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Abstract

Advances in deep learning models have revolutionized the study of biomolecule

systems and their mechanisms. Graph representation learning, in particular, is

important for accurately capturing the geometric information of biomolecules at

different levels. This paper presents a comprehensive review of the methodolo-

gies used to represent biological molecules and systems as computer-recognizable

objects, such as sequences, graphs, and surfaces. Moreover, it examines how ge-

ometric deep learning models, with an emphasis on graph-based techniques, can

analyze biomolecule data to enable drug discovery, protein characterization, and

biological system analysis. The study concludes with an overview of the current

state of the field, highlighting the challenges that exist and the potential future

research directions.

Keywords: Graph Neural Networks, Geometric Deep Learning, Protein

Design, Molecule Interaction

1. Introduction

Studying molecular mechanisms and interactions at different levels of the

biological systems is fundamental for understanding organisms, discovering dis-

ease pathways, developing novel drugs, and designing functional proteins like
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enzymes and antibodies. The emergence of deep learning techniques has facili-

tated the automatic analysis of biological entities by transforming large datasets

into tractable numerical representations for trainable algorithms.

One prevalent strategy for capturing the interactions among subunits, e.g.,

amino acids in a protein or atoms in a chemical compound, is to construct

a graph where nodes denote the subunits, and edges indicate the pair-wise

interactions between them. For example, a molecule graph represents atoms as

nodes connected by chemical bonds. Similarly, a protein graph often employs

amino acids as nodes, while edges can reveal sequential neighborhoods and/or

spatial proximity. Moreover, graphs can depict higher-level interactions, such

as gene expression and metabolic pathway prediction, where a graph captures

information exchange between different groups or systems, and nodes stand for

molecules, cells, or more complex entities.

Proteins are essential biomolecules with diverse functions in living organ-

isms, including transport, storage, membrane composition, and enzymatic ac-

tivity. To perform these functions, proteins need to interact physically with

small molecules, DNA/RNA, and other proteins. Understanding the function

of proteins is crucial for gaining biological insights into protein engineering for

disease treatment and prevention, among other life sciences applications.

Protein function is determined by its structure, which has been studied

through techniques such as X-ray crystallography, NMR spectroscopy, and Cryo-

EM since the 1960s. With the increasing availability of protein structures, par-

ticularly with the emergence of in silico folding methods [1, 2, 3, 4], graphs have

become a popular tool for characterizing the spatial organization of proteins.

A graph is a two-dimensional representation of structured data that encodes

pairwise topology between node objects, such as atomic connectivity through

chemical bonds.

One significant breakthrough in AI methods for predicting protein structure

comes with AlphaFold 2 [3]. This algorithm achieves precision comparable to

wet lab experiments by combining Transformer and structure learning mod-

els to extract general protein features from large protein sequences. Another
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notable method is RosettaFold [1] with SE(3) equivariant neural networks

and achieves slightly lower performance. Both methods utilize geometric deep

learning as a key component of their success. Since then, structure deep learn-

ing has been a tool for protein-related prediction tasks, e.g., protein folding

and inverse folding, directed evolution, protein-protein docking, protein-small

molecule docking, and de novo protein sequence generation. These advances are

revolutionizing the traditional pharmaceutical industry, which searches for tar-

get protein-based drugs by enumerating drug-like molecules on high-throughput

screening (HTS) technologies at a high cost of time and labor [5].

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows: Sections 2 and 3 intro-

duce the learning representation of biological systems and micro- and macro-

molecules. Section 4 reviews typical graph machine learning tasks on biomolecules.

Section 5 reviews a variety of representation learning methods for extracting and

processing biomolecule data and accomplishing downstream tasks. Section 6 re-

views various applications of geometric representation learning in drug discov-

ery, protein understanding, and biological system analysis. Section 7 summa-

rizes popular benchmark datasets on protein complexes, protein-ligand binding,

antibody-antigen structures, and knowledge graphs. Section 8 discusses and

concludes the paper with industrial applications.

2. Geometric Representation in Biological Systems

Interactions play a crucial role in depicting the complexity of biological sys-

tems, and they can be represented as graphs that are amenable to computational

analysis. The nature and scale of the interactions dictate the categorization of

the graphs into four distinct types, as illustrated in Figure 1.

2.1. Homogeneous Graph

When representing structured entities using graphs, it is customary to utilize

homogeneous graphs, in which all nodes and edges are of the same type. In the

field of structural biology, such homogeneous graphs are commonly employed
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Figure 1: Examples of homogeneous and heterogeneous graphs.

to depict chemical compounds, proteins, or peptide chains, as we will discuss

presently.

2.1.1. Atom Graphs for Chemical Compounds

In the realm of computational biology, chemical compounds are the smallest

unit of interest in drug design. Typically, drug candidates are small molecules

composed of several tens or hundreds of atoms. The proliferation of high-

throughput screening technologies and the advent of computer technology has

paved the way for the computational analysis of bioactive drug-like molecules.

To this end, it is necessary to represent these compounds using syntactic struc-

tures that can be processed by algorithms. One widely used representation is

the Simplified Molecular Input Line Entry System (SMILES) [6], which encodes

isomeric information into a one-dimensional sequence. While SMILES does not

encode stereochemistry, an alternative choice is the molecular graph representa-

tion, which represents a compound as a graph, with atoms as nodes and covalent

bonds as edges between pairs of nodes.

The utilization of structural information representation has been extensively

employed in the field of drug discovery, particularly in drug-target interaction

(DTI) [7, 8, 9], binding affinity prediction [10, 11], and drug generation [12, 13].

Depending on the specific formulation of the learning task, it can be a learning

task at the node level (e.g., determine which nodes of the target drug will

interface with the pocket) or the graph level (e.g., forecast whether the drug

will bind to the protein with a given pocket). A comprehensive discourse of the

prevalent learning tasks will be expounded in Section 4.
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2.1.2. Residue Graphs for Proteins

Proteins perform diverse functions in living systems, such as transport, stor-

age, membrane composition, and enzymatic action. The function of a protein is

determined by its unique structure, which serves as a natural foundation for in-

corporating structural information into algorithms for protein analysis. Graphs

have become a popular tool for characterizing protein spatial arrangements. In

a residue graph, nodes usually represent amino acids, and edges are constructed

to express the chemical or geometrical relationships between node pairs. Al-

ternatively, nodes can be defined as heavy atoms on the main chain to capture

more detailed information at finer scales. For a comprehensive discussion on

protein graph construction, we recommend readers to [14, 15].

Predicting unseen interactions between a protein and one or more other bio-

logical entities has caught great attention in recent studies. One such application

is vaccine design, which studies to identify effective interactions between anti-

gens and antibodies to combat pathogenic activity [16, 17, 18]. RNA-protein in-

teraction (RPI) identifies the binding sites and binding affinities between ribonu-

cleic acid (RNA) and RNA binding proteins to understand biological processes

such as post-transcriptional regulation of genes [19, 20, 21, 22]. Constructing

the quaternary structure of a protein complex is another vital perspective to

understanding the protein functions in the living system, which also requires

examining the protein-protein interactions [23, 24].

