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ABSTRACT

Discovering novel drug candidate molecules is one of the most fundamental and
critical steps in drug development. Generative deep learning models, which create
synthetic data given a probability distribution, offer a high potential for designing
de novo molecules. However, for them to be useful in real-life drug develop-
ment pipelines, these models should be able to design drug-like and target-centric
molecules. In this study, we propose an end-to-end generative system, DrugGEN,
for the de novo design of drug candidate molecules that interact with intended target
proteins. The proposed method represents molecules as graphs and processes them
via a generative adversarial network comprising graph transformer layers. The
system is trained using a large dataset of drug-like compounds and target-specific
bioactive molecules to design effective inhibitory molecules against the AKT1
protein, which is critically important in developing treatments for various types of
cancer. We conducted molecular docking and dynamics to assess the target-centric
generation performance of the model, as well as attention score visualisation to
examine model interpretability. Results indicate that our de novo molecules have a
high potential for interacting with the AKT1 protein at the level of its native ligands.
Using the open-access DrugGEN codebase, it is possible to easily train models
for other druggable proteins, given a dataset of experimentally known bioactive
molecules.
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1 Introduction
The development of a new drug is a long-term and costly process. It entails the identification of
bioactive compounds against predefined biomolecular targets as one of its initial and most essential
steps. Advancements in high-throughput screening technologies now enable the simultaneous
screening of tens of thousands of compounds. However, it is still impossible to analyse the entire
chemical and target spaces due to their huge sizes [1], which usually prevents the discovery of
the best candidate molecules. The majority of “non-ideal” drug candidates are discontinued in
the late stages of the development process, such as clinical trials, due to high toxicity or low
efficacy, which is the primary reason for the low success rates lately observed in drug development [2].

Small-molecule drugs developed so far exhibit low levels of structural diversity and can only target
certain protein families [3]. It is possible to argue that a similar diversity problem is also valid
for large virtual chemical libraries. Thus, there is a need for truly novel, i.e. structurally diverse,
small molecule drug candidates to target druggable proteins in the human proteome, including their
clinically significant variants [4]. Within the vast theoretical space of small molecules, estimated
to be between 1030 and 1060 [5] , compounds that have the potential to interact specifically and
effectively with each targetable biomolecule may exist. The main challenge is identifying the correct
molecular structures within this unexplored territory. An approach called "de novo drug design" is
utilised for this. Its purpose is to design truly novel candidate molecules that are not mere derivatives
of previously established molecular structures, especially to overcome hard-to-target biomolecules [6].

To address problems associated with conventional de novo drug design, such as long development
durations, elevated costs, and a high number of unknown variables regarding the efficacy and
safety of the designed compounds, artificial intelligence (AI) driven methods (e.g., deep generative
modelling/AI) are starting to emerge in the field [7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17]. A short
review of this topic can be found in the Supplementary Material (S1). Most of the methods developed
so far focused on designing valid molecules that are typically small in terms of molecular size (via
training the models on datasets such as QM9 (∼ 9 heavy atoms on average) [18, 19] and ZINC250K
(∼ 23 heavy atoms on average) [8], which is an easier task compared to designing molecules that
have the same size distribution as the existing drugs and bioactive molecules ( 29 heavy atoms in
ChEMBL molecules, on average).

Deep generative models have also been used to design molecules with desired properties via
conditioning the training or the prediction procedure(s). Most of these models have utilised condition
vectors as a tool for property injection into the generative process. VAEs [20, 21, 22], GANs
[10, 23, 24], sequence-based (language) models [25, 26, 27, 28], geometric models [29] and diffusion
models [15, 30] have been utilised for conditional molecule generation tasks. Reinforcement learning
(RL) has also been employed for this purpose, with reward-penalty functions guiding models towards
desired molecular characteristics in the respective latent space [27, 31]. These approaches result
in optimised molecule generation; however, one of the fundamental objectives of drug design is
developing small molecules that will physically interact with the desired target, and obtaining de
novo molecules with optimised properties alone is insufficient to satisfy this goal. Although a few
recent studies present prototype models [32, 33, 34, 35, 36, 37, 38, 39], AI-driven target-centric drug
design is a highly novel and understudied area with great potential to contribute to rational drug design.

In this study, we propose DrugGEN, a new de novo small molecule design system, an end-to-
end framework, that generates target-centric drug-like molecules using the GAN and transformer
architectures [40], incorporating graph representation learning [41]. The workflow of the study is
depicted in Figure 1. The process (i) starts with the preparation of small molecule datasets (including
their bioactivities/interactions) and their encoding as graphs to be used as training and test data
(Figure 1A), (ii) proceeds with the design and implementation of the DrugGEN model together
with the training and evaluation of the system in the context of performance comparison with the
state-of-the-art and an ablation study (Figure 1B), and (iii) concludes with the downstream analysis of
generated molecules and selection of the most promising candidates to effectively target the selected
protein (Figure 1C). In item iii, we generated and evaluated novel inhibitors for the “RAC-alpha
serine/threonine-protein kinase” (AKT1) protein (Figure S1). Additional information about AKT1 is
provided in Supplementary Material (S2).
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Figure 1: The workflow of the study. (A) Preparation of datasets including molecules and bioactivi-
ties, together with the graph-based encoding of samples in datasets, (B) the graph transformer GAN-
based architecture of DrugGEN, model training and evaluation via subjecting de novo molecules
to fundamental benchmarks and drug-likeness-related metrics, and (C) subsequent selection of
molecules via a series of in silico experiments to identify promising candidates that effectively target
the selected protein, (D) the schematic representation of the architecture of the DrugGEN model. The
generator module of the GAN, which consists of a graph transformer encoder module, transforms the
given input into a new molecular representation. The MLP-based discriminator of the GAN compares
the generated de novo molecules to the known inhibitors of the given target protein, scoring them for
their assignment to the classes of “real” and “fake” molecules (abbreviations; MLP: multi-layered per-
ceptron, Norm: normalisation, Concat: concatenation, MatMul: matrix multiplication, ElementMul:
element-wise multiplication, Mol. adj: molecule adjacency tensor, Mol. Anno: molecule annotation
matrix, Upd: updated). 3



2 Results

2.1 The Overview of DrugGEN

DrugGEN aims to learn the distributions of physicochemical properties and topological attributes of
drugs and drug candidate molecules from the given data to generate drug-like small molecules that
are valid and novel. The discriminator network takes the de novo molecules designed by the generator
and compares them with the known (real) bioactive ligands (inhibitors) of the selected target protein
so that the differences (in terms of structural properties) between the de novo and real molecules can
be learned by the model. This information is then shared with the generator network in an adversarial
setting. This approach directs the generation process toward ligands interacting with the selected tar-
get. The main technical novelty in the DrugGEN model is the incorporation of graph transformers into
the generator and discriminator modules of the generative adversarial network (GAN) (Figure 1D),
the aim of which was to overcome problems related to handling the complexity of the target-centric
generation process, especially considering the large sizes of drug-like molecules, by effectively learn-
ing the long-range dependencies between the atoms of small molecules, and overall, their interactions.

DrugGEN is trained with small molecule data, including random drug-like small molecules and
known target-specific inhibitors (from ChEMBL and DrugBank databases), and applied for designing
de novo ligands of the “RAC-alpha serine/threonine-protein kinase” (AKT1) protein. Its effectiveness
was assessed through a series of downstream data analyses (Figure 1B and C). The performance
of DrugGEN was evaluated via known benchmarking metrics. DrugGEN’s molecules were also
explored in comparison to real molecules via (i) physicochemical property value distribution plots
and (ii) UMAP / t-SNE projections and visualisation in 2-D. Additionally, target-centric properties of
the generated molecules were evaluated further via in silico experiments, such as molecular docking
and deep learning-based drug-target interaction prediction. In our tests, we also compared DrugGEN
with other generative models. Furthermore, we conducted an explainable AI-centric analysis via
attention score visualisation to interpret the model. We selected 30 promising candidate de novo
molecules via expert curation. Finally, we performed molecular dynamics simulations with (i) the
native ligand in the co-crystal structure of AKT1 (PDB id: “4GV1”) [42], and (ii) a chosen de novo
generated molecule to compare their binding characteristics within the AKT1 binding site. Each of
these analyses is described in detail in the subsequent sections.

2.2 Performance Evaluation and Comparison

We compared DrugGEN’s performance with methods from the molecular generative AI literature.
For this, we generated 10,000 de novo molecules (using our trained model in the inference mode)
and subjected these molecules to MOSES benchmarking [43]. Here, we report the generative
performance of DrugGEN and other models using the widely known metrics of validity, uniqueness,
novelty, internal diversity (IntDiv), and quantitative estimate of drug-likeness (QED) where higher
values indicate better performance (see “Performance metrics” in Methods for details). It is important
to note that these benchmarking metrics only provide clues about the performance of a generative
model on a basic level. They do not offer a comprehensive evaluation, which is a difficult task
since the main aims of these models are different from each other (e.g., designing a valid molecule,
optimising molecules over a physicochemical property, etc.). Target-specific molecule generation,
which is the main goal of DrugGEN, cannot be assessed by these metrics; therefore, this property has
been evaluated at later steps via physics-based analyses such as molecular docking and dynamics.

