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ABSTRACT

Molecular representation learning is fundamental for many drug related applica-
tions. Most existing molecular pre-training models are limited in using single
molecular modality, either SMILES or graph representation. To effectively lever-
age both modalities, we argue that it is critical to capture the fine-grained ‘se-
mantics’ between SMILES and graph, because subtle sequence/graph differences
may lead to contrary molecular properties. In this paper, we propose a univer-
sal SMILE-graph representation learning model, namely UniMAP∗. Firstly, an
embedding layer is employed to obtain the token and node/edge representation in
SMILES and graph, respectively. A multi-layer Transformer is then utilized to
conduct deep cross-modality fusion. Specially, four kinds of pre-training tasks are
designed for UniMAP, including Multi-Level Cross-Modality Masking (CMM),
SMILES-Graph Matching (SGM), Fragment-Level Alignment (FLA), and Do-
main Knowledge Learning (DKL). In this way, both global (i.e. SGM and DKL)
and local (i.e. CMM and FLA) alignments are integrated to achieve comprehen-
sive cross-modality fusion. We evaluate UniMAP on various downstream tasks,
i.e. molecular property prediction, drug-target affinity prediction and drug-drug
interaction. Experimental results show that UniMAP outperforms current state-
of-the-art pre-training methods. We also visualize the learned representations to
demonstrate the effectiveness of multi-modality integration.

1 INTRODUCTION

Machine learning has been applied to a wide range of tasks in cheminfomatics and bioinfomatics,
including molecular property prediction (Wu et al., 2018), molecular generation (Polykovskiy et al.,
2020), and virtual screening (Kimber et al., 2021). Due to the insufficiency of labeled data and
engineered features, representation learning becomes an increasingly important tool in replacement
of conventional methods, such as manually designed fingerprints (Morgan, 1965).

Inspired by the success of pre-training and fine-tuning paradigm, pre-trained models on molecular
data have demonstrated promising results. According to data formats, these models can be mainly
classified to two categories, SMILES based and graph based methods. SMILES based methods,
taking the SMILES (Weininger, 1988) string as input, have been facilitated by various sequence
modeling methods in NLP such as masked language modeling (MLM) (Chithrananda et al., 2020)
and auto-encoder (Honda et al., 2019). Despite their ease of use, such methods treat molecules as
1D sequences and may fail to capture the geometric structure of a molecule (Rong et al., 2020).
While graph based methods, taking the molecular graph as input, mainly leverage graph level self-
supervised training, such as atom/edge/subgraph masking (Hu et al., 2019) and contrastive learn-
ing (Wang et al., 2022b;a). These methods directly utilize graph to represent the 2D structure, but
may be limited by the over-smoothing (Chen et al., 2020a) and over-squashing (Topping et al., 2022)
problems of graph neural networks (GNN).

Given these limitations, a natural idea is to combine SMILES string and molecular graph into
one model to enjoy the merits of both approaches. Recently, MOCO (Zhu et al., 2022) designs
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a two-stream model to fuse SMILES and graph. Specifically, SMILES and graph are treated as
two molecular views, in which a Transformer (Vaswani et al., 2017) branch and a GNN branch are
used to obtain their representations, respectively. Then a consistency loss is conducted on the two
molecular-level representations for pre-training.

We argue that the above global level alignment cannot well model the correspondence between
SMILES and graph. Firstly, SMILES, as a language representation, provides detailed descriptions
of a molecular graph, including atoms, bonds, rings, branching, stereochemistry, and isotope. As a
result, the global level alignment as in MOCO may fail to recognize the subtle difference between
molecules, and cause severe prediction error. For example, substitution of a single fragment will
lead to drug deactivation in virtual screening. We give two example pairs in Figure 1 for demon-
stration. In Pair 1, we replace 4-methylbenzyl (SMILES:c1ccc(C)cc1) with 2-hydroxymethylfuran
(SMILES:c1ccc(CO)o1), and find that the modified compound no longer inhibits HIV replication.
Similarly in Pair 2, if we replace just a single atom, i.e. thiol (SMILES: S) to choloride (SMILES:
Cl), the same result is observed. We have tested previous models on this specific case, including
representative SMILES based method ChemBERTa (Chithrananda et al., 2020) and graph based
method GROVER (Rong et al., 2020). The similarity results of both ChemBERTa and GROVER
are larger than 0.8 for each pair, while UniMAP obtains much smaller similarity results, i.e. 0.55
for Pair 1 and 0.74 for Pair 2. Since the code of MOCO is not released and we cannot reproduce
the results in their paper, we do not report the MOCO results on this case. However, given the sim-
ilarity results from ChemBERTa and GROVER, a single consistency loss will not introduce much
difference.