2.2. Heterogeneous Network

Heterogeneous graphs are frequently used to represent integrated networks

that depict relationships among diverse entities such as gene expression data

and drug-disease association networks. These graphs differ from homogeneous

graphs in that they comprise various node and/or edge types, providing a wealth

of information and multiple perspectives for the underlying system.
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2.2.1. Molecular Interaction Network

A biological system, whether it be a living organism or a human body, is

comprised of numerous entities that interact with each other to form a com-

plex network. Nodes in these networks may represent genes, enzymes, proteins,

metabolites, other biomolecules, or environmental factors, depending on the net-

work’s properties [25]. In the context of graph representations, different nodes

are connected by (directed or undirected) edges that indicate their interactions

with each other. For example, a gene regulatory network [26] might feature a

directed edge from gene A to gene B, to imply that gene A directly regulates

the expression of gene B without the intervention of other genes. Similarly, a

metabolism network [27] studies enzymatic reactions (edges) that catalyze one

metabolite (node) to another.

The prediction of edge connections, which represent the interactions between

molecules, is often the primary goal of graph analysis. In gene regulatory net-

works, interpreting links between unconnected nodes from gene expression time

series data provides insight into the mechanistic regulation of gene expression

and allows researchers to infer the phenotype from observed events, given that

not all regulatory relationships are adequately captured. In metabolism net-

works, predicting the metabolic pathway or the pathway dynamics of a specific

compound is essential for identifying key metabolites and associated genes and

prioritizing potential targets for metabolic engineering.

2.2.2. Drug Knowledge Graph

The prediction of interactions between drugs and targets is crucial for un-

derstanding the mechanisms of drug action and identifying potential adverse

effects, thus facilitating cost-efficient and safe drug discovery. Network-based

approaches usually take existing drugs and diseases as a big interactive network

to interpret drug-target associations and propagate the target drug. Biomedi-

cal knowledge graphs provide rich and diverse information about various entities

and their relationships, such as drug-target interactions and semantic relations

between drug entities, to facilitate the interpretation of unknown relationships
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[28, 29]. Adverse drug reaction prediction is also important, as unexpected in-

teractions between drugs can lead to polypharmacy side effects that undermine

the intended therapeutic effects. Accurate prediction of drug-drug interactions

can thus increase the success rate of clinical trials and reduce costs in drug dis-

covery. Interpreting the unknown relationships of given entities also plays a key

role in adverse drug reaction prediction, which labels undesirable interactions of

drugs and targets that fail to meet the intended therapeutic requirements. For

instance, a common factor that affects phase III clinical trials is polypharmacy

side effects raised by unexpected interactions between drugs [30]. Therefore,

effective prediction of drug-drug interactions is substantial for sparing the cost

and increasing the success rate of clinical trials for drug discovery.

3. Characterization of Molecules

In the context of deep learning, numerical representations of biological enti-

ties such as atoms, compounds, proteins, genes, or cells are required. To set up

the problem, different descriptions of input biomolecules are used to reflect the

preferred inductive bias, which is closely related to the selection of deep learn-

ing techniques. For instance, protein sequences are typically processed with

language models to extract contextual representations along one-dimensional

chains, allowing for capturing long-range relationships between different atoms

or amino acids along the same chain. On the other hand, grid-like representa-

tions are handled by convolutional networks, where atoms or amino acids within

smaller receptive fields are more influential to the central instance. This section

provides a summary of the common rules for characterizing molecules.

3.1. Node Types

As mentioned earlier, biomolecules possess a well-defined hierarchy. For

example, proteins consist of amino acids, which in turn are composed of multiple

atoms. In this section, we will discuss the construction of a biological system in

three hierarchies: atoms, amino acids, and macromolecules.
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Atom. A chemical entity comprises a set of atoms that are interconnected by

means of chemical bonds. The atomic characteristics dictate the shape and

properties of the molecule, rendering it sensible to represent a chemical com-

pound with its constituent atomic symbols, such as C for carbon, O for oxygen,

and N for nitrogen. The description of atoms can be supplemented by their

physicochemical properties, such as the charges of atoms and the number of

attached hydrogen atoms [31]. The shape or conformation of the molecule is

crucial for studying its functionality. For small molecules, the torsion angles (or

dihedral angles) of four consecutive covalently bonded atoms are usually used.

Amino Acid. The primary structure of a protein refers to the specific arrange-

ment of amino acids that make up its structural foundation. Amino acids,

excluding those that are uncommon or non-traditional, can be classified into 20

different groups. Each type of amino acid is commonly designated by a unique

one-letter code, such as R for Arginine and K for Lysine, and these codes cor-

respond to various characteristics including hydrophobicity, polarizability, and

net charge. For an extensive overview of the diverse properties of amino acids,

please refer to [24].

Molecule. When investigating the intermolecular interactions within a biological

system or between different systems, it is commonplace to model molecules and

their interactions using nodes and edges in a graph [32, 33]. The choice of

nodes depends on the particular system under investigation. For example, in

gene regulatory networks, nodes could represent transcription factors and target

genes [34]. In metabolic networks, nodes might be metabolites-reactions [35] or

enzyme-substrate pairs [36]. Alternatively, in drug knowledge graphs, nodes

may be disease, gene, compound, protein, and other relevant entities [37, 38].

3.2. Molecule Modalities

There exist various modalities to represent a given biomolecule. For instance,

a protein’s chemical composition can be expressed using its amino acid sequence,

and its folded tertiary structure can be used to describe the inter-residue spatial
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Figure 2: Different modalities of a molecule. A protein can be represented numerically in

different dimensions. See Section 3 for more discussion.

relationships. We provide a brief summary of some commonly used methods for

representing biomolecules.

1D Sequence. As previously discussed, one approach for representing a molecule

is through character-level tokenization [39], where each component (e.g., an

atom or amino acid) is represented by a character in a string. For example,

complex compounds can be described using SMILES [6] or self-referencing em-

bedded strings (SELFIES) [40], while the primary structure of a protein can be

encoded as a unique sentence composed of 20 different amino acid types. In pro-

teins, amino acids, motifs, and domains are comparable to words, phrases, and

sentences in human languages, where sequential representations are typically

encoded using language models such as 1D CNNs and attention mechanisms.

2D Graph. While the sequential representation of a molecule provides a de-

tailed breakdown of its components, it fails to consider the intramolecular steric

interactions between them, such as the force fields between atoms. Graph data

presents an alternative way to describe a molecule’s geometric connectivity by

reducing its conformation without explicitly defining a 3D coordinate system.

In essence, a graph is composed of a set of nodes that represent the charac-

ters in the 1D sequence (atoms or residues), with edges connecting nodes based

on identified relationships. These relationships can be either explicitly defined
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by biological connections (e.g., chemical bonds) [41, 42, 43] or implicitly de-

fined by geometric connections (e.g., pair-wise Euclidean distances in 3D space)

[44, 45, 46]. The edge connectivity is stored in an adjacency matrix, which is

critical for constructing aggregation rules that establish node representations.