In Table 1, DrugGEN’s performance is shown together with other models from the literature (i.e.,
ORGAN, MolGPT, MGM, RELATION, REINVENT, MARS, BIMODAL, molDQN, QADD,
STAGAN, ResGen and EDM). The competing models were selected based on the underlying
algorithms and training datasets to cover a wide range of approaches. Since this analysis has multiple
metrics and numerous methods, it was not straightforward to make a generalised comparison. To
solve this issue, we calculated an overall ranking by considering all the metrics together (where rank
1 is the best). For this, we divided the methods into three groups: the best, medium and low, and
scored them with 1, 2 and 3, respectively, independently for each metric. The methods are ranked
from lowest to highest average score. DrugGEN became the top model in the overall ranking.
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Considering individual metrics, DrugGEN displayed a high performance on most of them and did not
suffer from issues such as low validity, novelty or uniqueness, which is the opposite of ORGAN,
BIMODAL, REINVENT, MGM and ResGen. Of these models, ORGAN relies on the GAN structure
composed of an RNN (as a generator) and a CNN (as a discriminator) to generate conditioned
molecules [44]. Another GAN-based model, STAGAN, was introduced to mitigate mode collapse
observed in conventional GANs. Nevertheless, the model exhibits diminished validity, particularly
when confronted with the challenge of processing considerably larger molecular structures within the
ZINC250k dataset ( 23 heavy atoms on average) [11]. On the other hand, DrugGEN utilises graph
transformers with attention modules, which might contribute to the performance difference.

Table 1: Molecule generation performance of DrugGEN and other methods: RELATION [38],MGM
[12], MolGPT [26], ORGAN [44], QADD [45], molDQN [46], BIMODAL [47], MARS [48],
REINVENT [49], ResGen [29], EDM [15], and STAGAN [11] were given in terms of fundamental
benchmarking metrics of internal diversity (IntDiv), novelty, validity and uniqueness (Uniq.). We
directly obtained the scores from the articles of these models, except for the EDM, for which we
re-trained the model with the ChEMBL dataset, and ResGen, for which we used the trained model
to generate molecules and calculate metrics. The ORGAN and STAGAN models are trained on
a curated ZINC dataset, whereas the RELATION and MolDQN models utilise a combination of
ChEMBL and ZINC data for training. The remaining models are trained exclusively on the ChEMBL
data. Arrows show the direction in which the performance increases. The best performances are
displayed in bold font (all within %1 of the highest score).

Data
Type

Model
Name

Architecture
details

Validity
(↑)

Uniqueness
(↑)

Novelty
(↑)

IntDiv
(↑)

QED
(↑)

Overall
ranking (↓)

Text

REINVENT RNN + RL 0.940 0.307 - 0.755 0.525 6
BIMODAL RNN 0.997 0.314 - 0.720 0.541 6
RELATION BiTL 0.854 1.000 1.000 0.773 - 3

MolGPT Transformer 0.994 0.797 1.000 0.857 - 2
ORGAN GAN 0.379 0.687 0.841 - 0.520 8

Graph

QADD GNN + RL 1.000 0.341 - 0.613 - 9
MARS GNN + MCMC 0.997 0.333 - 0.641 - 9
MGM MPNN 0.849 0.722 1.000 - 0.582 3

molDQN Q-Learning (RL) 1.000 0.360 - 0.531 - 9
STAGAN GAN 0.482 1.000 1.000 - - 5
ResGen GVP - 1.000 0.289 0.547 0.218 12

DrugGEN
(ours)

GAN + Graph
transformer 0.931 0.991 1.000 0.875 0.520 1

*RNN: Recurrent Neural Networks, RL: Reinforcement Learning, BiTL: Bidirectional Transfer
Learning, GAN: Generative Adversarial Networks, GNN: Graph Neural Networks, MCMC: Markov
chain Monte Carlo, MPNN: Message-passing Neural Networks, GVP: Geometric Vector Perceptron.

The MolGPT model employs the conventional sequence-based transformer architecture utilised in
natural language processing. This model was trained using SMILES representations of molecules.
However, the novelty score of the model was reported to be subpar. Furthermore, models such as
QADD, molDQN, BIMODAL, REINVENT, and MARS also exhibit low novelty scores caused by
generating existing samples in the training set. On the contrary, DrugGEN generates a significantly
higher rate of novel molecules (Table 1). We also calculated the average maximum and mean
pairwise Tanimoto-based similarity values between DrugGEN’s de novo molecules and all real
molecules in the ChEMBL dataset and found 55% and 11% similarity, respectively, which points
to the high originality of DrugGEN molecules. The internal diversity (IntDiv) metric indicates the
diversity of structures among generated samples. DrugGEN also exhibited notably high performance
in IntDiv, demonstrating its ability to learn different molecular structures from the training dataset.
Additional comments can be found in Supplementary Material (S3).
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2.3 Ablation Study

In this analysis, we compare the output of different DrugGEN model variations with each other and
with the molecules in the training datasets. We used the same set of fundamental benchmarking
metrics as in the previous section, as well as the synthetic accessibility (SA) metric [43] (see
“Performance metrics” for details). For this experiment, we utilised four different models: (i)
DrugGEN: the default model, (ii) DrugGEN-NoTarget: a DrugGEN model that only generates
random molecules, which has the same architecture as DrugGEN; however, its discriminator
takes random real molecules as input instead of target specific inhibitors (the sole aim is to
generate drug-like molecules), (iii) MLP baseline: a targeted baseline model with multi-layered
perceptron (MLP) based generator/discriminator modules, and (iv) MLP-NoTarget baseline:
a MLP-based non-targeted baseline model. These baseline models are differentiated from
DrugGEN by replacing the graph transformer encoder blocks with simple MLP layers (please
see “Methods” for details). The purpose behind comparing the main DrugGEN model and its
non-targeted version with the MLP-based baselines is to underscore the benefits of employing
graph transformers for molecule generation. Targeted and non-targeted baseline models follow the
same training schedule and datasets as DrugGEN and DrugGEN-NoTarget, respectively. We gen-
erated 10,000 de novo molecules from each model and ran them through the metrics mentioned above.

Table 2 shows ablation performance results, in which all models demonstrate high validity,
uniqueness, novelty, and IntDiv scores, indicating the high efficiency of our molecular design system.
Low SA and high QED scores pinpoint the easy synthesizability of the generated molecules, in
comparison to ChEMBL data (random drug-like molecules) and real AKT1 inhibitors. DrugGEN’s
generator module takes random molecules as the initial input (i.e., starting molecules). Therefore,
measuring a second novelty score against the starting molecules used during the generation process is
also essential. We named this metric novelty at inference (NI) and provided the scores in Table 2 in
the same column as the regular novelty measure (i.e., novelty against training data). We observed that
NI scores are slightly lower than the standard novelty values, which was expected since the input of
the inference run has a more direct effect on generated samples. It is also important to note that the
NI scores of DrugGEN are still higher than the regular novelty scores of most of the models listed in
Table 1. Meanwhile, both the DrugGEN-NoTarget and the MLP-NoTarget baseline models scored
low NI values (0.552 and 0.201, respectively), indicating that these models generate their starting
molecules at least half of the time. Additional comments can be found in Supplementary Material (S3).

We also docked molecules belonging to each model/dataset to the AKT1 protein structure (details are
provided in Methods). The median scores (using the best 10% of molecules in terms of docking
scores) are shown in the docking score column of Table 2. The results indicate that the real AKT1
inhibitors obtained the best performance (-9.406 kcal/mol), which was expected since these are
experimentally verified binders and included as positive control. The DrugGEN model has obtained
the closest results to real AKT1 inhibitors (-8.369 kcal/mol). On the other hand, the MLP baseline
model falls short (-6.367 kcal/mol), pointing out that MLP lacks the required generalisation capability
to understand long-term relationships between atoms of the molecule to design effective inhibitors.
On the other hand, the transformer architecture leverages the attention mechanism to effectively
extract the intrinsic structural patterns. A more detailed investigation of the docking analysis is
provided below, in the “Molecular docking analysis” section.

Overall, the ablation results indicate a better targeted generation performance when the graph
transformer blocks are utilised. Based on the results in Tables 1 and 2, it is possible to state that
DrugGEN generates valid, diverse and novel molecules, which docks well to the intended target.

2.4 Physicochemical Property Comparisons

We drew histograms (density plots) displaying the physicochemical property value distributions of
real molecules in our training dataset and de novo generated molecules from DrugGEN models and
other target-based generation models (Figure S2). Details of this analysis are given in Supplementary
Material (S4). In summary, de novo molecules belonging to the DrugGEN model and real AKT1
inhibitors share a similar region of the physicochemical property space in general (i.e., DrugGEN’s
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Table 2: Ablation study performance results in terms of (i) fundamental benchmarking metrics (i.e.,
validity, novelty, uniqueness, and IntDiv), (ii) metrics measuring physicochemical and drug-likeness-
related properties (i.e., QED, and SA), and (iii) docking scores (kcal/mol) obtained against the AKT1
protein structure (i.e., median of the scores of the top 10% of molecules). Arrows show the direction
in which the performance increases.

Models/
Datasets

Highlight of the
Model/Dataset

Validity
(↑)

Novelty
(NI*) (↑)

Uniqueness
(↑)

IntDiv
(↑)

QED
(↑)

SA
(↓)

Docking
score (↓)

ChEMBL
Data

Training data
(random mol.*) - - - 0.877 0.543 3.002 -6.871

Real AKT1
Inhibitors

Training data
(targeted mol.) - - - 0.827 0.460 3.051 -9.406

DrugGEN Targeted gen.
via graph trans. 0.931 0.991

(0.949) 1.000 0.875 0.520 2.842 -8.369

MLP
Baseline

Targeted gen.
via MLPs 0.934 0.992

(0.952) 1.000 0.860 0.519 2.833 -6.367

DrugGEN
NoTarget

Non-targeted gen.
via graph trans. 0.913 0.990

(0.552) 1.000 0.884 0.578 3.030 -

MLP-NoTarget
Baseline

Non-targeted
gen. via MLPs 0.957 0.999

(0.201) 0.998 0.883 0.576 2.821 -

*mol: molecules, NI: Novelty at Inference (novelty measured against the real molecules used as input
at inference), MLP: multi-layered perceptron.

distribution shape and mean more closely resemble those of real AKT1 inhibitors compared to other
models). This finding indicates that DrugGEN has effectively learned the physicochemical properties
of the real inhibitors of the selected target protein. It is also important to note that this correlation is
not due to merely overfitting to the training dataset, indicated by the high novelty scores (Table 1 and
2).