From the above analysis, it is critical to capture the fine-grained ‘semantics’ between SMILES and
graph. To this end, we adopt fragments as the basic unit, and propose a multi-modality molecu-
lar pre-training model UniMAP, to obtain the UNIversal sMiles-grAPh representation for molecule.
Fragments play a very important role in computational pharmaceutical research (Liu et al., 2017;
Lewell et al., 1998). Specifically, molecular fragments are chemically feasible substructures, which
to some extent largely determine molecular biological activities and even influence the affinity be-
tween a molecule and its target proteins. Therefore, fragments are meaningful substructures to
reflect the fine-grained ‘semantics’ between SMILES and graph.

To extract meaningful fragments, we first employ BRICS algorithm (Degen et al., 2008), to split
a molecular graph to different fragments. Then we design a SMILES-graph fragment decomposi-
tion algorithm to obtain the corresponding SMILES fragment for each graph fragment. In this way,
we could use an embedding layer to obtain both token and fragment representations for a molecule,
which act as heterogenous inputs to facilitate different pre-training tasks. Afterward, a shared Trans-
former backbone is utilized to conduct deep cross-modality fusion, and output the unified representa-
tion for fine-tuning. As for pre-training, besides two molecular-level tasks including SMILES-Graph
Matching (SGM) and Domain Knowledge Learning (DKL), we introduce two novel fragment-level
tasks to achieve fine-grained cross-modality interactions, i.e. Multi-Level Cross-Modality Masking
(CMM) and Fragment-Level Alignment (FLA). Using both fragments and tokens as masking units,
CMM forces the model to acquire both single- and cross-modality information, while FLA uses
the fragment embeddings from different modalities as the contrastive learning unit to capture fine-
grained cross-modality semantics. In this way, UniMAP learns a better molecular representation by
leveraging the fine-grained semantic correlation between SMILES and graph.

We pre-train UniMAP on 10 million molecules from Pubchem (Kim et al., 2019), and then fine-tune
the pre-trained model on various downstream tasks. We achieve state-of-the-art results on molecular
property prediction tasks from MoleculeNet and outperform existing methods on drug-target affinity
prediction and drug-drug interaction task. Our further visualization analysis shows typical fragment
alignment patterns and clear embedding clusters, demonstrating the ability of UniMAP to capture
both fragment-level and molecular-level ‘semantics’.

Our main contributions are three folds:

• We propose UniMAP, the first single-stream multi-modality molecular representation
learning method to leverage both SMILES and graph representation;

• We design both molecular-level (SGM and DKL) and fragment-level (CMM and FLA)
pre-training tasks to achieve deep cross-modality fusion in UniMAP;
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HIV active HIV inactive

HIV active HIV inactive

Pair 1: Fragment substitution

Pair 2: Atom substitution
CCOC(=O)C(=Cc1ccc(C)cc1)P(=O)(OCC)OCC CCOC(=O)C(=Cc1ccc(CO)o1)P(=O)(OCC)OCC

COc1cc2nncc(S)c2cc1OC COc1cc2nncc(Cl)c2cc1OC

Figure 1: Two examples to demonstrate that substituion of a single fragment will lead to opposite
properties in HIV dataset from MoleculeNet (Wu et al., 2018). Specifically, the green parts in graph
and the underlined parts in SMILES indicate the differences between two molecules. A molecule is
labeled as HIV active if it can inhibit HIV replication and HIV inactive otherwise.

• We conduct experiments on downstream tasks including molecular property prediction,
drug-target affinity prediction and drug-drug interaction prediction, and demonstrate
promising results of UniMAP.

2 RELATED WORK

Here we briefly introduce some typical molecular representation learning methods, including
SMILES based methods, graph based methods, 3D based methods and hybrid methods using multi-
ple kinds of molecular input.