However, constructing an appropriate adjacency matrix can be challenging, par-

ticularly for large molecules like proteins. Sparse connectivity may fail to cap-

ture the complete geometry of the underlying topological manifold, while an

overly dense adjacency matrix may impair computational efficiency and poten-

tially dilute valuable information for learning tasks.

3D Geometry. The spatial relationships between internal entities (e.g., amino

acids or non-hydrogen atoms) in molecular structures can be represented in

3D space by their 3D coordinates. There are several variants of 3D geometric

representation. If neglecting the pair-wise connections, the group of entities is

called a point cloud [47, 48]; if the nodes are assumed aligning to the grid, it

can be viewed as a 3D box [49]; if a molecule’s shape is a major concern over its

internal structure, a 3D mesh can be leveraged to describe the surface [50, 51];

otherwise, if the nodes are connected discretely in the space, we take it as a

3D graph [45]. The choice of representation depends on the specific properties

of interest, and all of them require consideration of rotation and translation

equivariance in 3D space by geometric deep learning [52, 53].

3.3. Feature Preparation

The features of nodes and edges in a network are informed by domain-specific

knowledge, which may exert a significant influence on learning outcomes. Some

widely-used input functions are enumerated below.

Atom Feature. An in-depth examination of proteins at the atomic level pro-

vides a more nuanced understanding, as the energy of inter-residue interactions

is influenced by the number of atoms in contact [54]. These atoms can be iden-

tified by their specific types, with some common examples including N, C, O,

and S [55]. Atom types also exhibit various physicochemical attributes, such as
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charge (positive, negative, or neutral) [56], polarity (polar or non-polar) [57],

and aromaticity (aliphatic, aromatic, or neutral) [58], which augment their dis-

tinctive characteristics. In addition, researchers have defined spatial attributes

for atom nodes, such as the number of attached non-hydrogen or hetero atoms

representing heavy-valence or hetero-valence properties [31, 59]. Rather than

hand-crafting atom-level feature vectors, an alternative is to employ fingerprints,

a type of sparse descriptor containing thousands of values, to represent the struc-

tural and physicochemical properties of atoms [8].

Residue Feature. When considering an amino acid within a biomolecule, such

as a protein, its physicochemical and geometric characteristics play a critical

role in determining its potential for interaction within the molecule structure.

A protein is typically represented by one-hot encoding the residue types to 20 or

26 dimensions [24]. The rigidity, flexibility, and internal motion of the residue

can be identified by the B-factor, which is determined through crystallization

processes [60]. Geometric properties, such as the 3D position of the residue,

are typically represented by its α-carbon (or Cα) coordinates [61], while the

solvent-accessible surface area (SASA) is used to identify whether the residue is

on the protein’s surface or in the core [62]. The relative positions of amino acids

in the protein chain can be expressed using trigonometric values of backbone

dihedral angles {sin, cos} ◦ {φ, ψ} derived from the positions of the backbone

atoms N, Cα and C [63]. In addition to scalar features, vector features can

also be informative, such as the direction of Cβ-Cα [3, 64]. Incorporating such

directional attributes requires designing specialized propagation rules, such as

graph vector perceptrons (GVP) [65].

Edge Feature. The attributes of edges describe the relationship between inter-

connected nodes. The inter-residue distances of adjacent nodes can be derived

directly using their Euclidean distance in 3D space. Additionally, Gaussian ra-

dial basis functions (RBF) can be used to project scalar distance into higher

dimensions for better expressivity [66, 67]. Relative positional encoding repre-

sents the sequential distance of closely located residues on the amino acid chain
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Figure 3: The characterization of biomolecules and the corresponding deep learning models

embeds inductive biases of molecules.

[3, 64, 68]. The positions of heavy atoms in two connected residues encode local

interactions with fine-grained local frame orientation [69, 45].

4. Geometric Learning Tasks

A graph G = (V, E) can describe the structure of a given molecule with a set

of n = |V| nodes and edges E , where eij 6= 0 indicates node vi is connected to

vj and eij = 0 otherwise. For computational convenience, the pair-wise graph

connection is stored in an adjacency matrix A ∈ Rn×n, which is a symmetric

matrix for undirected graph, i.e., , eij = eji. The numerical representation for

nodes and edges, if applicable, are respectively described by X and E.

4.1. Graph Representation Learning

In graph representation learning, the main objective is to learn a powerful

and informative latent representation of the graph or nodes, which can be fur-

ther utilized in various downstream applications such as node- or graph-level

attribute predictions.

Discriminative Learning. Supervised or semi-supervised discriminative learning

models are usually applied to predict the optimal labels from input X using large

sets of labeled data. The discriminative models essentially learn to estimate the

probability distribution P (y|X), where y represents the target variable specific

to the task at hand.
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Figure 4: Three types of downstream tasks in geometric deep learning at node, edge, and

graph levels.

Generative Learning. Despite the considerable progress achieved by supervised

learning models in predicting labels, their reliance on extensive manual labeling

poses challenges such as generalization errors, spurious correlations, and adver-

sarial attacks. In computational biology, the limited availability of labeled data

necessitates the development of approaches that can learn from fewer manual

labels, samples, and trials. In some cases, the goal of learning is to generate new

molecule samples P (X|y) from the joint distribution P (X,y) with specified y.

4.2. Downstream Tasks

Graph data is composed of nodes, edges, and the graph itself. Typically,

representation learning is done at the node level, but the resulting vector rep-

resentation can be utilized for all three levels of label assignment tasks.

Node-level Properties Prediction. At the node level, graph convolutional layers

encode the topology of an attributed graph by creating a matrix H ∈ Rn×h,

where each of the n nodes is represented by an h-dimensional vector that ag-

gregates information about its neighborhood. Then, readout layers assign each

node Vi ∈ V a label yi = f(hi). The learning tasks are named node classifica-

tion or regression, depending on whether the label yi is discrete or continuous.

For example, identifying the type of an amino acid in a protein is a node clas-

sification task, while predicting the SASA of a node is a node regression task.

Link Prediction. The process of learning edge properties is similar to node-

level learning, except that the subjects of labeling become edges instead of
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nodes. Typically, a label is a binary indicator for the existence or non-existence

of a connection between nodes or a decimal weight indicating the strength of

the relationship. The objective of relationship inference or link prediction is to

estimate the pairwise connections of nodes, represented as yij = f(hi,hj), given

a set of node representations H. The concatenation of hidden representations of

node pairs is used to predict whether there exists a connection between Vi and

Vj through binary classification. Link prediction tasks are commonly used in

analyzing heterophilic graphs, such as molecular interaction networks [70] and

drug repurposing graphs [71].

Graph-level Properties Prediction. Graph-level tasks refer to the prediction of

labels for a collection of graphs, denoted as G1, . . . ,GN , with corresponding

labels y1, . . . , yN . Graphs can differ in size and structure, in contrast to image

classification where the number of pixels is consistent across different images.