2.5 Molecular Docking of de novo Molecules

To examine target-centric binding characteristics of de novo generated molecules, we conducted
a molecular docking analysis (please see “Methods” for details) on the de novo molecules
generated by DrugGEN and competing targeted molecule generation methods (i.e., RELATION,
TRIOMPHE-BOA, and ResGen). We also employed the real AKT1 inhibitors as the positive control,
and baselines (i.e., DrugGEN-NoTarget, MLP, MLP-NoTarget, and randomly selected ChEMBL
molecules) as the negative control. We utilised the AKT1 crystal structure (PDB id of the model:
“4GV1”)[42] as our template. Figure 2A displays bar plots of median docking scores (i.e., binding
free energies - δG in kcal/mol) of the top 10% of molecules with the best binding properties from
each group/model, where a lower binding free energy value indicates a stronger binding affinity.
Predicted binding free energies for all molecules are given as histograms in Figure S3. The median
docking scores of DrugGEN and positive/negative controls were already provided as part of the
ablation study, above (Table 2).

In Figure 2A, percentages shown on top of each bar represent docking performance of generative
models in comparison to the real AKT1 inhibitors. For this, we applied min-max normalisation
to the median docking score of each model (parameters: maximum=-9.41 and minimum=-3.75
kcal/mol, which are the median of the top and bottom 10% docking scores of real AKT1 inhibitors,
respectively). DrugGEN achieved the highest performance with 81.64% and -8.37 kcal/mol (Figure
2A), exhibiting a noteworthy contrast to other target-based models, especially TRIOMPHE-BOA,
and ResGen, as well as the non-targeted model, DrugGEN-NoTarget. Furthermore, the difference
between the DrugGEN and RELATION models (i.e., -8.37 and -8.10 kcal/mol, respectively) was
found to be statistically significant according to the Mann-Whitney U rank test (p-value < 0.0001).
Additionally, we measured the docking binding free energy of the capivasertib-AKT1 complex
(i.e., the bound ligand in our template PDB structure: 4GV1) at -9.52 kcal/mol, as well as other
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experimentally proven inhibitors that reached clinical trials, namely ipatasertib and uprosertib, at
-9.68 and -8.57 kcal/mol, respectively. The DrugGEN model was able to generate 38 molecules that
surpass the binding score of the native ligand capivasertib, which are shown in Figure S4.

As an overall evaluation, DrugGEN was successful in its target-specific molecular design routine.
After this stage of the study, we concentrated on further investigating DrugGEN’s de novo molecules
and selecting a subset to propose as new potential inhibitors for AKT1.

2.6 Exploration of Molecules via Dimensionality Reduction

We visualized both real and de novo molecules from the previous analyses using UMAP [50]
and t-SNE [51] algorithms. Figure 2B and C present the UMAP (parameters: n-neighbors=50,
min-dist=0.8 and metric=”dice”) and t-SNE (parameters: perplexity: 500, iteration: 2000)
projections, respectively, of a randomly selected subset of de novo molecules from DrugGEN
and DrugGEN-NoTarget models (1,000 from each), real AKT1 inhibitors (all molecules used in
model training); and 50,000 ChEMBL molecules from the training dataset. In these plots, each dot
represents a molecule, colours indicate their source, and the Euclidean distances roughly indicate
structural similarities based on Tanimoto applied on descriptor-based molecular fingerprints. The
molecules are represented by the MACCS (Molecular ACCess System) descriptors, which is a 166-D
set of binary fingerprints concerning the presence or absence of predefined structural features [52].

In the UMAP and t-SNE plots in Figure 2B and C, molecules generated by the DrugGEN model
are clustered together with real AKT1 inhibitors, indicating a higher structural resemblance (in
terms of topological fingerprint-based similarities). On the other hand, molecules generated by
DrugGEN-NoTarget exhibit a nearly homogeneous distribution across the entire plane, due to the
non-targeted generation approach. Our conclusion here is that the DrugGEN model has learned the
structural distribution of the AKT1 inhibitor molecules.

2.7 Analysing Molecules with Drug-likeness Filters

To assess their drug-related properties, de novo molecules generated by DrugGEN are subjected
to the following filtering steps: (i) Lipinski’s Rule of 5 [53], (ii) Veber’s rules [54], and (iii) the
pan-assay INterference compoundS (PAINS) [55] filter,which identifies and eliminates false positive
molecules in biological screening assays such as redox cyclers, toxoflavins, polyhydroxylated natural
phytochemicals, etc. In this analysis, we utilised the same 10,000 de novo generated molecules
subjected to the benchmarking analysis. In the end, 41.15% (4,115 out of 10,000) of the de novo
molecules successfully passed through the filters. Subsequently, we subjected ChEMBL and AKT1
molecules to the same filters for comparison. It is observed that 57.18% (1,342 out of 2,347) of AKT1
inhibitors and 50.80% (50,802 out of 100,000) of randomly sampled ChEMBL dataset molecules
have passed, providing roughly similar percentages to DrugGEN molecules.

2.8 Deep Learning-based Bioactivity Prediction

To evaluate the target interaction-related properties of de novo molecules in parallel to molecular
docking, we carried out a deep learning-based drug/compound–target interaction (DTI) prediction
analysis with the same de novo molecule dataset (against the AKT1 protein), using our previously
developed DEEPScreen system [56]. DEEPScreen is a supervised discriminative deep learning
system composed of target-centric bioactivity prediction models that classify input molecules as
either active (interacting) or inactive (noninteracting) against the selected protein (Figure 2D) (please
see “Methods” for details). We preferred DEEPScreen for this analysis since (i) it is straightforward
to prepare input data and train/test a target-specific DTI prediction model, (ii) it only requires
readily available data, (iii) it has high predictive performance as displayed in its respective article
[56]. DEEPScreen is completely separate/ independent from the DrugGEN system regarding the
modelling approach, datasets and output. Therefore, it is ensured that the DTI prediction analysis is
objective. Out of 10,000 molecules obtained from the DrugGEN model, DEEPScreen predicted
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5,700 of them as active, and 373 of these active predictions received an extraordinary confidence
score of ≥ 0.85 (the complete confidence score histogram of the active predictions is given in Figure
S5). We also analysed 2,347 real AKT1 inhibitors, 10,000 random ChEMBL compounds and 10,000
DrugGEN-NoTarget molecules with DEEPScreen for comparison, which received 777, 168 and
138 high confidence (≥ 0.85) active predictions against the target protein, respectively. The high
ratio of real AKT1 inhibitors can be deceiving here since most of these “active” predicted molecules
were already presented in the positive training or validation datasets of the DEEPScreen model. As a
result, the model was highly biased towards predicting these molecules as active. Considering the
two non-targeted molecule groups (i.e., DrugGEN-NoTarget and random ChEMBL molecules), the
difference in the number of high-confidence active predictions (373 vs. 168 and 138) indicates the
effectiveness of DrugGEN. In accordance with the results of the docking analysis, these findings
provide additional information on DrugGEN’s ability to generate target-based molecules.

2.9 Final Candidate Molecules Selection

We manually selected the 30 most promising de novo molecules (from molecules with docking
scores < -8 kcal/mol and DEEPScreen predictions as “active”) via expert curation and presented
them as our best candidates to target AKT1 (Figure 3). Figure S6 shows a subset of those 30 de
novo molecules alongside the real AKT1 inhibitory molecules (from the training dataset) most
similar to them (two real molecules for each de novo design). As observed from Figure S6, de novo
molecules are structurally diverse even from their most similar counterpart in the training set, yet
these molecules obtained convincing docking scores (i.e., < -8 kcal/mol) against AKT1.

We showcase one molecule among the 25 (shown with the identifier: “MOL_01_027820” in Figure
5), which can be denoted as a “Pyrrolo[1,2-a]pyrimidin-4(1H)-one” derivative. Figure 4A displays
the reference crystal complex structure of AKT1 with the ligand capivasertib (model PDB id:
“4GV1”) [42], for which the binding free energy was measured as -9.517 kcal/mol in the molecular
docking analysis (on the same ligand conformer). Figure 4B shows the best docking pose of
MOL_01_027820 with the binding free energy -9.686 kcal/mol obtained via the same docking proto-
col. This molecule is investigated further below to comprehend its binding-related dynamic properties.

2.10 Investigation of Binding Properties of the de novo Showcase Molecule

The reference co-crystal complex structure “AKT1 - capivasertib” (Figure 4A) and the complex
model obtained from the docking of the selected de novo molecule “AKT1 - MOL_01_027820”
(Figure 4B) share the binding pattern with Ala177, Lys179 and Thr291. Hydrophobic interactions are
more prominent in the AKT1 - MOL_01_027820 complex, whereas in the crystal structure hydrogen
bonds are evident. This may contribute to the difference in binding affinities. The replacement
of the adenine ring of the ATP with various heterocyclic moieties resulted in selective and potent
inhibition of kinases and this mode of binding constitutes more than 90% of kinase inhibitors [57].
These inhibitors bind the same binding pocket as ATP and mimic adenine group’s interactions with
the hinge residues. Here we see a similar orientation with capivasertib and MOL_01_027820 in
the AKT1 kinase binding site. However, the hydrogen bond interactions with the backbones of the
hinge residues were not directly observed in the docking-derived binding pose of MOL_01_027820
(Figure 4B). To further evaluate the relaxation and adaptation of the binding site and to reveal
binding characteristics of capivasertib and MOL_01_027820, 500 ns long molecular dynamics
(MD) simulations were conducted with four copies (please see “Methods” for details).