2.1 SMILES BASED METHODS

Due to the sequential format of a SMILES string, NLP based pre-training methods (Devlin et al.,
2019; Liu et al., 2019; Zhu et al., 2020), have been recently applied to SMILES and achieved com-
petitive results. For example, SMILES-BERT (Wang et al., 2019) and ChemBERTa (Chithrananda
et al., 2020) use BERT and RoBERTa as backbone to conduct MLM on SMILES, respectively.
While SMILES Transformer (Honda et al., 2019) and X-MOL (Xue et al., 2021) leverage an
encoder-decoder architecture to learn the representation by SMILES generation. Owing to the suc-
cess of large scale language models, these models have the ability to utilize large scale molecular
data for pre-training, e.g. 1.1 billion molecules in X-MOL. However, previous work (Rong et al.,
2020) have shown that these methods are limited in capturing molecular structure.

2.2 GRAPH BASED METHODS

In general, graph based pre-training methods can be mainly classified into three categories: gen-
erative, predictive and contrastive methods. The objective of generative methods is to reconstruct
the original molecular graph or generate 1D sequence by 2D graph. For example, MGSSL (Zhang
et al., 2021) generates the motif tree of molecules using a pre-defined motif vocabulary, PanGu (Lin
et al., 2022) takes 2D graph as input to generate 1D Self-Referencing Embedded Strings (SELF-
IES) (Krenn et al., 2020) var a conditional variational autoencoder. Predictive methods construct
context based on the graph structure, and adopt context aware masking for self-supervised learning.
For example in Hu et al. (2019); Rong et al. (2020), they define neighbors in a graph as con-
text, and use corresponding context on molecular graph to predict the masked atoms/edges/motifs.
While contrastive methods mainly apply contrastive learning on molecular graph. For example,
MolCLR (Wang et al., 2022b) and iMolCLR (Wang et al., 2022a) firstly transform graphs by
atom/edge/sub-graph masking to construct positive and negative pairs, and utilize a constrastive loss.
Besides, some other works use chemical knowledge for data augmentation in contrastive learning,
e.g. KCL (Fang et al., 2022b) and MPG (Li et al., 2021b).
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2.3 3D BASED METHODS

Recently, several methods have been proposed to pre-train on 3D molecular conformations. For
example, GraphMVP (Liu et al., 2022), 3D-Infomax (Stärk et al., 2022), and GeomGCL (Li et al.,
2022) adopt contrastive or generative learning framework between 2D graph and 3D input, to lever-
age 3D information to enhance the representations of 2D graph. GEM (Fang et al., 2022a) develops
a geometry learning task to predict the atom distances and angles from 3D conformation. Be-
sides, some works such as Uni-Mol (Zhou et al., 2022), Transformer-M (Luo et al., 2022) and 3D-
EMGP (Jiao et al., 2022), propose to use 3D denoising methods to directly obtain the 3D molecular
representation, and has achieved remarkable performances due to the proven equivalence between
3D denoising objective and learning a force field (Zaidi et al., 2022). To our understanding, repre-
sentation using 3D data is definitely a promising direction. Still, 3D data are relatively not so large
as compared with 1D or 2D data. Besides, what objective is the best to reflect the characteristics of
3D conformation is not clear yet. Therefore, how to learn a reliable 3D conformation representation
remains a challenging problem.

2.4 HYBRID METHODS

Since a molecule can be represented as multiple forms, e.g. SMILES, 2D graph, 3D conformations,
IUPAC (Panico et al., 1993), and cell-based microscopy images, some hybrid methods have been
proposed to combine different forms to learn a unified representation. DMP (Zhu et al., 2021),
MM-Deacon (Guo et al., 2022) and CLOOME (Sanchez-Fernandez et al., 2022) combine 2D graph
with SMILES, IUPAC with SMILES, and cell-based microscopy image with 2D graph, respectively.
Moreover, MOCO (Zhu et al., 2022) takes advantage of four molecular data forms contain SMILES,
2D graph, 3D conformations and Morgan fingerprints for pre-training. However, these methods all
use a two-stream or multi-stream model architecture, in which a separate encoder is first employed
to obtain the representation of each data form, and then these representations are aligned with further
loss, such as view consistency (in MOCO), multi-lingual contrastive alignment (in MM-Deacon),
and InfoLOOB contrastive loss (in CLOOME). These two-stream models are good at learning the
representation of each form, but miss the rich alignment information between different forms.

2.5 RELATIONS OF UNIMAP WITH PREVIOUS WORK

Our work presents the first single-stream hybrid model, to adapt to the corresponding relation be-
tween SMILES and graph. The basic idea of fine-grained alignment, though designed for SMILES
and graph in our work, is also valid for combining other data forms, such as IUPAC and cell-based
microscopy images. In future, we will investigate how to design a general framework to integrate
different data forms.