For example, in D&D [72, 73] that classify proteins into enzyme and non-

enzyme structures, a protein structure can consist of dozens to over 5, 000 amino

acids. Developing graph pooling strategies that can unify varying-sized graphs

into a low-dimensional representation is beneficial for these tasks. Moreover,

when predicting interactions between pairs of graphs, concatenation layers may

be necessary to combine the representations of different graphs.

5. Representation Learning Strategies

This section discusses three main approaches to establishing a learning pipeline

for biomolecules. We will begin with basic encoding modules for sequential or

spatial molecular representation learning. Since encoding strategies can be com-

bined in parallel or subsequently, we will also provide examples of multimodal

inputs that offer more than one modality or scale of biomolecules. Given that

labeled biomolecule datasets are limited in practice, we will summarize some

essential principles for model augmentation. While we will use residue graphs

or protein sequences as examples for explaining the models, they can be easily

adapted or generalized to other types of molecules such as chemical compounds.
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5.1. Topological Encoding

We present three commonly used neural networks in the field of molecular

learning: graph networks, recurrent networks, and attention-based networks.

Although not all introduced modules were initially designed for graph inputs,

they can be used jointly or subsequently to fulfill various roles in a learning

pipeline. For instance, IEGMN [66, 69] utilizes attention mechanisms in de-

signing equivariant message passing for residue graphs; GVP-GNN [65, 74]

designs attention-like vector perceptron to transmit both scalar and vector na-

ture across graph nodes; DeepFRI [75] learns LSTM-extracted residue-level

features with GCN.

5.1.1. Neural Message Passing

As discussed in Section 3, the topology of proteins is crucial for understand-

ing their functionality. To characterize protein data, various inductive biases can

be incorporated, such as 3D density mappings with CNNs [76, 77, 78] and in-

teractive propagation with GNNs [64]. The latter is typically formulated under

the framework of (neural) message passing [79]. For a biomolecular graph, the

hidden representation H
(`+1)
i for the ith node in the (`+ 1)th layer is updated

by

H
(`+1)
i = γ

(
H(`),�Vj∈N (i)φ(H

(`)
i ,H

(`)
j ,Aji)

)
, (1)

where the information from all one-hop neighbors Vj ∈ N (i) in H(`) is ag-

gregated using a differentiable and permutation-invariant function �, such as

summation, average, or maximization. The γ, φ represent another two differen-

tiable functions for transformation.

As a protein’s atomic dynamics remain unchanged regardless of its transla-

tion or rotation within a system [80], some propagation rules incorporate the

inductive bias of symmetry into structure-based models, requiring the learned

3D protein transformations to belong to the Special Euclidean group SE(3)

[53, 81], which is the set of rotation and translation equivariant transformations

in 3D space, i.e., (R, t)X = RX + t with some rotation matrix R ∈ SO(3) and
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translation vector t ∈ R3. These algorithms avoid expensive data augmenta-

tion and typically need the propagation to consider positional encoding of 3D

coordinates X ′ ∈ Rn×3 [45, 82, 83].

5.1.2. Autoregressive Sequential Propagation

Sequence-based inferences frequently assume a conditional relationship for

P (y) =
∏n

i=1 P (yi|y1, . . . ,yi−1). In de novo protein design, autoregressive

methods are used to predict the next masked amino acid token based on previ-

ously inferred amino acids [84, 85, 86]. Such an assumption satisfies the memory

embedding criteria of recurrent neural networks R(·), which joins the historical

embeddings and current observation X(t) to determine its hidden representa-

tion:

h(X(t)) = R
(
h(X(t−1)), z(X(t))

)
= σ

(
W 1z(X

(t)) + W 2h(X(t−1)) + b
)
. (2)

Since the vanilla recurrent mechanism dampens the importance of early encoded

states, gating mechanisms [87] introduce additional memory cells to guide the

transmission of useful memory in previous steps. Gated recurrent networks have

been widely applied in time series analysis for directional relationship inference.

Because sequence representations of proteins neither specify an origin or termi-

nation nor a query direction in nature, BiLSTM [88] becomes a popular choice

due to its enhanced performance in forward and reverse long-short-term memory

encoding [89, 90, 91].

5.1.3. Pair-wise Relationship by Attention Mechanism

Inferring connections between tokens (i.e., amino acids) in either direction

along the protein sequence using a recurrent network may miss important re-

lationships between tokens that are sequentially far apart but spatially close.

Attention mechanisms provide an alternative by considering all pair-wise re-

lationships in a protein to infer the most comprehensive interactions between

contact tokens. Transformer [92] as an advanced self-attention mechanism,

has gained popularity due to its ability to capture global dependencies among
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input instances. Transformer, an advance in self-attention, has seen a surge

in recent breakthroughs. For instance, AlphaFold 2 [3] leverages evolutionary

Transformers (Evoformer) for pair-wise residue representations, and ESM-if1

[93] applies Transformers on scalar and vector features of residues. Funda-

mentally, a self-attention layer captures global dependencies among input in-

stances X by

Attention(Q,K,V ) = softmax
(
QK>/

√
dk

)
V (3)

with Q = WQX, K = WKX, and V = W V X. The entire mechanism can

be intuitively understood by considering Q and K as the questions of the input

sequence and the capability scores of every input token to answer each question.

In return, the inner product QK> measures the weighted similarity of input to-

kens. Compared to recurrent networks, self-attention layers investigate pair-wise

relationships along the entire chain to avoid squashing long-range dependencies

in a vector. It then becomes theoretically possible to train extra-long sequences

with little information loss. However, the massive size of learnable parameters

limits the input sequence length to no more than 512 or 1, 024 tokens in most

models.

5.2. Multimodal and Multiscale Molecular Representations

While this review mainly discusses the graph representation of proteins,

there is potential for integrating protein descriptions in various modalities and

scales to uncover the mechanisms behind protein functionalities [94].

A handful of previous literature features different morphologies of proteins,

of which sequence and structure representations are arguably the two most pop-

ular options. Large pre-trained language models such as ProtBERT [95] and

ESM-2 [96] are used for sequential representations, while GNNs and CNNs can

encode local environment information for structure representations. In down-

stream tasks, various algorithms such as MLPs [97, 98], autoencoders [48, 99], or

other specially-designed methods [100, 101] can integrate separate embeddings

from different modalities into a single-vector representation. Multiple sequence
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alignment (MSA) can also enhance sequential inputs to identify conserved and

variable regions of proteins from homologous sequences [3, 102, 103]. Other

research seeks versatile modalities. HOLOPROT [51] represents a protein’s

surface and structure, where the former generates the spherical relationship

of residue nodes through a triangulation algorithm, and the latter captures

four levels of a protein structure by a residue graph with multi-scale message-

passing networks. Transformer-M [104] establishes atomic-level descriptions

for a protein by incorporating 1D (e.g., physiochemical properties), 2D (e.g.,

sequential distance), and 3D (e.g., Euclidean distance) channels. Beyond con-

ventional topological or physiochemical characteristics from sole proteins, some

work explores feature representation from residue-centric meta-paths in inter-

active networks, such as PPI networks [98, 105], drug-protein-disease networks

[106] or combining six STRING networks for human and yeast [107].