The output of MD simulations are shown in Figure 4 panels C to I. The AKT1 structure mostly
consists of α helices, and visual inspection of the simulations displayed the conservation of secondary
structures during the simulations of both complexes. As can be seen in RMSD plots (Figure 4 panels
F to I), both simulations (together with their simulation copies) reached stable binding patterns.
Hydrogen bonding networks between the hinge domain residues Glu228 and Ala230 occurred with
high ratios in all simulations. Van der Waals interactions were also observed with the hydrophobic
moieties of the surrounding residues. The gatekeeper residue Met227 remained closed and supported
the residence of the ligand within the binding cavity for both complexes. Additionally, Lys179 in
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Figure 2: Exploration of de novo molecules via downstream analysis. (A) Bar plots displaying the
median of binding free energies measured in the docking analysis of de novo molecules generated by
DrugGEN, DrugGEN-NoTarget, RELATION, TRIOMPHE-BOA, and ResGen models (molecules
are docked into the binding pocket of the AKT1 protein structure). The whiskers on the bars represent
the standard error of the median (median values are utilised due to the non-normal distribution
of data). The percentages given above each bar represent docking scores normalised with respect
to the scores of real AKT1 inhibitors, with the top real AKT1 inhibitors set at 100%. (B-C) 2-D
visualisation of the molecules generated by DrugGEN and DrugGEN-NoTarget models, real AKT1
inhibitors and randomly selected ChEMBL molecules via UMAP (B) and t-SNE (C) projections.
(D) Deep learning-based bioactivity prediction analysis. Top: the work-flow of DEEPScreen, which
uses 2-D pixel-based (image) structural representations of molecules as input and processes them
via deep convolutional neural networks [56]. Middle: the DEEPScreen AKT1 model is trained with
binarised experimental bioactivity data points of the AKT1 protein (obtained from ChEMBL binding
assays) and subjected to DrugGEN’s de novo molecules in the inference/prediction mode. Right:
bioactivity prediction results, i.e., the number of high-confidence active predictions among the real
AKT1 inhibitors, randomly selected ChEMBL molecules, and DrugGEN and DrugGEN-NoTarget
molecules.
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Figure 3: 30 promising de novo molecules to effectively target AKT1 protein (generated by DrugGEN
model), selected via expert curation from the dataset of molecules with sufficiently low binding
free energies (< -8 kcal/mol) in the molecular docking experiment and deep learning-based DTI
predictions (by DEEPScreen [56]) as “active”.

β-sheet continued to form a salt bridge with Glu234 in the αC-helix located at the N terminal domain
of AKT1. This was a supporting factor to keep the ligand within the binding site. With the help
of this ionic interaction, the protein stayed in DFG-in and αC-helix in conformation in the simulations.

Capivasertib remained stable during all simulations (RMSD <1, Figure 4 panels F and H). The
interaction analysis of capivasertib showed that hydrogen bonds with the hinge domain (via Glu228
-99%- and Ala230 -99%- residues) were conserved during the simulation. An additional hydrogen
bond was seen with Glu278 (74%). MOL_01_027820 showed two different binding patterns
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(pattern-1 and -2, shown in Figure 4 panels D and E, respectively). Those patterns were seen in two
individual copies of the simulations. Pattern-1 was observed in the second and the third replica
simulations and pattern-2 was observed in the first and the fourth replicas (Figure 4G). The first
pattern was similar to the docking-derived starting conformation (RMSDaverage = 1.2, Figure
4 panels D, G, and I) and relatively close to the binding pattern with the compound capivasertib.
However, the second pattern showed 110.2 degrees of dihedral tilting (RMSDaverage = 3.1, Figure
4 panels E, and G) following atom number 15 and above (Figure 4I) but still conserved the essential
interactions with the hinge domain and remained within the binding cleft and conserved the protein’s
general conformation. Further comments can be found in Supplementary Material (S5).

In summary, we found that the binding features of capivasertib and the conformations of AKT-1 were
conserved during the simulations. The simulation analysis results of MOL_01_027820 revealed
two different binding patterns. Still, they kept the molecule within the binding cleft, conserved the
interactions within the adenine region and conserved the protein’s general DFG-in and αC chain-in
conformation. This indicates that DrugGEN was able to learn the binding features of the target
protein (Figure 4).

2.11 Attention map visualisation

Artificial neural networks are generally characterised as black box models that lack interpretability.
On the other hand, transformer-based models weigh intrinsic pairwise relationships between data
tokens through the attention mechanism, which can be utilised to visualise the important relationships
in the data and, therefore, interpret what the model learns. Adopting this strategy, we visualised the
average attention scores (produced by the transformer encoder module of the generator network) for
each atom in the selected de novo generated molecules to assess critical atoms and bonds according
to the model’s perspective. We observed the correspondence between the atoms that received high
attention scores and those interacting with AKT1 protein’s binding pocket residues according to the
molecular docking analysis (Figure 5 and Figure S7). A high correspondence would indicate that the
model learned which atoms are critical for enabling physical interaction with the target.

In Figure 5, interactions between the atoms of de novo molecules and residues in the AKT1 binding
pocket are visualised via 2-D protein-ligand interaction diagrams for three different de novo
molecules (Figure 5A, C, and E), using a 4 Angstrom cutoff. Also, in Figure 5, the same de novo
molecules’ atoms with the highest average attention scores are visualised with green, yellow and red,
indicating the importance appointed by the model (Figure 5B, D, and F). The de novo molecules
employed in this analysis were randomly selected from the 30 promising molecules given in Figure 3.

Considering all three cases in Figure 5, the model identifies most of the atoms interacting with the
target residues by assigning high attention scores. For example, in Figure 5A and B, N+H atoms
forming both salt bridges and hydrogen bonds with the residue Glu234, and HN and N atoms forming
hydrogen bonds with the residues Asp274 and Ala230, respectively, are assigned the highest attention
values (i.e., the green coloured ligand atoms). The same pattern is observed for other interactions in
Figure 5. Overall, 20 out of 22 ( 91%) ligand atoms in pairwise interactions were detected by the
generator network of DrugGEN. Looking at the same examples from the other angle, 20 out of 24
( %83) ligand atoms with top attention scores were in contact with the target residues, thus playing
a critical role in the interaction. Even though the model did not use any data regarding pairwise
molecular interactions during training and validation, it still managed to learn substructures crucial
for binding to AKT1 and designed molecules accordingly. These findings illustrate the utility of
attention maps to understand the model’s generative process. We provided two additional examples
in Figure S7 with a similar outcome.
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Figure 4: The output of the structural analysis of selected molecules: Capivasertib (the ligand
from the crystal structure PDB id: “4GV1”) [42] and the showcase de novo generated molecule:
“Pyrrolo[1,2-a]pyrimidin-4(1H)-one” derivative (MOL_01_027820 in Figure 3). Block I: Molecular
docking results: (A) AKT1 crystal complex structure with the co-crystallized ligand: Capivasertib
(binding free energy in docking: -9.517 kcal/mol), and (B) The best pose in the molecular docking of
the showcase de novo generated molecule MOL_01_027820, to the structurally resolved binding
site of AKT1 (binding free energy in docking: -9.686 kcal/mol). Gray dashed lines represent Van
der Waals interactions. Blue lines represent hydrogen bonds. Yellow dashed lines represent salt
bridges. Block II: The molecular dynamics simulation output. The occupancy values of: (C) the
single binding pattern of capivasertib, (D) the first binding pattern of MOL_01_027820, and (E)
the second binding pattern of MOL_01_027820 in complex with AKT1 obtained from the MD
simulations. Noninteracting backbone atoms are hidden for visual clarity. Only the interactions
above 10% occupancy values are reported. Domain names are noted on the figure as given in the
KLIFS database [58]. Abbreviations: I-VII represents β-sheet numbers, g.l represents glycine-rich
loop, c.l represents catalytic loop, GK represents gatekeeper residue, and xDFG represents highly
conserved kinase residues, linker represents the loop that connects the hinge domain to αC-helix.
Gray dashed lines represent Van der Waals interactions. Blue lines represent hydrogen bonds and
water bridges. Yellow dashed lines represent salt bridges. The cyan line represents orthogonal
multipolar interaction. MD-derived occupancy values are shown on each interaction. Block III:
RMSD plots of the compounds in MD simulations: (F) capivasertib and (G) MOL_01_027820 in
each MD simulation. The illustration of rotation by RMSF plots of compounds: (H) capivasertib and
(I) MOL_01_027820 for different binding patterns observed in MD simulations. For visual clarity,
similar RMSF values on ligand atoms are calculated together.) as “active”.
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Figure 5: Visualisation of DrugGEN attention maps on three de novo molecules. The left-side column
depicts protein-ligand interaction diagrams obtained from the molecular docking of DrugGEN’s three
de novo molecules (in A, C and E) with the AKT1 protein structure (PDB id: “4GV1”) [42]. The
docked ligands are located in the binding pocket, with interactions between residues and the ligand
shown as lines, coloured by the interaction type. Protein residues are coloured according to their
physicochemical properties. The right-side column depicts the attention maps of the same three
de novo molecules (in B, D and F) retrieved from the graph transformer module of the DrugGEN
generator network. Atoms that receive the highest attention scores are highlighted with colours
(green: 1st, 2nd and 3rd atoms; yellow: 4th, 5th and 6th atoms; and red: 7th, 8th and 9th atoms with
the highest attention scores). Atoms with lower attention scores are not coloured. In the right-side
plots, receptor-ligand interactions (i.e., those obtained from the docking analysis) are represented
by dashed lines in the attention-score-based colour of the molecule atom involved in the respective
interaction. If an interacting atom could not be retrieved (i.e., the atom received a low attention score),
its interaction is given in grey colour. (A, B) molecule id: MOL_02_045597, docking score: -9.803
kcal/mol, (C, D) molecule id: MOL_02_000496, docking score: -9.693 kcal/mol, (E, F) molecule
id: MOL_02_008350, docking score: -9.619 kcal/mol.
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3 Discussion and Conclusion