Our work is also highly inspired by some recent vision-language multi-modality research, which
can be categorized to two-stream and single-stream methods. According to the analysis in Wen-
LanHuo et al. (2021) and SemVLPLi et al. (2021a), two-stream methods such as CLIPRadford et al.
(2021), ALIGNJia et al. (2021) and WenLan are good at capturing weak correlation between vision
and language, while single-stream methods such as OscarLi et al. (2020b) and UniterChen et al.
(2020b) are more suitable to model strong correlation. From our study, SMILES and graph have a
typical strong correlation, i.e. SMILES provides detailed description of graph, just like the strong
correlation between image and language in image caption task. That is why we think a single-stream
architecture is better for fusion between different data forms of a molecule.

3 METHOD

In this section, we introduce our proposed UniMAP, as shown in Figure 2, including an input em-
bedding layer, a Transformer encoder, and four pre-training tasks.

3.1 EMBEDDING LAYER

The embedding layer is designed to map the given SMILES and graph of a molecule to embed-
dings for further computation. For an input SMILES, we adopt a regex based tokenizer from
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SMILES:

CCC(C)=CC=N

Graph:CCC(C)=CC=N

Transformer

+

Mulit Head Attention

(+)

(+)

Avg Pooling

[cls] 

(-)

(-)

GNN

+

SMILES Token

Graph Token

Mask Token

+

+

Token-Level Prediction:

Fragment-Level Prediction:

Pre-training Tasks

Fragment-Level AlignmentMulti-Level Cross-Modality Masking

Contrastive Learning

1

0

MLP

Smiles-Graph Matching

MLP MLP

Fingerprints Feature
phenols, imide, nitriles

0       1       0

Multi-Label Functional Group Classification

Domain Knowledge Learning

Avg 
Pooling

MSE loss

CCC(C)=CC=N:      

CCC(C)=CC=N:      

1: Positive pair
0: Negative pair

,

,

+

CCC(C)=CC=N

SMILES-Graph Decomposition

Tokenizer + Linear 
Embedding Layer

Molecular LevelFragment Level

Figure 2: Overview of UniMAP. SMILES and Graph are processed by a shared Transformer to
get an unified representation, which is supervised by both fragment-level and molecular-level pre-
training tasks.

DeepChem (Ramsundar et al., 2019) to parse it into a series of tokens S = [t1, t2, ..., tn], then
we apply an embedding layer to obtain the embeddings of SMILES denoted as s = [s1, s2, ..., sn],
where si is the embedding of token i with size D. While an input graph is denoted as G = {V,E},
where V is the vertex set with vi ∈ V denotes the i-th atom, and E is the edge set with eij ∈ E
denotes an edge between the i-th and the j-th atom. We adopt a GCN (Li et al., 2020a) to obtain
the graph embeddings g = [g1, g2, ..., gm], where m = |V | is the atom number, and gi is the D
dimensional vector for the i-th atom.

3.2 TRANSFORMER ENCODER

We adopt a Transformer based encoder denoted as θ to handle both SMILES and graph embeddings.
The typical Transformer takes a sequence of embeddings as input. We add a learnable position
embeddings denoted as ps to embeddings of SMILES s to maintain positional information. As for
the molecular graph in which atoms are not organized in sequence, we simply concatenate graph
embeddings g after the SMILES tokens embeddings to obtain the input of the Transformer, denoted
as z.

z = [s+ ps, g].

The Transformer encoder is composed by stack of identical blocks, where each block consists of
two parts: a multi-head self-attention (MSA) module and a feed-forward neural network (FFN).
Specifically, the self-attention mechanism in MSA allows the cross-modality attention and conducts
multi-modality interaction, including both inter- and intra-modality fusions.

To this end, the embeddings x = θ(z) is obtained for each molecule, where x =
(x1, x2, ..., xn, xn+1, ..., xn+m), xi ∈ RD, in which the first n elements and the last m elements
of x stand for the corresponding SMILES and graph representations.

Afterward, we apply a typical average pooling operation (Huang et al., 2021) on x to get the final
molecular representation, denoted as xcls.

xcls =
1

m+ n

m+n∑
i=1

xi.
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Based on xcls, different losses could be designed to facilitate the pre-training process. Considering
the characteristics of SMILES and graph relation, we design both local (i.e. fragment-level) and
global (i.e. molecular-level) losses.