Describing proteins from different scales and obtaining more detailed repre-

sentations while minimizing costs can be highly advantageous. Several methods

have been proposed to extract feature representations for proteins and ligands

at different levels. For example, DeepFusion [108] generates feature represen-

tations for drugs and proteins using pre-computed global structural similarity

matrices and local chemical substructure semantic features. To encode structure

representations at multiple scales, a coarse-grained GNN handles node features

and edge connections at coarser levels with gated recurrent units [109]. AGL-

Score [110] and MWCG [111] construct multiscale weighted colored subgraphs

with atomic types and extended connectivity interactive features (ECIF) to

capture intramolecular interactions between proteins and ligands. iEdgeDTA

[112] extracts both node-level and sequence-level protein features by language

models and graph convolutions. MSSA-Mixup [113] captures internal depen-

dencies among different scales of graph signals by graph wavelet theory using

self-attention, and [114] develops the persistent path-spectral model that char-

acterizes the data at multiple scales during the filtration process.
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5.3. Model Augmentation

The availability of accurately labeled biomolecular data is often limited,

and the ability of a trained model to generalize to new data is often a major

concern. Self-supervised learning [115, 116] strategies are becoming increasingly

popular as they offer a promising solution to these problems. These strategies

train algorithms to recover partially corrupted or incomplete original inputs

without any additional manual labels or supervision. Pre-trained models can

then be directly applied to downstream tasks, and in situations where there

is a small set of labeled training samples, self-supervised learning can replace

random initialization, as seen in many computer vision tasks. Though, when

fitness to a particular prediction task is the only concern and the number of

labeled instances is sufficiently big, a supervised learning approach remains the

preferred choice. This section introduces two broad categories of self-supervised

learning strategies, which are generative and contrastive methods.

5.3.1. Generative Learning Models

Generative models aim at summarizing observed probability density land-

scapes in a hidden space and sample new molecules or molecular representations

conditioned on protein properties, functions, and/or structures [117, 118].

Variational Autoencoders (VAE). VAE refers to a general class of networks that

map the inputs x by an encoder network q(·) to a low-dimensional latent space

that follows a specific distribution, e.g., z ∼ N (0, I). A decoder network p(·)

then reconstructs samples from the latent space to x′ in the original space.

The training goal is to find the optimal network parameters that minimize the

distance between the reconstructed and original samples, i.e.,

L(p, q) = KL (q(z|x)‖p(z)) + λLreconstruct(x,x
′), (4)

where λ is a tunable parameter. The reconstruction loss Lreconstruct accounts

for inductive biases that are added to the inputs, such as the molecule’s rigidity

[119].
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Generative adversarial networks (GANs). GANs are a subset of energy-based

models that comprise a generator G(·) that maps random noise to instances in

the data space and an adversarial discriminator D(·) that distinguishes between

real and generated examples. A min-max loss function pushes the generator and

discriminator toward the dynamic equilibrium by

L(D,G) = Ex [logD(x)] + Ez [log(1−D(G(z)))] ,

where x is sampled from ground truth input, and z is generated using G(·).

Maximizing the objective function with a fixed G(·) guides toward the optimal

discriminator. There are various options for reformulating the discriminator

loss, and a comprehensive discussion can be found in [120].

Generative Diffusion Models. The explosive success in image synthesis has at-

tracted increasing attention in generative diffusion models [121, 122, 123]. Sim-

ilar to hierarchical VAE [124], a diffusion model steps into latent states pro-

gressively by x → z1 → · · · → zT . Compared to hierarchical VAE that learns

an implicit transformation from x to z, diffusion models add random Gaussian

noise during the generation steps by zt = zt−1 + ε, ε ∼ N . Consequently,

the loss function involves an additional noise matching term Lnoise match =∑T
t=2 Eq(zt|x) [KL (q(zt−1|zt,x)‖p(zt−1|zt))] over Eq. (4). Generative diffusion

models have been applied in several recent works for molecule generation or pro-

tein design, where noise is added to atoms’ type [125] or structure [43, 126, 127].

5.3.2. Contrastive Learning

Contrastive learning is another technique utilized to enhance the represen-

tation of proteins [128, 129]. Given a protein instance G that is similar to G+
and dissimilar to G−, a function f(·) is used to encode the three graphs in or-

der to maximize the similarity between f(G) and f(G+) while minimizing the

similarity between f(G) and f(G−). To achieve this, pseudo data labels are

required during self-supervised learning, where positive pairs (G and G+) can be

jointly sampled by sequence-based [130, 131] or Euclidean distance-based [132]

20



croppings. Negative pairs (G and G−), on the other hand, are sampled inde-

pendently. When measuring the pair-wise similarity of hidden representations,

a scoring function is learned on the encoded representation. For instance, In-

foNCE [133, 134, 130] and NT-Xent [131] evaluate the agreements between

the positive pair f(G), f(G+) and all other negative pairs f(G), f(G−). Formally,

LNCE = −E

[
log

exp (S(f(G), f(G+)))

exp (S(f(G), f(G+))) +
∑B

i=1 exp (S(f(G), f(G−,i)))

]
(5)

with batch size B. The similarity between two representations is usually imple-

mented by the inner products S(f(G), f(G+)) = f(G)>f(G+) or the cosine sim-

ilarity S(f(G), f(G+)) = − f(G)>f(G+)
‖f(G)‖2‖f(G+)‖2 . The minimized loss attains a lower

bound of the mutual information for the hidden representations. Moreover, re-

searchers may consider integrating previous strategies, such as MoHeG [135],

which leveraged a weighted loss function that combined Eq. (4) and Eq. (5).

This approach led to a substantial improvement over using either equation in-

dividually.

6. Applications

Proteins that possess functional activity are typically composed of multiple

polypeptide chains or require the presence of other biomolecules, such as coen-

zymes and cofactors, to perform their biological roles. A number of routine tasks

involving protein functionality have been investigated in the scientific literature.

In accordance with Section 2, we categorize three levels of protein interactions

with compounds, proteins, and biological networks, respectively.

6.1. Drug Discovery

Drugs (ligands) exert their effects by interacting with target viral proteins

(receptors). A ligand molecule binds specifically and reversibly to a receptor

protein, such as a virus, to alter its activity or function. Therefore, designing

a new drug involves identifying potential ligands from drug-like molecules and
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Figure 5: Four computational steps of a ligand binding to a particular receptor protein.

studying their interactions with specific receptors. Figure 5 demonstrates the

four computational steps for a ligand binding to a given receptor protein [136]:

1) pocket detection finds feasible binding site(s) on the receptor. 2) interaction

identification recognizes candidate ligands that may interface with the current

pocket. 3) molecular docking generates binding poses for the ligand-receptor

docking pairs. 4) binding pose refinement dynamically fine-tunes the conforma-

tions at the binding sites.