In this study, we developed the DrugGEN system to generate target-centric drug-like molecules
automatically. DrugGEN combines the GAN architecture with graph transformers to create an
end-to-end system that can design novel ligands given the target protein. DrugGEN is trained and
evaluated to generate new ligands of the AKT1 protein. DrugGEN displayed a better performance
compared to SOTA models in fundamental performance metrics, pointing to its high generation
efficiency and capacity. Considering physicochemical metrics and structural/topological features,
we showed that the DrugGEN model can generate de novo molecules with similar molecular
characteristics to real inhibitors of the AKT1 protein. Further in silico analyses (i.e., molecular
docking and MD simulations) were conducted to assess the interaction-related characteristics of de
novo molecules, the results of which indicated their high potential in AKT1 targeting. Intending to
present a tool to the community, we openly shared the code base, datasets, all results and trained
models in our code repository at https://github.com/HUBioDataLab/DrugGEN and as a web-based
tool with a graphical interface at https://huggingface.co/spaces/HUBioDataLab/DrugGEN where
users can easily generate de novo molecules via employing the desired DrugGEN model. Our
downstream analysis pipeline (Figure 1B and C) can be used to select the best drug candidate
molecules from the large-scale output of any generative molecule design model in a hierarchical
manner to be directed to the synthesis and wet-lab validation steps.

One essential point is that, unlike many previous generative models, DrugGEN operates at large
molecular sizes similar to actual drugs and drug-like bioactive compounds (Figure S8) at the
maximum size of 45 heavy atoms so that its output can be useful under different contexts even
though this choice elevated the complexity of the problem. At this point, an important question is
what steps should be taken after obtaining the de novo molecule records from a generative model so
that they could ultimately be utilised in real-world applications of drug discovery, biotechnology
or material science. In this work, we touched on this topic and proposed an in silico downstream
analysis pipeline (Figure 1B and C) for an early selection of promising molecules. Our pipeline can
be employed to select the best drug candidate molecules from the large-scale output of any generative
model in a hierarchical manner to be directed to the synthesis and wet-lab validation steps.

Considering limitations, the adversarial training principle of GANs presented challenges, including
significant divergence between the generator and discriminator losses, mode collapse, and the
vanishing gradient [59, 60, 61]. However, adopting the Wasserstein GAN with gradient penalty
(WGAN-GP) [62] has proven effective in mitigating these issues. This study employed random
real molecular graphs as input to the generator network instead of noise. The utilisation of large
molecular graphs (i.e., composed of 45 heavy atoms) elevates the complexity of the generative task,
making it highly difficult for the model to find a mapping between the input noise and the high
dimensional latent space of drug-like small molecules. On the other hand, learning the mapping
between random small molecules and the ones that are binders of the selected target is considered a
more approachable problem, which yielded high scores in the end.

In further studies, we plan to design and train: (i) DrugGEN models for other target proteins in the
human proteome; (ii) GAN models that utilise sequence-based transformers using a valid and robust
molecular notation such as SELFIES [63] together with a successful molecular representation learning
model, e.g., SELFormer [64]; (iii) models that utilise fragments/ sub-structures of molecules as its
building blocks, instead of individual atoms and bonds, to be able to generate highly synthesisable
de novo compounds. Additionally, we plan to incorporate target protein features into the molecule
generation process directly -also adopted in conventional structure-based drug design- to yield more
successful learning regarding molecular structural constraints. Finally, we plan to improve the
molecular generation process by incorporating the high-level functional properties of real drugs and
drug candidate molecules (along with their structural features) into the model training procedure
in the context of heterogeneous biomedical knowledge graphs [65].This architecture is intended to
facilitate understanding the relationships between the structural and functional properties of small
molecules and thereby enhance the design process.
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4 Methods

4.1 Datasets

Two types of data (i.e., compounds and target-based bioactivities) were retrieved from different
data sources to train our deep generative models. The compound data, which includes atomic,
physicochemical, and structural properties of drug and drug candidate molecules, represent our
“real” samples. The compound dataset was retrieved from ChEMBL [66] (v29), an open-access
chemistry database containing curated high-quality data regarding drug-like small molecules and
their experimentally measured activities on biological targets. The heavy atom distribution histogram
of the ChEMBL dataset is given in Figure S8, which is used to determine the threshold for the
maximum number of heavy atoms in a molecule to be utilised in our model. Based on the median
value and standard deviation (std) of this distribution, we selected 45 heavy atoms as our threshold
(i.e., mean + 2 std) and finalised our dataset with 1,588,865 small molecules.

Experimental bioactivities, i.e., quantitative measurements of physical interactions between drug-like
compounds and their target proteins, are the second data type used in the training of DrugGEN.
The bioactivity data was also retrieved from the ChEMBL database. We applied various filters for
standardisation, such as target type: “single protein”, assay type: “binding assay”, standard type:
“=”, and pChEMBL value: “not null” (i.e., roughly correspond to curated activity data points). Then,
bioactivity data belonging to the AKT1 target protein were selected from the filtered bioactivity
dataset. The finalised dataset contains ligand interactions of the human AKT1 (“CHEMBL4282”)
protein with a pChEMBL value equal to or greater than 6 (i.e., IC50 <= 1 µM) as well as SMILES
notations of these ligands. This activity dataset was extended by adding the drug molecules sourced
from the DrugBank database [67] that are known to interact with human AKT1 protein. The
filtering process excluded molecules larger than 45 heavy atoms and resulted in a dataset of 2,405
active/interacting small molecule ligands to train generative models tailored to AKT. Their heavy
atom size distribution is given in Figure S8.

4.2 Graph Encodings (Featurization)

In DrugGEN, input molecules are represented as graphs, each composed of two parts: an annotation
matrix (which contains information about the atom features) and an adjacency matrix (which includes
information on the presence of atomic bonds and their features). The annotation and adjacency
matrices of the compounds were generated using the RDKit [68] 67 library and the SMILES
representation of molecules. The annotation matrix has a size of 45 by 9, representing the maximum
length (the number of heavy atoms) of the molecule and nine types of atoms (i.e., C, O, N, F, S, P,
Cl, I, and the null / no atoms case), respectively. These one-hot-encoded atom types are used as
node features of the molecule graphs. The adjacency matrix is 45 by 45 by 5, displaying the bond
information of the respective atoms of the molecule (cells of the one hot encoded third dimension of
the tensor; 0th: no bond between the corresponding atoms, 1st: single, 2nd: double, 3rd: triple, and
4th: aromatic bond).

4.3 The Architecture of DrugGEN

The DrugGEN model is built on Generative Adversarial Networks (GAN) [9]. Figure 1D shows the
overall workflow of the default DrugGEN model. The generator G, a graph transformer encoder,
transforms given input z to new annotation and adjacency matrices. These matrices are then fed to
the discriminator network D together with the matrices of real small molecules to assign them to the
“real” and “fake” groups. The details of each module are provided below.

Generator: The generator (G) module (Figure 1D) employs transformer encoder blocks [40] which
operate on graph-based data [69]. For this, both the annotation and adjacency matrices are required
to be processed in the same module (details regarding the dimensions and the context of annotation
and adjacency matrices are given above, in the section entitled “Graph Encodings - Featurization”).
G takes randomly selected real drug-like molecules from the training dataset as input instead of
random noise which is usually employed as the input of the generator modules of GANs. This
approach helps the model effectively handle the high complexity and sparsity of molecular graphs

16



(i.e., 45*9 + 45*45*5 = 18,630 elements to represent a molecule). The input is fed through individual
multi-layered perceptrons (MLPs) for annotation and adjacency matrices, both of which consists of
four layers (i.e., input: 16, hidden1: 64, hidden2: 64, and output: 128 dimensions). These MLPs are
utilized to create embedings of annotation and adjacency matrices with dk (default: 128) dimensions.
Afterward, the input is fed to the transformer encoder module. Here, firstly, input is sent to the
self attention mechanism. In the classic transformer architecture, Q, K and V variables are the
representations of the same input sequence. Attention is calculated by the scaled dot product of
Q and K, after that, the attention is multiplied by V to form the final product [40]. In the graph
transformer setting, Qm, Km and Vm are the variables representing the annotation matrix of the
molecule. However, here, attention weights are calculated as the multiplication of the adjacency
matrix (Am) of the molecules with the scaled dot product of Qm and Km. Then, attention weights are
multiplied with Vm to create the final representation of the annotation matrix. The new representation
of the adjacency matrix is the concatenated version of the attention weights as described in the study
by Dviwedi et al. (2020) and Vignac et al. (2022) [69, 70]. For our model, output dimension size
of the transformer is 128 for both the annotation and adjacency. The calculation of the attention is
formulated below:

Attention(Qm,Km, Vm) = softmax(
QmKT

m√
dk

Am)Vm (1)

Where Qm, Km, and Vm denote the annotation matrix of the molecules while Am denotes their
adjacency matrix. dk is the dimension of the transformer encoder module and it is used to scale the
attention weights. The reason behind multiplying the attention with the adjacency matrix via element
wise multiplication is to improve the attention scores by injecting bond information into it. The
attention matrix aims to identify how much each atom attends to other atoms in a pairwise manner
and this is based on both short range (direct) and long range (indirect) relationships/interactions
between the atoms in the molecule. Therefore, attention values can be enhanced by introducing
readily available bond information between the corresponding atoms (i.e., whether an atomic bond
exists or not, and if so, what specific kind of bond). This idea was first proposed in Dwivedi and
Bresson (2020) [69]. After the attention layer, the final annotation and adjacency matrices undergo a
process of addition and normalization. This transformation involves two main steps. First, they are
passed through layer normalization, which ensures that the values within each matrix are scaled and
centered appropriately. Layer normalization is formulated as follows:

X̂ l+1 = LayerNorm(X l +X
l+1

, Âl+1 = LayerNorm(Al +A
l+1

) (2)

X and A correspond to annotation and adjacency matrices, respectively, LayerNorm represents the
layer normalisation, and l is the layer number. X̂ l+1represents the intermediate product after the
layer normalisation. X l is the annotation matrix before attention and X + l + 1 is the product of the
attention mechanism. The same annotations are used for A (adjacency matrix).

