011) 0.701 (0.057) 0.010 (0.212) 0.778 (0.025) 0.369 (0.081) 0.586 (0.043) -0.198 (0.155)

K
IB

A

D
ee

p
D

T
A

No Debiasing 0.873 (0.005) 0.756 (0.021) 0.753 (0.018) 0.337 (0.081) 0.719 (0.029) 0.330 (0.109) 0.654 (0.019) 0.087 (0.099)
BoW-DTA (BD) 0.888 (0.005) 0.775 (0.019) 0.761 (0.004) 0.349 (0.046) 0.713 (0.036) 0.308 (0.115) 0.639 (0.028) 0.045 (0.147)
BoW-DTA (BG) 0.875 (0.007) 0.745 (0.021) 0.749 (0.014) 0.328 (0.060) 0.707 (0.039) 0.271 (0.099) 0.633 (0.025) 0.073 (0.142)
ID-DTA (BD) 0.887 (0.006) 0.775 (0.018) 0.761 (0.020) 0.350 (0.101) 0.725 (0.038) 0.333 (0.124) 0.660 (0.034) 0.084 (0.195)
ID-DTA (BG) 0.877 (0.003) 0.755 (0.022) 0.750 (0.018) 0.335 (0.075) 0.709 (0.032) 0.305 (0.076) 0.639 (0.019) 0.060 (0.130)

B
P

E
-D

T
A

No Debiasing 0.881 (0.005) 0.760 (0.016) 0.735 (0.025) 0.274 (0.105) 0.680 (0.020) 0.185 (0.077) 0.605 (0.033) -0.006 (0.117)
BoW-DTA (BD) 0.891 (0.003) 0.774 (0.016) 0.736 (0.018) 0.231 (0.093) 0.679 (0.030) 0.174 (0.103) 0.604 (0.017) -0.046 (0.082)
BoW-DTA (BG) 0.882 (0.003) 0.759 (0.016) 0.743 (0.031) 0.278 (0.115) 0.677 (0.033) 0.118 (0.095) 0.605 (0.026) -0.071 (0.114)
ID-DTA (BD) 0.893 (0.003) 0.776 (0.012) 0.736 (0.021) 0.229 (0.099) 0.684 (0.023) 0.179 (0.060) 0.590 (0.014) -0.037 (0.079)
ID-DTA (BG) 0.884 (0.004) 0.759 (0.016) 0.727 (0.024) 0.208 (0.116) 0.654 (0.034) -0.439 (1.077) 0.589 (0.025) -0.635 (0.980)

L
M

-D
T

A

No Debiasing 0.858 (0.005) 0.756 (0.012) 0.749 (0.012) 0.409 (0.067) 0.713 (0.049) 0.366 (0.137) 0.650 (0.041) 0.107 (0.122)
BoW-DTA (BD) 0.865 (0.005) 0.769 (0.013) 0.756 (0.013) 0.435 (0.064) 0.717 (0.051) 0.382 (0.139) 0.653 (0.028) 0.159 (0.121)
BoW-DTA (BG) 0.859 (0.004) 0.755 (0.016) 0.756 (0.015) 0.425 (0.069) 0.713 (0.057) 0.373 (0.152) 0.652 (0.042) 0.147 (0.133)
ID-DTA (BD) 0.864 (0.006) 0.767 (0.014) 0.759 (0.011) 0.436 (0.056) 0.718 (0.053) 0.385 (0.143) 0.652 (0.036) 0.151 (0.126)
ID-DTA (BG) 0.860 (0.005) 0.757 (0.017) 0.755 (0.012) 0.424 (0.065) 0.717 (0.049) 0.384 (0.139) 0.664 (0.031) 0.133 (0.132)
BoW-LM-DTA (BD) 0.864 (0.005) 0.768 (0.012) 0.758 (0.010) 0.441 (0.055) 0.719 (0.054) 0.382 (0.145) 0.646 (0.032) 0.139 (0.115)
BoW-LM-DTA (BG) 0.862 (0.005) 0.760 (0.015) 0.761 (0.014) 0.426 (0.073) 0.714 (0.053) 0.382 (0.138) 0.653 (0.026) 0.119 (0.145)

cause more bias in this dataset. We relate this with the fact that KIBA contains more interactions
per biomolecule and thus the models are capable of inferring more biomolecule identity information
from the interactions. In total, BoW-DTA wins the 15 comparisons and ID-DTA wins 18, indicating
that the performance of ID-DTA and BoW-DTA is similar to each other and both chemical word
based and identity based biases are prevalent in the datasets.