6.1.1. Pocket Detection

Detecting new binding pockets is a crucial and challenging task that initiates

the entire process of drug discovery. The identification of binding regions is

typically achieved by locating heavy atoms in molecule sequences [137, 138] or

voxels of 3D protein images [139, 140, 141] or surfaces [142, 141, 143], where

Transformer [92] or 3DCNN [76, 78] are frequently used encoding blocks.

Since proteins do not naturally distribute atoms on a grid, recent work has

explored using graph representations to capture protein structures. Binding site

prediction is then converted into a classification task on graph nodes. ScanNet

[48] detects both protein-protein binding sites and B-cell epitopes (i.e., antibody

binding sites) to SARS-CoV-2 spike proteins with attention-based graph convo-

lutions on both atom-level and residue-level protein representations. GraphP-

PIS [144] extracts node representations of residue graphs with deep GCNs to

identify PPI sites with protein-interacting probabilities. PocketMiner [145]

modifies GVP-GNN to find cryptic pockets of protein targets where binding

sites are only exposed on the surface during binding.
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Another line of research focuses on designing pocket matching algorithms to

pair relative pockets for binding similar ligands, which can be assessed by the

shape of molecular surfaces or sub-graphs that reveals similarities in their phys-

ical and biological properties [146, 147, 148]. In graph representation, the ob-

jective then turns to finding the maximum similarity between local sub-graphs,

such as the pocket size, solvent accessibility, and flexibility [149, 150]. The topo-

logical characteristics of pockets are usually captured by PDEs [151, 152], which

evolve a convex hull surface inward until it touches the protein surface every-

where. The algorithm not only estimates the surface area, volume, and depth

of the pocket but also describes sub-pockets characterizations that determine

multi-ligand synergistic interactions.

6.1.2. Interaction Identification

The identification of potential interactions between drugs and their targets

is crucial for the development of safe and effective drugs [11, 153]. Such in-

teractions can involve various types of binding, activation, and inhibition. Re-

searchers have designed different computational approaches that can predict

interactions between compound-protein, protein-protein, and antibody-antigen.

Compound-Protein Interaction (CPI). The interaction of drug molecules with

target proteins is essential for identifying hit and lead compounds [154] and

recognizing potential drug side effects [155]. Due to the limited availability

of protein structures in the pre-AlphaFold era, earlier research encodes pro-

tein sequences by language models and represents compounds as sequences

[156, 157, 158] or images [159], or graphs [160, 161, 162]. Later on, the in-

creasingly available number of protein structures urges the prevalence of graph

convolutions for protein receptors, such as GCN, GraphSAGE, and GAT, for

CPI prediction. These approaches aim to predict binary interaction estimations

[163, 164] or numerical binding affinities[165].

Predicting protein-protein interactions can be approached on different levels,

such as atom, residue, or protein levels, for binding score prediction or binary
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interface label assignment. Graphs can also be constructed for interface regions

for protein-protein complexes instead of individual proteins.

Protein-Protein Interaction (PPI). In contrast to small molecules that interact

with a single target receptor, proteins act in a network of complex molecular

interactions, investigating which is vital to prevent side effects from false-binding

[166]. Predicting protein-protein interactions can be approached on different

levels, such as atom [167], residue [168], or protein [169] levels, for binding score

prediction or binary interface label assignment. On top of individual proteins

[170], the graph(s) might also be constructed for interface regions for protein-

protein complexes [168].

Antibody-Antigen Interaction. An antibody is a Y-shape protein of light and

heavy chains. The variable domain, defined jointly on both chains, is a part

of the antibody’s binding region to recognize their respective antigens, i.e.,

complementarity-determining regions (CDRs) [171]. Overall, the target of antibody-

antigen binding is similar to that of compound-protein interaction, where both

tasks focus on analyzing the interface region (pocket or CDR region) to pre-

dict complex binding affinity and docking scoring function. In antibody-antigen

interaction predictions, the interface regions might be described jointly by phar-

macophores and atomic distance [172] or separately by residue graphs [173, 174].

6.1.3. Molecular Docking

Molecular docking finds the 3D structure of the ligand-receptor complex for

optimal conformations, where many in silico methods follow the ‘lock-and-key’

theory [175] and solve the correct orientation of the ligand to match the rigid

receptor. To identify the tight pose of a protein-ligand complex, a docking

program constructs a set of poses with minimized free energy and scores the

strength of the putative poses to select the optimal pose for the top-rank docking

pairs [176, 177].

Binding Pose Generation. Molecular docking predicts the best binding confor-

mations for ligand-protein complexes with diverse optimized scores, such as the
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predicted error in binding affinity forecasting [178], the ligand position [66], or

a combination of both measurements [179]. As a surrogate of ligand positions,

generative models tend to target indirect predictors that are considered easier to

learn, such as ligand position relative to the protein, orientation in the pocket,

and the torsion angles [125]. Other attempts to enhance the prediction perfor-

mance have been assessed by introducing trigonometry constraints for residue

graphs [3, 65] and reconstructing the future trajectories for the dynamic systems

of complexes [180]. Graphs are usually defined at the atomic level for drugs and

the residue level for proteins, with encoders essential for describing the roles of

key residues in the conformational transition [177, 179, 69].

Antibody-Antigen Docking and Design. Antibody-antigen docking prediction

falls into the general class of protein-protein docking and design, but the lack

of evolutionary information in paratopes prevents many MSA-based protein de-

sign methods from predicting antibody structures. In addition to generating

3D coordinates for binding regions [119], the highly variable contact regions

also suggest designing the sequence of CDRs to complete the antibody-antigen

design [86, 181]. Generative models have been applied for such a problem [182],

and the predictions have been tested on SARS-CoV-2 virus variants [44, 119].

Binding Affinity Prediction. The effectiveness of a particular drug stands on

its affinity with the target protein receptors [183]. Classic simulation-based ap-

proaches require the precise 3D conformation of drug-target pairs at the bind-

ing sites with hand-crafted physiochemical properties to calculate the affinity

score. Deep learning methods [10, 184, 185], instead, train on a large number

of molecule pairs and fit the nonlinear relationship of the input sequential and

structural features for predicting binding affinities. Pairs of molecules can either

be learned independently in parallel, and then concatenated together in the hid-

den space [186], or established jointly in a single graph by taking, e.g., the drug

molecule as a node in the protein-based graph [187] or the complex as a whole

[188]. Furthermore, the examination of molecular dynamics (MD) trajectories

during binding can enhance the accuracy of predicting binding affinities [189].
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6.1.4. Binding Pose Refinement

Protein binding sites are typically larger than the ligands they bind, and

the binding pairs are considered rigid bodies during the docking process [190].

Hence, it is important to fine-tune the conformation of the complex by adjusting

the bound pose [187, 55, 191]. Updating the binding pose of the input ligand in-

volves iterative progress when predicting the conformations of docked molecules.

Nonetheless, this process of generating 3D atomic coordinates of the conforma-

tion can introduce errors that may bias the final result [192, 193, 43, 192] can

accumulate errors, leading to bias in the final result. To mitigate this issue, the

predictor(s) may adopt an approach that characterizes intermediate geomet-

ric elements to maintain roto-translation invariance, such as atomic distance

[194, 195, 196] and torsion angle [197, 42].