Following this, the matrices are further processed via a feed-forward network (FFN). The FFN
introduces non-linearity and learns complex representations from the input matrices, allowing higher-
level feature extraction. The output of this network is then added back to the previously normalized
matrices, creating a residual connection. Final matrices are passed through layer normalization at the
end. The second operation can be expressed as:

X l+1 = LayerNorm(X̂ l+1 + FFN(X̂ l+1), Al+1 = LayerNorm(Âl+1 + FFN(Âl+1) (3)

Discriminator: The purpose of the discriminator (D) in GANs is to compare the synthetic (fake)
data, G(z), generated by the generator with the real molecule data, x, and classify its input samples as
either fake or real. The discriminator of DrugGEN (Figure 1D) is constructed using graph transformer
encoder blocks, which function similarly to those of the generator. It starts by processing the
annotation and adjacency matrices through linear layers in the node and edge layers to obtain the
embeddings. These embeddings are then fed into the transformer encoder blocks (as described in
the generator section) to transform the representations further. The discriminator is configured with
a single transformer layer, featuring 8 attention heads and a hidden dimension of 128. Finally, the
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output node representations are processed in a prediction head composed of an MLP (input: 64,
hidden layer 1: 32, hidden layer 2: 16, and output: 1) to produce the discriminator output (i.e.,
prediction scores utilised for real/fake evaluation).

4.4 MLP Baseline Models

The baseline model created for comparison against DrugGEN in the ablation study is a GAN with
an MLP-based generator and discriminator. The architectural difference between DrugGEN and the
MLP baseline is the simplified generator module. This MLP-based generator module is a modified
version of the generator featured in the MolGAN study [10] and consists of two dense layers coupled
with ReLU activation function ending with a dropout layer. The modification involves directly
processing the starting molecules instead of employing linear projections on the noise data, as was
done in MolGAN. As a result, the first dense layer, where the noise was initially processed to align its
dimensions with those of flattened adjacency and annotation matrices, has been omitted. Apart from
that, there is a readout layer (formed by a single dense layer) to adjust the dimension size. The MLP
generator is structured with two parallel linear layers designed to handle input molecules’ annotation
and adjacency matrices independently:

X = ReadOut(DropOut(ReLU(DenseLayer(ReLU(DenseLayer(X)))))) (4)

A = ReadOut(DropOut(ReLU(DenSeLayer(ReLU(DenseLayer(A)))))) (5)

Where X and A represent annotation and adjacency matrices, respectively. Subsequently, the
processed molecules follow a similar pipeline to that of the DrugGEN system, where they are passed
to the discriminator for “real/fake” evaluation.

The MLP-based discriminator of the baseline model takes its input as one-dimensional vectors.
Vectors representing the annotation and adjacency matrices are first flattened and then concatenated.
The MLP discriminator is configured with hidden layers composed of 256, 128, 64, 32, and 16
neurons, followed by an output layer with a single neuron. This is followed by the tanh activation
function to map each sample to a value between [-1,1].

We trained two baseline models called MLP baseline and MLP-NoTarget baseline, analogous to
DrugGEN and DrugGEN-NoTarget, respectively. The implementation and training of the MLP
baseline and MLP-NoTarget baseline adhere to the protocols used for DrugGEN, including the
datasets, to ensure a fair comparison. The results obtained from baseline models are discussed in the
ablation study.

4.5 Loss Function

Both DrugGEN and the baseline models utilize the WGAN loss in model training [62]. The formula-
tion of the WGAN loss for the end-to-end training of DrugGEN, is given below:

L = (Ex∼pr(x)[D1(x)]−Ez∼pg(z)[D1(G1(z))]) (6)

where x denotes real molecules, which are experimentally validated inhibitors of the target of interest,
that has been used in the discriminator of DrugGEN; z denotes the input distribution of the generator;
pr denotes real data distribution and pg the generated data distribution. It has been shown in the
literature that using gradient penalty (GP) improves the performance of WGAN [71]. Due to this, we
utilized GP, and its loss is formulated as:

LGP = λEx̂∼px̂(x̂)[(||∇x̂D̃(x̂)||2 − 1)2] (7)

where λ denotes a penalty coefficient; x̂ denotes data coming from: (i) x (real data), and (ii) generated
samples. px̂(x̂) refers to sampling uniformly along straight lines between pairs of points from the
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data distribution pr and generator distribution pg [71]. We obtained our finalised loss function as via
combining the losses given in Eqn. 6 and Eqn. 7:

Ltotal = L+ LGP (8)

4.6 The Training Scheme and Hyperparameters

DrugGEN was trained with the ChEMBL compounds dataset (used as the real molecule input of the
model). The ChEMBL dataset was divided randomly into training and test partitions, maintaining
a ratio of 90% and 10%, respectively. DrugGEN commences the training with D (using randomly
sampled molecules from the untrained generator and real samples), and subsequently progresses
to G. The AdamW optimizer [72] was employed with default parameters and a batch size of 128
was used. The entire training spanned 100 epochs; however, we utilised early stopping based on
the validity and novelty metrics. This was mainly applied to prevent mode collapse. During the
hyperparameter optimisation phase, various learning rates (1e-05, 5e-06, 1e-07, 0.0005, 0.0001, 0.005,
and 0.001) were independently tested for each module. Finally, a learning rate of 1e-05 was chosen
for all modules (both for G and D), mainly due to yielding module stability. The impact of different
attention head numbers (4, 8, and 16) was explored to gauge their effect on model performance,
and findings supported using 8 attention heads consistently across all models. Various embedding
dimension sizes (16, 32, 64, 128, and 256) were evaluated for their impact on model behaviour. The
analysis indicated that the embedding dimension size of 128 were optimal for both DrugGEN and
DrugGEN-NoTarget models. Model depth was subject to experimentation with full model training,
exploring the values of 1, 2, 4, and 8 to understand their influence on performance (results can be
found at Table S1). We observed that higher depth values impeded the model’s convergence. As a
result, a transformer depth of 1 was selected for the primary model. Training the reported DrugGEN
and DrugGEN-NoTarget models required approximately 2-3 days each, using a single NVIDIA
A5000 GPU (24 Gb VRAM). All analyses mentioned above were conducted as short/quick tests
due to long training durations on our infrastructure. During inference, de novo molecules underwent
correction to eliminate SMILES-based errors, facilitated by the UnCorrupt SMILES model [73].
Due to the requirement of the molecular analysis libraries we utilised, such as RDKit [68], back and
forth conversion between graphs and SMILES was necessary at various stages of model training and
validation.

4.7 Performance Metrics

The performance of the models was evaluated using two sets of metrics. The first set includes four
fundamental molecular generation metrics presented from the MOSES benchmark platform [43],
validity, uniqueness, internal diversity (IntDiv), and novelty. These metrics are used to assess the
efficiency of the generative capabilities of models and are generally concerned with the structural
properties of de novo generated molecules. Validity is calculated as the percent of the data that the
RDKit’s SMILES conversion function can successfully parse [68]. Uniqueness is the metric that
checks whether there are redundant molecules in the same generated batch (i.e., molecules that are
identical to each other), whereas IntDiv is the measurement of the mean pairwise dissimilarity (based
on Tanimoto coefficient calculated using ECFP [74] based molecular fingerprints) between each
molecule pair in a particular generated batch. Novelty is the ratio of the generated molecules not
presented in the real molecules dataset (used in training) to all generated molecules. This study also
introduced a second novelty-related metric, "novelty against the inference set (NI), " in the ablation
study. NI measures the ratio of the generated molecules that are not present among the starting
molecules (i.e., real molecules used as input to the generator module during an inference run). Higher
values of validity, uniqueness, IntDiv, novelty, and NI indicate better performance.

The second set of metrics concerns the physicochemical properties of de novo molecules: quantitative
estimate of drug-likeness (QED) and synthetic accessibility (SA). QED computes the drug-like quality
of a molecule using molecular descriptors such as molecular weight, lipophilicity, hydrogen bond
donors and acceptors, polar surface area (PSA), and others. The SA score assesses the difficulty of
synthesising de novo generated molecules by comparing them with labelled molecular building blocks.

19



Higher values of QED and lower values of SA indicate better performance. Detailed descriptions of
the metrics can be found in Polykovskiy et al. [43] and Landrum [68].