We also observed in Table 1 that, LM-DTA is the only model with which ID-DTA outperformed
BoW-DTA both on BDB and KIBA datasets. We relate this with the fact that LM-DTA and
BoW-DTA use different biochemical word vocabularies and tokenizers, and thus BoW-DTA might
fail to capture chemical-word biases that adversely affect LM-DTA. This motivated us to design a
new weak learner, BoW-LM-DTA, that uses the same vocabularies and tokenizers as the LM-DTA
model and bag-of-words representation. We compare BoW-DTA and BoW-LM-DTA approaches
as previously and find that 8 out of 16 times BoW-LM-DTA achieves higher performance than
BoW-DTA and two models tie three times, meaning that one cannot outperform another in both
metrics. The higher performance of BoW-LM-DTA highlights that the commonality of vocabularies
and tokenizers between weak and strong learners facilitates eliminating the word-based biases.
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Table 2: The gain of debiasing. The percentile improvement in CI and increase in R2 are displayed
for each model on every test set. The statistics are computed by comparing the best Debiased-
DTA score with the non-debiased one. Negative statistics are reported if the non-debiased model
outperforms every debiasing configuration.

Warm Cold Ligand Cold Protein Cold Both
Model CI R2 CI R2 CI R2 CI R2

B
D

B

DeepDTA 1.239% 0.023 4.076% 0.004 2.899% 0.042 10.289% 0.062
BPE-DTA 0.906% 0.007 5.327% 0.098 6.891% 0.325 8.812% 0.108
LM-DTA 0.913% 0.017 1.890% 0.043 0.513% 0.011 2.448% 0.044

K
IB

A DeepDTA 1.718% 0.019 1.062% 0.013 0.834% 0.003 0.917% -0.003
BPE-DTA 1.362% 0.017 1.088% 0.004 0.588% -0.006 0.000% -0.031
LM-DTA 0.816% 0.013 1.602% 0.032 0.842% 0.019 2.154% 0.052

The effect of weight adaptation strategy The other component of the proposed debiasing
approach is the selection of bias decay (BD) and bias growth (BG) weight adaptation strategies.
In order to evaluate the effect of the weight adaptation strategy, we compared each BG model with
its BD counterpart and count the wins in the comparisons as in the previous part. Table 1 shows
that every BD model outperforms its BG counterpart on warm test sets, indicating the power of
BD on predicting the interactions of known biomolecules.

For the other test sets, BD is again the superior approach for 27 out of 42 comparisons, whereas
BG outperforms BD only 6 times, suggesting the overall superiority of BD to BG for debiasing.
Interestingly, BG wins all comparisons on the cold protein test set of BDB with DeepDTA and
BPE-DTA models, indicating that BG approach has merits too, even if the scope is limited.

The Overall Gain of Debiasing In order to summarize the gains of debiasing, we compare the
best DebiasedDTA model in each setup with its non-debiased counterpart by reporting the percent
increase in CI and absolute increase in R2 in Table 2.

Table 2 demonstrates that in 44 of 48 cases, at least one DebiasedDTA model outperformed
the non-debiased counterpart, highlighting the strength of the proposed approach to boost DTA
prediction performance. In order to show that the performance increase due to DebiasedDTA is
statistically significant, we used one-sided one-sample t-tests with the null hypotheses that mean
CI and R2 gains are 0. The statistical tests resulted in the rejection of the null hypotheses with
p-values < 0.01, suggesting that DebiasedDTA boosts prediction performance in general, with 99%
significance.

The improvements due to debiasing are more evident in the cold test sets of BDB, due to BDB
being a more diverse dataset than KIBA. Since the BDB biomolecules are more diverse, the training
biases are less generalizable to the unknown test molecules and their elimination boosts the DTA
prediction performance more than KIBA.

We also observe in Table 2 that, DebiasedDTA improves the performance on every warm test set,
even though it is mainly designed to improve DTA prediction performance on novel biomolecules.
This shows that eliminating the training set biases helps models to better represent the known
biomolecules, too.

Finally, Table 2 shows that debiasing improved the performance of all affinity prediction models
in the study. This highlights that DTA prediction models are susceptible to dataset biases irrespec-
tive of their input representation and the proposed methodology is powerful enough to eliminate
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Table 3: Binary evaluation of the models on cross-dataset. We use the previously learned weights
for each model and predict affinity of the cold-both and cross-dataset interactions. We convert the
predicted and reported affinity scores to binary labels and measure F1-scores. We report the mean
and standard deviation (in parantheses) of 5 different weights for each model.

Training Dataset Model Cold Both Cross Dataset

BDB

DeepDTA 0.122 (0.029) 0.146 (0.025)
DebiasedDTA 0.298 (0.101) 0.172 (0.020)
BPE-DTA 0.072 (0.059) 0.168 (0.040)
DebiasedDTA 0.134 (0.059) 0.253 (0.019)
LM-DTA 0.217 (0.107) 0.520 (0.031)
DebiasedDTA 0.246 (0.103) 0.522 (0.021)

KIBA

DeepDTA 0.361 (0.141) 0.246 (0.021)
DebiasedDTA 0.337 (0.137) 0.243 (0.037)
BPE-DTA 0.291 (0.123) 0.190 (0.040)
DebiasedDTA 0.225 (0.083) 0.217 (0.018)
LM-DTA 0.384 (0.101) 0.286 (0.019)
DebiasedDTA 0.391 (0.106) 0.289 (0.016)

these biases in different biomolecule representation settings.