6.2. Protein Understanding

Investigating proteins and protein-associated interactions is essential for un-

derstanding the mechanism of many reactions in cytology. This section digests

two specific applications, i.e., nucleic-acid-binding residues and polymers.

6.2.1. Nucleic-Acid-Binding Residues

RNA-binding proteins (RBPs) interact with RNAs through RNA-binding

domains (RBDs) for chemical synthesis to regulate RNA metabolism and func-

tion. Conversely, RNAs can bind to RBPs to modulate the fate or activity of

the bound RNAs [198]. Due to the heterogeneity of RBDs and the existence

of unconventional RBPs that lack identifiable RBDs, geometric learning meth-

ods are effective options in discovering new binding sites [199] and identifying

binding residues [200].

Protein-RNA interactions are essential in cellular processes, such as gene ex-

pression regulation, protein synthesis, and post-transcriptional processes in all

eukaryotes. The interaction between non-coding RNAs (ncRNAs) and proteins

(ncRPIs or NPIs) is particularly critical in gene regulation and human diseases

[201, 202], and they can be formulated similarly to other molecule interaction
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prediction tasks as typical binary classifications on graph pairs [203]. More

work views it as a link prediction task on a bipartite graph with both ncR-

NAs and proteins being nodes featured with embedded sequence or structure

features [204, 205, 206, 207]. Notably, such a graph only connects nodes with

firm interactions, i.e., it does not include negative labels on edges. Moreover,

predicting ncRPIs is generally cell-specific, necessitating additional techniques

like transfer learning [208] to accommodate interactions in different cell lines or

other diverse contexts.

In addition to RNA, the investigation of protein interactions with DNA is

another important area of research that plays a key role in cellular functions such

as transcriptional regulation, chromosome maintenance, and replication [209].

Although DNA and RNA have distinct biological functions, they share similar

components [210] and structure [211, 212]. Thus, the RPI models developed

for RNA-protein interactions can potentially be adapted for studying DNA-

protein interactions [213, 214]. Recent studies have facilitated a more in-depth

understanding of the complex mechanisms underlying DNA-protein interactions.

6.2.2. Multimeric Protein Designs

Multimeric proteins are composed of two or more connected polypeptide

chains. Deep learning techniques have facilitated the prediction and optimiza-

tion of novel polymers [215, 216]. State-of-the-art protein structure prediction

models such as AlphaFold 2 can fold proteins with multiple chains; however,

the prediction accuracy decreases as the number of chains increases [217]. This

necessitates adjustments to account for the difference between folding single-

chain and multimeric proteins. One approach is to define graph representations

for protein complex structures that include a binary attribute on edges, in-

dicating whether two neighboring nodes come from the same chain [46, 218].

Additionally, modifying the loss function enables capturing inter-chain inter-

faces [64] and respecting permutation symmetry in multi-chain alignment [219].

Recent studies have demonstrated the effectiveness of these approaches, em-

phasizing the significance of taking into account the intricate interplay among

27



multiple chains in multimeric proteins.

6.3. Biological System Analysis

Networks are useful for comprehending and forecasting intricate biological

systems by providing linkage maps that connect various entities, including geno-

types, phenotypes, and environmental factors. As one of the advanced system

modeling and simulation techniques, GNNs reveal the hidden effects of diverse

factors on biological entities of interest through analyzing the heterogeneous

graph [220].

6.3.1. Metabolic Network

Metabolic networks consist of complex enzymatic reaction pathways that

convert nutrients into energy required for biological processes. Due to the intri-

cate relationship between enzymes and reactions, these networks are naturally

suitable for network analysis beyond pairwise connections. Furthermore, since

the direction of reaction flows can be altered depending on the environmen-

tal context, GNNs designed for metabolic networks employ directional message

aggregations to examine flux balance.

Although no standard paradigms have been established, a few researchers

have made strides in understanding metabolic systems using graph represen-

tations. A cell-level directed factor graph learns to estimate metabolic stress,

recover noisy metabolic genes, and segment cells from the substrate or prod-

uct states of metabolites in reactions [221]. The importance of directionality

and environmental perturbations has been verified for capturing the flow of

metabolites produced or consumed by enzymatic reactions [35]. Furthermore, by

identifying associations between metabolite-disease, metabolite-metabolite, and

disease-disease, potential metabolite-disease relationships were inferred [222].

6.3.2. Gene Regulatory Networks

Gene Regulatory Networks (GRNs) uncover co-expression patterns among

regulators and target genes. Validating and inferring (potential) regulatory as-

sociations are preliminary for identifying disease pathways or novel therapeutic
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targets, which essentially answers how functional development is controlled by

heritable genomic sequence information [223].

For GRN-related learning tasks, a heterogeneous graph is often used to ana-

lyze the intrinsic structure-function relationship. The nodes in such graphs can

represent various biological units, such as multi-omics data (e.g., mRNA ex-

pression, microRNA expression, and DNA mutation)[135], transcription factors

[34], and genes [224]. Different characterizations of nodes and edges can lead to

diverse learning tasks, such as interpreting the effects of functional interactions

[135], uncovering connections between transcription factors or TF-gene pairs

[34], and learning causality between temporal elements in dynamic GRNs [224].

6.4. Polypharmacy and Drug Repurposing

Pharmaceutical companies often repurpose existing drugs for new diseases

as a cost-effective strategy. The optimal drug molecules are those that have the

highest negative binding energy, which leads to the strongest binding affinity

between ligands and the target protein. In contrast, for non-target proteins, a

preference for weak binding is observed to avoid misbinding and associated side

effects [29, 183].

To study drug repurposing, a heterogeneous graph can be generated with

nodes representing drug molecules, diseases, proteins, and other relevant ob-

jects. The primary learning objective is typically a link prediction task, where

connected edges indicate the positive or negative effects between drug-disease

pairs [225] or synergistic effects of drug combinations [226]. For a more accurate

inference, extra information such as gene-related embeddings [227] and patient

information from medicines knowledge graphs [228, 229] can be incorporated.

In addition to node types, it is important to consider different edge types

that describe the various interfaces between drugs, diseases, and other entities.

This is particularly relevant for recognizing polypharmacy side effects, where

the interactions between multiple drugs can lead to unexpected adverse effects

[230, 231, 232]. Various methods have been proposed to build these complex
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interactions, including extending edge types in heterogeneous graphs, graph-

based machine learning models, and network analysis approaches.

6.5. Others

Recent developments in single-cell RNA-sequencing (scRNA-Seq) have en-

abled the simultaneous measurement of RNA and protein abundances at the

single-cell level. This has provided a unique opportunity to investigate the het-

erogeneity and dynamics of tissues, organisms, and complex diseases. The use of

graph representation has facilitated the understanding of various biological pro-

cesses, including protein interactions [233], gene expression [234], and cell-cell

relationships [235].