4.8 Molecule Docking

For the docking study, the crystal structure of the selected target protein, AKT1 (PDB code “4GV1”)
[42], was prepared by Protein Preparation Wizard Madhavi [75] in the Schrödinger Suite 2022-4
[76] with the OPLS4 force field. Missing hydrogen atoms were added, and water molecules were
removed. The physical condition of pH was set as 7.4 ± 1.0 for atom typing. The binding site of
AKT1 was defined as Ala177, Lys179, Lys182, Ala212, Glu228, Ala230, Glu234, Glu278, Thr291,
Asp292, by cross checking with the binding data published in the literature [42]. These findings were
utilized for grid generation. Glide software [77] was used to find the best binding poses for each
ligand. Van der Waals radius scaling factor was set to 1.0 and partial charge cut-off value was set to
0.25. The docking calculations were made in the Standard Precision Mode (GlideScore SP). Results
were visualized via PyMOL [78].

4.9 Bioactivity Prediction Procedure

Both real and de novo molecules were subjected to deep learning-based drug-target interaction
(DTI) prediction against the selected protein (AKT1). We employed our previously developed
DTI prediction system entitled DEEPScreen for this purpose. Briefly, DEEPScreen employs 2-D
image-based structural Kakule representations (300-by-300 pixels) of compounds (created by RDKit,
Draw.MolToFile function) as input and processes them via deep convolutional neural networks
to classify them as active or inactive against the target of interest [56]. For this, we first trained a
DEEPScreen model for the AKT1 protein using experimental bioactivity data available in ChEMBL
(v30). The training data comprised 1338 active and 1666 inactive small molecules (activity threshold
was selected as pChEMBL value: 7, equivalent to 100 nM concentration in terms of IC50). The
high pChEMBL threshold was chosen to maximise the activity prediction confidence. We randomly
split the compound dataset into train, validation and test folds (80%, 10% and 10% of the data,
respectively). We augmented the dataset by adding transformed versions of each active and inactive
molecule created by 10-degree rotations (the images were rotated around the centre of the image),
making a total of 36 images for each input sample. This was done to render the model rotation
invariant. Other types of image transformations, such as translation, were irrelevant to our case since
the 2-D image generation function of RDKit standardises the molecular drawings. We optimised
hyper-parameters of the model with respect to the classification metrics on the validation fold and
measured the finalised performance of the model on the independent hold-out test fold. The test
performance of the model was found to be precision: 0.91, recall: 0.92, F1-score: 0.92, and MCC:
0.85, which was considered highly satisfactory. Afterwards, the 2-D structural images of the real and
de novo molecules were generated using the same parameters of RDKit Draw.MolToFile. The images
were run on the trained AKT1 model in the prediction mode. Details regarding the DEEPScreen
system and its training can be obtained from Rifaioglu et al. [56].

4.10 Molecular Dynamics Simulations

To conduct molecular dynamics (MD) simulations, firstly, AKT1 bound complexes of both compounds
(capivasertib and MOL_01_027820) were aligned. Later, the simulation system was prepared with
the builtin System Builder utility of Desmond 7.3. Water molecules were placed, and Na+ ions
were added to neutralize the system. A five step simulation relaxation protocol was applied based
on the generated complex: (i) Brownian Dynamics was utilized at 10 K with NVT ensemble and
Berendsen thermostat with small timesteps and restraints were applied on solute heavy atoms with
50.0 kcal/(mol Å2) force constant for 1 ns; (ii) the relaxation proceeded with Langevin dynamics
with the NVT ensemble and Berendsen thermostat at 10 K for 120 ps, harmonic restraints continued
to be applied; (iii) Langevin dynamics proceeded with NPT ensemble using Berendsen thermostat
and barostat at 10 K for 120 ps with solvent restraints; (iv) the simulation started to be annealed
with NPT ensemble using Berendsen thermostat and barostat for 120 ps by keeping the restraints;
and (v) the solute heavy atoms were unrestrained and heating proceeded and reached to 300K with
NPT ensemble using Nosé–Hoover thermostat, and Martyna–Tobias–Klein barostat for 240 ps with
Langevin dynamics. Following the relaxation steps, 500ns MD simulations were run with NPT
ensemble at 300K with Desmond 7.3. In total, four copies of the simulations were run for each

20



system. The trajectory visualization was done with Maestro 13.5 [76]. The simulation analyses were
done with the Simulation Interactions Diagram module integrated in Maestro 13.5 [79]. Desmond
Trajectory Clustering utility was applied to obtain the highest occurring conformers of the ligands
during each simulation.

5 Data availability

The data and code to reproduce the experiments are available at the DrugGEN GitHub repo
https://github.com/HUBioDataLab/DrugGEN, together with the results obtained. We used open-
access data for input as described in Methods.

6 Code availability

The source code and ready-to-use trained models are available at the DrugGEN GitHub repo:
https://github.com/HUBioDataLab/DrugGEN. DrugGEN is also available as an online tool with
a graphical interface at https://huggingface.co/spaces/HUBioDataLab/DrugGEN, where users can
generate de novo molecules by employing the desired DrugGEN model.
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SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

Supplementary Text

S1. A short review of the fundamental literature on AI-based molecule design

One of the first generative modelling architectures used in de novo molecule design was variational
autoencoders (VAE) [?]. Gomez-Bombarelli et al. devised a molecule generation method based on
VAE, where the encoding network converts discrete SMILES expressions of molecules into continuous
vectors, with the decoder network subsequently reconstructing SMILES from this continuous space.
Furthermore, an additional network was implemented to the system that guides the decoder by
predicting properties such as drug-likeness and synthetic accessibility of the representations in the
latent space [?]. Another generative modelling architecture, Generative Adversarial Networks (GAN)
[?], originally developed for image generation, has been employed to design de novo molecules.
GANs are trained via a battle between generator and discriminator networks in a zero-sum game,
where each agent tries to beat the other one by performing better at each move. The model called
MolGAN uses a multilayer perceptron-based generator and graph convolutional discriminator to
handle the molecule generation process [?]. This method was one of the first studies to implement
GANs for de novo drug design. A few GAN-based models, similar to MolGAN, were implemented
in the following years [?]. Another study set the training objective as predicting the masked node
and edge labels on molecular graphs to enhance the efficiency of the molecular design process
[?]. Denoising diffusion probabilistic models have surfaced as a promising approach as a part of
the recent advancements in generative modelling [?, ?]. Diffusion models learn the underlying
data distribution by constructing a forward diffusion process and utilising a denoising model. One
notable study by Hoogeboom et al. [?] proposes an equivariant diffusion model (EDM) for molecule
generation in 3-D. The model uses forward diffusion to add noise to input atom coordinates and types
and reverse diffusion to denoise the positions and types. This approach enables the generation of
diverse molecular structures in the learned Euclidean space. Although diffusion models have the
potential to provide high-quality samples, training and inference with them can be challenging due
to difficulties in convergence, lengthy iterations, and the resource-intensive nature of computations.
While other 3-D graph-based models exist [?, ?], their tendency to grapple with higher computational
requirements and lower success rates in solving complex problems underscores the favorability of
2-D graph-based models for providing reliable approximations. This causes an overall preference
for 2-D graph-based models over their 3-D counterparts, due to their ability to offer cost-effective
modelling with high generalisation capabilities, facilitating rapid analysis of extensive datasets.

S2. About protein kinase B (PKB) / AKT

One of the intriguing proteins with biomedical relevance to be targeted in this context can be the AKT
protein, also known as protein kinase B (PKB). AKT is an evolutionarily conserved serine-threonine
kinase that plays a critical role in the development and progression of cancer [?]. AKT is a key
component of the PI3K/AKT signalling pathway, which regulates various cellular processes such
as proliferation, cell growth, metabolism, and survival [?]. The three isoforms—AKT1, AKT2, and
AKT3—have distinct functions and tissue expressions, sharing a structurally conserved composition
(85-90% sequence similarity) [?]. The shared compositions comprise an N-terminus PH domain,
a central kinase domain, and a C-terminus regulatory domain encompassing a hydrophobic motif
[?]. In numerous cancer types, the activation of AKT signalling is frequently observed, leading to
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increased cell survival and uncontrolled proliferation [?, ?, ?, ?, ?, ?]. Therefore, inhibition of AKT
signalling has emerged as a promising therapeutic approach for various cancers, as targeting this
pathway could inhibit tumour growth and improve the efficacy of other treatments. AKT1 inhibitors
may compete with adenosine triphosphate (ATP) for its binding site in the kinase domain (Figure S1).
Alternatively, they may go for allosteric binding sites (i.e., the pleckstrin homology - PH domain)
[?] (Figure S1). Some important ATP-competent AKT inhibitors that reached clinical trials include
uprosertib (GSK2141795), ipatasertib (GDC-0068), and capivasertib (AZD5363) 15. Recently, the
latter was approved by the FDA [?]. Capivasertib and ipatasertib were also crystallised within the ATP
binding site of the AKT1 protein (PDB ids: “4GV1” [?] and “4EKL” [?], respectively). Numerous
studies in industry and academia highlight the current need for novel inhibitors that effectively target
the AKT pathway.