3.3 SMILES-GRAPH FRAGMENT DECOMPOSITION

Our SMILES-graph fragment decomposition algorithm firstly apply mature method to decompose
graph to different fragments, then assign each SMILES character to corresponding fragment, based
on SMILES definition.

Specifically, we use BRICS (Degen et al., 2008) algorithm to split the molecular graph into different
fragments, i.e. Kj fragments obtained for the j-th molecule, denoted as K for convenience. The
labels of graph nodes could be represented as an vector lg = [l

(g)
1 , l

(g)
2 , ..., l

(g)
m ] to demonstrate

which fragment each atom belongs to, where l
(g)
i stands for the fragment ID of the i-th atom with

value from 0 to K − 1.

Since SMILES contains not only atoms but also special symbols representing chemical meanings,
we define 4 rules as follows to label the special symbols, based on their meanings in SMILES
grammar (Weininger, 1988). Each character of {.,−,=,#, $, :, /, \} is assigned the same label
with its left nearest atom, because they denote the type of the corresponding bond started from the
left nearest atom. The number after the character ‘C’ is assigned the same label with the character
‘C’, because the number usually indicates the beginning or the ending of a ring structure. The
special sub-string ‘@@’ and ‘@’ are assigned the same fragment label with the carbon they decorate.
Parentheses and brackets are assigned the same label with the nearest surrounding atom, because the
content inside them are usually in a same fragment. After label assignment, the labels of SMILES
tokens are denoted as ls = [l

(s)
1 , l

(s)
2 , ..., l

(s)
n ], where l(s)i stands for the fragment ID of the i-th token

with value from 0 to K − 1.

3.4 MULTI-LEVEL CROSS-MODALITY MASKING

We design two kinds of cross-modality mask language modeling methods in this paper, i.e. token-
level masking and fragment-level cross-modality masking. For fragment-level masking, the goal is
similar to previous conditional masking strategy (Chen et al., 2020b), i.e using the surrounding con-
texts and the full information from the other modality to recover the corresponding masked SMILES
or graph fragments. However for tokens, we construct negative pairs and define the goal as only us-
ing surrounding context of single modality itself to predict the masked SMILES tokens or graph
atoms, to emphasize the intra-modality pattern. In this way, both inter- and intra-modality patterns
could be considered. This is reasonable because tokens are relatively smaller than fragments, and
its context information in the same modality could be sufficient for MLM. Comparison with these
masking strategies is conducted in ablation study.

Firstly, we introduce the token-level masking. For a given SMILES-graph pair (S,G), we construct
an negative pair (S,G′) by randomly replacing the graph G to another molecular graph G′ in the
training set. After that, the input tokens of SMILES and atoms of graph are masked independently
with the same ratio rt. Specifically, for the SMILES, we randomly select |S| ∗ rt tokens from
SMILES S to mask and predict the type of masked tokens. As for the graph, we randomly select
|V | ∗ rt atoms, set the initial feature of both selected atoms and their adjacent edges to the pre-
defined masked ones, then utilize GNN on the masked graph to obtain node embeddings. We follow
the practice in GROVER to predict the masked atom’s contextual information, and the total loss is
defined as follows.

Lt = −
∑

∀(S,G′)

(logPθ(sm|S\m, G′
\m) + logPθ(gm|S\m, G′

\m)).

where sm and gm stand for masked SMILES tokens, atoms and edges, respectively. S\m and G′
\m

stand for the surrounding contexts in the SMILES S and graph G′.

For fragment-level cross-modality masking (f-CMM), we randomly select rf ∗ K fragments and
then randomly choose one modality with probability 0.5 to mask the selected fragments. The data
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processing and predicting target are the same with token-level masking except taking fragments as
masking unit. Thus the loss of f-CMM can be written as:

Lf = −
∑

∀(S,G)

(
logPθ(sm|S\m, G) + logPθ(gm|S,G\m)

)
,

where sm and gm stand for masked SMILES and graph fragments, respectively. S\m and G\m
stand for the surrounding contexts in the SMILES S and graph G.

3.5 FRAGMENT-LEVEL ALIGNMENT

Fragment-level alignment (FLA) is a fine-grained cross-modality alignment strategy. The basic idea
is to obtain corresponding fragment representations in a SMILES and graph pair, and then align
them by a contrastive loss.