GNNs have proven to be versatile tools for addressing various problems in bi-

ological research, including genetic mutations and automated laboratory results.

For instance, VGEN [236] utilizes a heterogeneous graph of genes and mutants

to model variant effects prediction and identify disease-causing mutations from

millions of genetic mutations in an individual patient. Meanwhile, ModelAn-

gelo [237] leverages GNNs and hidden Markov models to map protein chains to

entries in a user-provided sequence file. The model refines residue-based graph

representation with additional data sources, such as cryo-EM data, amino acid

sequence data, and prior knowledge about protein geometries.

7. Benchmarks Datasets

Although deep learning methods exhibit promising performance in many

complex biological problems, building a reliable model necessitates having suffi-

cient high-quality data. In this regard, we have reviewed 11 popular databases

that can be classified into four categories: protein complexes, protein-ligand

bindings, antibody-antigen structures, and knowledge graphs. The first category

contains protein structures that may not necessarily include target complexes

for prediction but can aid algorithms in understanding the semantics and syntax

of proteins. Next, several databases have been established for protein-protein,
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drug-target, and antibody-antigen binding pairs, with learning tasks that can be

regression or classification. For drug repurposing knowledge graphs, we provide

an example dataset of about 100, 000 entities. Nevertheless, the majority of

research works prefer to construct their knowledge graphs as data preparation

is a key step, and the analyzed datasets are usually case-specific.

Table 1: Benchmark datasets for interactive protein learning tasks.

Type Dataset(ver) Size Learning Task† Summary

P
ro

te
in

C
o
m

p
le

x
es

PDB [238]

(2023.01)

215, 100

proteins
NR [3, 219]

proteins and nucleic acids complexes (with small molecules)

and related metadata (e.g., experimental results).

https://wwpdb.org/

CATH-Plus [239]

v4.3

500, 238

protein domains
NC [65, 64]

non-redundant tertiary structure of protein domains and

super-families of protein domains from PDB.

https://www.cathdb.info/

AlphaFold DB [240]
200M

proteins
[241]

A massive database covering 98.5% of human proteins folded

from protein sequences by AlphaFold 2.

https://alphafold.ebi.ac.uk/

P
ro

te
in

-L
ig

an
d

B
in

d
in

g

PDBbind-CN[242]

(2020)

23, 496

complexes

GR [165, 187, 188, 55, 164],

NR [69, 179, 55, 193, 125]

complexes with experimentally measured binding affinities

on protein-ligand (19,443), protein-protein (2,852), protein

-nucleic acid (1,052), and nucleic acid-ligand (149) complexes.

http://www.pdbbind.org.cn/

BindingDB [243]

(2022.11)

2, 613, 813

pairs
GR [186]

binding affinity between proteins (8, 942) considered to be

candidate drug-targets and ligands that are small, drug-like

molecules (1, 123, 939).

https://www.bindingdb.org/rwd/bind/index.jsp

DB5.5 [244]
257

pairs

GR [168],

NC [173],

NR [66]

non-redundant protein–protein complexes with the unbound

structures of their components from PDB.

https://zlab.umassmed.edu/benchmark/

Dockground [245]

(2023.06)

667, 331

interfaces

363, 240

protein chains

NC [48]

GR [172]

a comprehensive database of experimentally determined and

simulated protein structures, model-model complexes, docking

decoys of experimentally determined and modeled proteins,

and templates for comparative docking.

https://dockground.compbio.ku.edu/

ZDOCK [246]

v4

176

unbound protein pairs
GR [172]

high-resolution protein–protein complex structures by X-ray

or NMR unbound structures, including 52 enzyme-inhibitor,

25 antibody–antigen, and 99 complexes with other functions.

https://zlab.umassmed.edu/zdock/benchmark.shtml

A
n
ti

b
o
d

y
-A

n
ti

ge
n AbDb [247]

5, 976

antibodies

GC [174],

NR [119],

NC [173]

antibody structures summarized from PDB by SACS.

http://www.abybank.org/abdb/

SAbDab [248]

(2023.03)

7, 073 antibody

5, 544 antigen

NC [48, 173],

NR [44, 182]

all the antibody structures available in PDB.

https://opig.stats.ox.ac.uk/webapps/newsabdab/sabdab/

KG DRKG [249]
97, 238

entities
LC [225]

107 types of relationships among 13 types of entities (genes,

compounds, diseases, biological processes, side effects, and

symptoms) from various sources.

https://github.com/gnn4dr/DRKG/

† Learning tasks are categorized into node (N), graph (G), and edge (L) level classification (C) or regression (R),

e.g., , NC denotes node classification.

We summarize the 11 databases and link them to commonly used learning
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tasks. Depending on the database and research question, predictors can be

defined on the node, edge, or graph level, with predicted labels that are either

continuous (e.g., 3D coordinate) or discrete (e.g., amino acid type), which we

designate as regression or classification, respectively.

8. Discussion

The scientific discovery field has seen the entrance of an increasing num-

ber of big tech companies that employ artificial intelligence, such as Alphabet,

Meta AI, Microsoft, and Byte Dance. Alongside these companies, unicorn firms

like AI Protein, SomaLogic, and ProteinQure use deep learning techniques to

unlock the potential of protein-based therapeutics, and small startups offer in

silico computational experiments tailored to specific client needs. Moreover,

the open-sourcing of AlphaFold 2 in 2021 has enabled accurate prediction of

protein tertiary structures, which has greatly enriched available protein datasets

and facilitated algorithm development. Despite the many advances in protein

design and drug discovery, significant gaps still exist in computer science, biol-

ogy, and production, and there is a high demand for developing new AI models

for downstream tasks that remain unmet.

The limitation of current models poses a significant challenge in various

applications. The main issue with deep learning models is their dependency on

a substantial amount of data, yet the availability of qualified samples in scientific

research is either under-discovered or extremely scarce. Moreover, it is crucial

to develop models that can provide interpretable results for scientific problems,

especially those focused on understanding the mechanisms of complex systems.

However, the development of effective AI tools for dynamic mechanisms, such as

protein folding and inverse folding, remains an open challenge. Another concern

is those current AI methods seldom practice prior knowledge that was induced

by biologists, which not only leads to inefficient use of expertise and widens

the knowledge gap between computer science and biology, but also results in

unnecessary computational resource consumption.
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On the other hand, the lack of interdisciplinary communication poses a chal-

lenge for deep learning models in meeting scientific demands, leading to imprac-

tical optimization targets or evaluation rules for established problems [250]. As

a result, computational methods tend to focus on a narrow range of research top-

ics, leaving many areas untouched or poorly resolved. While this review provides

an incomplete overview of protein-involved interaction tasks explored by geo-

metric deep learning methods, there are still many tasks without contemporary

solutions. For instance, in protein binding systems, matchmaker [251, 252, 253],

hub proteins [254, 255, 256], and metal ion–protein [257, 258, 259] bind part-

ners to execute biological and physiological processes, but existing solutions lack

modern deep learning methods. Developing new AI models that can address

these deficiencies is a critical research direction for the future.
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