S3. Analysis of physicochemical distributions

In Figure S2, each panel displays a different physicochemical property. In the left side plot of each
panel, non-targeted molecules are compared (i.e., all ChEMBL molecules in our training dataset
vs. non-targeted de novo molecules generated by DrugGEN-NoTarget). In contrast, on the right
side plot of each panel, targeted molecules are compared (i.e., real AKT1 inhibitors vs. targeted de
novo molecules generated by DrugGEN where the starting molecules are real AKT1 inhibitors). It is
observed from Figure S2 that, in general, property distributions of non-targeted de novo molecules
(i.e., DrugGEN-NoTarget) are similar to ChEMBL molecules, which represent this model’s training
dataset, and distributions of targeted de novo molecules (i.e., DrugGEN) resemble real AKT1
inhibitors. The real AKT1 inhibitors exhibit higher molecular weights and a greater number of
heavy atoms and aromatic rings than ChEMBL molecules (e.g., Figure S2A, B and H). The same
pattern is also evident in DrugGEN molecules when compared with DrugGEN-Notarget. Also, the
DrugGEN model successfully learned the hydrogen bond acceptor (HBA) and hydrogen bond donor
(HBD) value distributions of AKT1 inhibitors, as demonstrated in Figure S2E and F. Nevertheless,
the same is not true for DrugGEN-NoTarget. Apart from that, Figure S2C displays that ChEMBL and
AKT1 molecules exhibit almost identical AlogP values (i.e., a measure of the relative solubility of a
molecule in two liquids: octanol and water); however, DrugGEN and DrugGEN-Notarget models
both yielded a shifted mean compared to the distributions of their training datasets. Furthermore,
polar surface area (PSA) (Figure S2D) and rotatable bond (RB) (Figure S2G) value distributions of
DrugGEN and DrugGEN-Notarget do not reflect the ratio between AKT1 and ChEMBL datasets;
therefore, we conducted a statistical analysis to observe whether there is a notable difference between
DrugGEN and DrugGEN-Notarget, although the distributions of their training datasets could not be
captured. According to Mann-Whitney U rank test, PSA distributions (Figure S2D) of DrugGEN and
DrugGEN-Notarget are significantly different from each other (p-value < 0.0001); however, the same
outcome was not obtained for RB distributions (Figure S2G) (p-value > 0.05).

S4. Ablation study (additional comments)

As shown by the QED, and SA values in Table 2, our models display variations in physicochemical
property-related metrics. QED values of DrugGEN vary between the ChEMBL dataset and the
AKT1 dataset, which was to be expected given that the model uses both of these datasets during
learning. Higher QED values can be interpreted as a positive result, indicating that the de novo-
generated compounds align well with typical drug development requirements. From this perspective,
both targeted models can be considered successful since they improve the QED value of the real
AKT1 inhibitors dataset. The synthetic accessibility (SA) score quantifies the ease of synthesis;
consequently, lower values are preferred. All models produced comparable results on this subject,
with slightly higher values than the training datasets. MLP-Generator model performed marginally
better at SA when compared to the default DrugGEN model.

S5. Molecular dynamics simulations results (details)

By conducting MD simulations with capivasertib (PDB id: ’4GV1’) 24, we aimed to observe whether
the applied methodology was reliable in; (i) observing similar binding patterns with the adenine
binding region, (ii) maintaining essential interactions with the hinge domain and other pockets, and
(iii) conserving important conformations, such as αC chain-in and DFG-in. The full versions of the
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comments about Capivasertib–AKT1 and MOL_01_027820–AKT1 MDs can be found below.

Capivasertib–AKT1:

Capivasertib remained stable during all simulations (RMSD <1, Figure 4 panels F and H). The
interaction analysis of capivasertib showed that hydrogen bonds with the hinge domain (via Glu228
-99%- and Ala230 -99%- residues) were conserved during the simulation. An additional hydrogen
bond was seen with Glu278 (74%). Also, several water bridges were observed between the amine
group located on the piperidine ring and Glu278 (74%), Asp292 (90%) residues, amide group and
Lys158 (33%), Glu234 (11%), Asn279 (28%), Asp292 (36%) residues, and hydroxyl group and the
Lys276 (19%) residue. The quaternary amine group formed a salt bridge with Glu294 (94%), and the
p-Chlorobenzyl group showed cation-π interactions with Lys179 (11%) (Figure 4C).

MOL_01_027820–AKT1:

MOL_01_027820 showed two different binding patterns (pattern-1 and -2, shown in Figure 4 panels
D and E, respectively). Those patterns were seen in two individual copies of the simulations. Pattern-1
was observed in the second and the third replica simulations and pattern-2 was observed in the first
and the fourth replicas (Figure 4G). The first pattern was similar to the docking-derived starting
conformation (RMSDaverage = 1.2, Figure 4 panels D, G, and I) and relatively close to the binding
pattern with the compound capivasertib. However, the second pattern showed 110.2 degrees of
dihedral tilting (RMSDaverage 3.1, Figure 4 panels E, and G) following atom number 15 and above
(Figure 4I) but still conserved the essential interactions with the hinge domain and remained within
the binding cleft and conserved the protein’s general conformation. The hydrogen interactions
with Glu228 (54% and 65%, respectively given for pattern-1 and -2) and Ala230 (83% and 66%,
respectively given for pattern-1 and -2) backbone atoms were formed (which did not exist in the
docking-derived pose) with high occupancy values in the hinge domain. However, the remaining part
of the molecule showed torsional rotations observed after the 12th and, more importantly, after the
16th atoms (Figure 4I). Therefore, slight differences in the bound clefts and the interaction networks
were seen during simulations. Pattern-1 showed that the hydroxyl group connected to the fluorobenzyl
moiety forms hydrogen bonds with Glu234 (44%) and water bridges with Lys158 (48%), Glu234
(20% and 63%), and Tyr437 (52%) with the same residue. The second hydroxyl group located at
the center of the ligand showed hydrogen bonds with Leu156 (22%) and Glu234 (16%) and water
bridges with Glu234 (16%) and Leu156 (19%) residues. π-π interactions were seen with fluorophenyl
and Phe237 (53%) and Phe442 (18%) residues (Figure 4D). In pattern-2, the water network around
the acid hole (Glu234 and Asp292) was mostly broken and only two water bridges remained with
Leu158 (37%) and Glu234 (10%). Hydrogen bonds were observed between the central hydroxyl
group and Leu156 (11%), Glu234 (67%) residues and amine group in the heterocyclic ring and
Asp292 (10%) residue. The rotated conformation was found to form Van der Waals interactions with
the hydrophobic portions of the surrounding lysine residues and orthogonal multipolar interactions
with fluorine atoms of the ligand and carbonyl group of Lys163 (Figure 4E).
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Supplementary Figures

Figure S1: General overview of full AKT1 protein structure (gray: AlphaFold structure based on
Uniprot ID: P31749, green: kinase (orthosteric) domain (PDB: 4GV1), cyan: PH (allosteric) domain
(PDB: 1H10), red: ligands).
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Figure S2: Physicochemical property value distributions of de novo molecules generated by target-
centric and non-targeted models, randomly selected ChEMBL molecules and real AKT1 inhibitors
for (A) molecular weight, (B) number of heavy atoms, (C) AlogP, (D) polar surface area (PSA),
(E) hydrogen bond acceptor (HBA), (F) hydrogen bond donor (HBD), (G) rotatable bonds, and (H)
aromatic rings. In each panel, DrugGEN-NoTarget and random ChEMBL molecules are given in the
plot on the left side, whereas the targeted models’ distributions are on the right side (i.e., DrugGEN,
RELATION, TRIOMPHE-BOA, ResGen and real AKT1 inhibitors). The numbers in parentheses in
figure legends indicate mean values.
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Figure S3: Docking score distributions of real AKT1 inhibitors, DrugGEN and DrugGEN-NoTarget
models, MLP and MLP-NoTarget baseline models, ChEMBL molecules, and other target-centric
molecule generation models, including RELATION, TRIOMPHE-BOA and ResGen.
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Figure S4: Thirty-eight molecules with predicted docking scores surpassing that of the native ligand
capivasertib in the crystal complex structure of AKT1 “4GV1” (i.e., -9.517 kcal/mol).
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Figure S5: Drug-target interaction prediction confidence level histograms of 5,700 compounds
generated by the DrugGEN model predicted to be active against the AKT1 protein. The results are
produced by the DEEPScreen system (see “Methods” in the main text).
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Figure S6: Ten randomly selected samples from 30 promising de novo molecules (displayed in
Figure 3 of the main text) highlighted in green. Each DrugGEN molecule is shown with the
most structurally similar two training dataset (ChEMBL) molecules (highlighted with grey). Real
(ChEMBL) molecules are selected based on their substructure similarity to the de novo designs using
the Tanimoto coefficient on MACCS fingerprints.
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Figure S7: Visualisation of DrugGEN attention maps on two additional de novo molecules. The
left-side column depicts protein-ligand interaction diagrams obtained from the molecular docking
of DrugGEN’s three de novo molecules (in A, C and E) with the AKT1 protein structure (PDB
id: “4GV1”). The docked ligands are located in the binding pocket, with interactions between
residues and the ligand shown as lines, coloured by the interaction type. Protein residues are coloured
according to their physicochemical properties. The right-side column depicts the attention maps of
the same three de novo molecules (in B, D and F) retrieved from the graph transformer module of
the DrugGEN generator network. Atoms that receive the highest attention scores are highlighted
with colours (green: 1st, 2nd and 3rd atoms; yellow: 4th, 5th and 6th atoms; and red: 7th, 8th and
9th atoms with the highest attention scores). Atoms with lower attention scores are not coloured.
In the right-side plots, receptor-ligand interactions (i.e., those obtained from the docking analysis)
are represented by dashed lines in the attention-score-based colour of the molecule atom involved
in the respective interaction. If an interacting atom could not be retrieved (i.e., the atom received a
low attention score), its interaction is given in grey colour. (A, B) molecule id: MOL_02_045598,
docking score: -9.055 kcal/mol, (C, D) molecule id: MOL_02_000546, docking score: -9.051
kcal/mol.
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Figure S8: The heavy atom distribution histogram of (A) all of the small molecules in the ChEMBL
database, and (B) recorded AKT1 binding small molecules in the ChEMBL database (v30).
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Supplementary Tables

Table S1: The number of transformer encoder blocks (depth) optimisation results for the DrugGEN
model. Scores are provided in terms of percent-based performance loss (-) or gain (+) over the default
model.

1-Depth 2-Depth 4-Depth 6-Depth
Validity - -35% -34% -89%

Uniqueness - 0% -4% -8%
Novelty - -2% -3% +9%
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