For each fragment i = 0, · · · ,K − 1, the SMILES representation f
(s)
i is obtained by a multi-head

attention layer with average pooling to aggregate the associated token embeddings, and the graph
representation f

(g)
i is directly obtained by aggregating the associated atom embeddings with average

pooling. Clearly, f (s)
i and f

(g)
i form a positive pair because they stand for the same fragment in

different modalities. While the negative pairs are constructed as follows. For each fragment f (s)
i ,

the negative graph fragment set Ns includes both other fragments from the same graph and all
fragments from other graphs. Similarly, we can obtain the negative SMILES fragment set Ng for
each fragment f (g)

i .

Afterward, we define the fragment-level contrastive learning loss as a combination of SMILES spe-
cific and graph specific contrastive losses, i.e. LFLA = Ls + Lg , with

Ls =
ecos(f

(s)
i ,f

(g)
i )/τ

ecos(f
(s)
i ,f

(g)
i )/τ +

∑
j∈Ns

ecos(f
(s)
i ,f

(g)
j )/τ

,

Lg =
ecos(f

(g)
i ,f

(s)
i )/τ

ecos(f
(g)
i ,f

(s)
i )/τ +

∑
j∈Ng

ecos(f
(g)
i ,f

(s)
j )/τ

,

where cos(, ) represents the cosine similarity function and τ is the temperature hyper-parameter.

3.6 SMILES-GRAPH MATCHING

SMILES-Graph Matching is designed to reflect the molecular-level cross-modality alignment.
Specifically, for each positive SMILES-graph pair (S,G), we construct an negative pair (S,G′)
by randomly replacing the graph G to another molecular graph G′ in the training set, and the cor-
responding molecular representations xcls and x′

cls are then taken as input to a MLP head θsg to
predict the corresponding binary label 1 and 0, with loss as follows.

LSGM = −

 ∑
∀(S,G)

logPθsg (xcls) +
∑

∀(S,G′)

log(1− Pθsg (x
′
cls))

 .

3.7 DOMAIN KNOWLEDGE LEARNING

We also design two pre-training losses to learn important chemical domain knowledge. Specifically,
a MLP layer is added to predict the extended-connectivity fingerprints (Rogers & Hahn, 2010),
which contains information about molecular topological structure and activity. The Mean Squared
Error (MSE) loss is utilized for optimization. Furthermore, we add a classification layer to predict
functional groups in a molecule, as in GROVER.
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Table 1: Results in terms of mean and std for the 8 classification tasks from MoleculeNet bench-
mark, we report ROC-AUC(%) performance. The best and second best results are marked bold and
underlined, respectively. ‘-’ denotes the case that the original results are not provided.

Method BBBP Sider ClinTox Bace Tox21 Toxcast HIV MUV Average
ChemBERTa 64.3(-) - 73.3(-) - 72.8(-) - 62.2(-) - 68.1
SMILES Transformer 70.4(-) - - 70.1(-) - - 72.9(-) - 71.1
KCL 69.9(0.6) 63.6(0.8) 58.8(1.9) 80.2(1.8) 70.6(0.5) 63.8(0.1) 75.7(0.6) 70.4(0.9) 69.1
GROVER(base) 71.9(0.1) 65.6(0.9) 81.7(2.5) 83.3(0.1) 73.6(0.3) 66.1(0.1) 75.0(0.2) 76.7(0.2) 74.2
GROVER(large) 71.8(0.5) 66.8(0.1) 73.9(5.6) 83.5(0.1) 73.4(0.1) 65.9(0.2) 73.1(1.7) 72.1(5.5) 72.6
AttrMasking 64.3(2.8) 61.0(0.7) 71.8(4.1) 79.3(1.6) 76.7(0.4) 64.2(0.5) 77.2(1.1) 74.7(1.4) 71.2
ContextPred 68.0(2.0) 60.9(0.6) 65.9(3.8) 79.6(1.2) 75.7(0.7) 63.9(0.6) 77.3(1.0) 75.8(1.7) 70.9
GraphLoG 72.5(0.8) 61.2(1.1) 76.7(3.3) 83.5(1.2) 75.7(0.5) 63.5(0.7) 77.8(0.8) 76.0(1.1) 73.4
GraphMAE 72.0(0.6) 60.3(1.1) 82.3(1.2) 83.1(0.9) 75.5(0.6) 64.1(0.3) 77.2(1.0) 76.3(2.4) 73.8
MGSSL 70.5(1.1) 60.5(0.7) 79.7(2.2) 79.7(0.8) 76.4(0.4) 63.8(0.3) 79.5(1.1) 78.1(1.8) 73.5
Mole-BERT 72.3(0.7) 62.2(0.8) 80.1(3.6) 81.4(1.0) 77.1(0.4) 64.5(0.4) 78.6(0.7) 78.3(1.2) 74.3
GraphMVP 72.4(1.6) 63.9(1.2) 79.1(2.8) 81.2(0.9) 75.9(0.5) 63.1(0.4) 77.0(1.2) 77.7(0.6) 73.8
3D InfoMax 69.10(1.07) 53.37(3.34) 59.43(3.21) 79.42(1.94) 74.46(0.74) 64.41(0.88) - 76.08(1.33) 68.0
MOCO 71.6(1.0) 61.2(0.6) 81.6(3.7) 82.6(0.3) 76.7(0.4) 64.9(0.8) 78.3(0.4) 78.5(1.4) 74.4
UniMAP 75.6(1.8) 66.6(0.8) 98.3(1.7) 83.6(1.0) 77.2(0.9) 67.0(0.4) 80.1(0.7) 78.9(1.4) 78.4