3.2 DebiasedDTA Facilitates Out-of-Dataset Generalization

Having observed the strong prediction performance of DebiasedDTA on many settings, we decided
to further challenge the proposed methodology by out-of-dataset interactions. For out-of-dataset
evaluation, we use the models trained on BDB to predict the affinity of all protein - compound
pairs in KIBA, and vice verse. Prior to prediction, we remove the SMILES - amino-acid sequence
pairs shared between the datasets to eliminate risk of information leak from test set to training set.

A challenge to overcome during the cross-evaluation is that BDB and KIBA report the affinity
scores in terms of inconvertible metrics and thus, regression performance of the models on the
cross-dataset cannot be evaluated. We take an alternative approach and convert both the model
predictions and the affinity scores reported in the datasets to binary classes of strong- and weak-
binding. pKd > 7 in BDB and KIBA Score > 12.1 in KIBA are used as the high-affinity threshold
as in the previous work [Özçelik et al., 2021].

We utilize the previously learned weights to evaluate performance on cross-dataset. Five different
weights are already available for each DebiasedDTA model and these weights are used for prediction.
F1-score is used as the evaluation metric and mean and standard deviation are calculated. Table 3
reports the statistics for the non-debiased and debiased models on cross-dataset and in-dataset cold-
both test set as a benchmark. The best performing DebiasedDTA models are shown in Table 3 for
brevity. The statistics for all DebiasedDTA models are presented in GitHub repository.

Table 3 demonstrates that DebiasedDTA achieves a higher mean cross-dataset F1-score than the
non-debiased models, except for the DeepDTA model trained on KIBA. The difference is the most
significant for BPE-DTA trained on BDB, where a student’s t-test also supports the superiority of
DebiasedDTA with 0.99 significance. These results suggest that DebiasedDTA can boost out-of-
dataset generalization of the DTA prediction models.

Table 3 also displays the higher performance of the LM-DTA model to predict the affinities of
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cross-dataset interactions. LM-DTA achieves the highest performance on both datasets, suggesting
its higher generalization potential. This may be due to LM-DTA leveraging pre-trained ligand and
protein language model vectors, which carry information about millions of biomolecules already.

Another result in Table 3 is that, models trained on BDB perform better on KIBA, compared
to their in-dataset cold-both test set. This is a consequence of BDB and KIBA sharing 201 proteins
and BDB having a challenging cold-both test set due to its higher biomolecule diversity. This also
aligns with our finding in the previous sections, where we conclude that DebiasedDTA boosted
BDB cold-both performance more than KIBA, as due to its high diversity.

Overall, we observe that DebiasedDTA can boost performance not only on in-dataset test sets
but also on other datasets. We also show that pre-trained language models can help predict the
affinities of novel biomolecules and the affinity prediction models are challenged further when pre-
dicting the interactions of distant biomolecules.

4 Conclusion

Protein - compound interaction space is not sampled evenly, either because some protein targets
are privileged due to their association with certain disease states or because some compounds are
privileged due to their relatively easier synthesis. As a result, machine learning methodologies that
are based on existing protein - compound interaction pair information struggle to learn general-
izable patterns from the training data that has high training set bias. In this work, we propose
DebiasedDTA, a novel training approach that boosts the performance of DTA prediction methods
both on known and unknown biomolecules. The performance boost is observed for similar and
distant test sets and underlines the value of DebiasedDTA.

DebiasedDTA owes the performance boost to its weak learners that are designed to identify
specific type of bias sources. Here, we experiment with biochemical word and biochemical identity
driven biases and find that elimination of any of the two can improve the prediction models. We also
find that biochemical word based bias is more prevalent in general and in these cases the prediction
model and the weak learner should utilize the same biomolecule word vocabulary.

The strong learners use the weak learners’ output to guide their training by sample weight
adaptation strategies. We experiment with bias decay and bias growth that eliminates dataset
biases in different stages of the training. The results suggest that the late elimination of the biases
produces higher scores in general, and especially for known biomolecules.

Dataset biases are among the major hurdles on the path to develop robust and generalizable DTA
models. One approach will be to sample all regions of interaction space. However, such complete
sampling of the landscape is either impossible due to limitations in synthesis or highly unlikely due
to diversity in interest. Therefore, while we wait for it, we believe that widely-applicable model
training strategies can help to overcome this hurdle and we present DebiasedDTA as a pioneering
work along this line. We foresee that DebiasedDTA will trigger more studies and help to create more
reliable DTA models in the future. We view DebiasedDTA as a technique to prioritize informative
training samples and believe that it will have implications on debiasing natural language processing
models and on computer vision, where out-of-distribution generalization is an essential problem.
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