4 EXPERIMENTS

This section introduces our experimental evaluation of UniMAP on three different kinds of down-
stream tasks, including molecular property prediction, drug-target affinity prediction, and drug-drug
interaction prediction.

For pre-training, we select about 10 millions molecules from PubChem, which is a widely used and
publicly accessible database in chemistry, it contains about 114 millions compounds which mostly
are small molecules. In the data preprocessing phase, SMILES are canonicalized and converted to
molecular graph by RDKit (Landrum et al., 2013). In the training phase, we adopt the RoBERTa
model as the multi-modality encoder θ and utilize Adam for optimization. Specifically, we utilize
the Roberta base model as the shared transformer which contains 12 layers and the hidden size
of embedding is set to 768. For optimization, the initial learning rate is set to 0.00005, and is
then decreased by a linear decay scheduler. The mask ratio of token-level masking and fragment-
level cross-modality masking are set as 0.2 and 0.6 separately, and the temperature τ of contrastive
learning in fragment-level alignment is set as 0.05. Since we have multiple pre-training losses, the
model is trained in a multi-task learning manner, and the weight of each per-training task is equal
to 1. We train our model for 40 epochs on a 8×V100 GPUs machine. The batch size per GPU is
set to 64. In total, it takes about 10 days to finish the training process, and half precision training is
utilized to save GPU memory.

4.1 MOLECULAR PROPERTY PREDICTION

Data. We experiment on MoleculeNet (Wu et al., 2018), a widely used benchmark, to test the molec-
ular property prediction ability, including three biophysics properties(i.e. Bace, HIV, and MUV) and
five physiology properties (i.e. BBBP, Sider, ClinTox, Tox21, and Toxcast). Following previous
practices in MoleculeNet, each dataset is split to train, validation and test set with ratio 8:1:1, based
on the scaffold splitter of DeepChem. Since the targets are classification tasks, we use ROC-AUC(%)
as the evaluation metric. Specially for UniMAP, we run 3 times with different random seed for each
dataset, and report the mean and standard deviation value.

Baseline Methods. We compare UniMAP with various pre-training baselines, including SMILES
based methods ChemBERTa (Chithrananda et al., 2020) and SMILES Transformer (Honda et al.,
2019), graph based methods KCL (Fang et al., 2022b), GROVER (Rong et al., 2020), AttrMask-
ing (Hu et al., 2019), ContextPred (Hu et al., 2019), GraphLoG (Xu et al., 2021), GraphMAE (Hou
et al., 2022), MGSSL (Zhang et al., 2021), and Mole-BERT (Anonymous, 2023), 3D based methods
3D InfoMax (Stärk et al., 2022) and GraphMVP (Liu et al., 2022), and hybrid method MOCO (Zhu
et al., 2022). Most results are from the original paper except KCL and GROVER, since they use
different data split methods. To guarantee a fair comparison, we employ their pre-trained models
and conduct fine-tuning on the same data with other baselines for evaluation.

Fine-Tuning UniMAP. Based on the pre-trained representation xcls, a two-layer MLP is adopted
to obtain the final classification label, supervised by a corresponding classification loss, i.e. cross
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Table 2: Results in terms of mean and std for the 4 regression tasks. We report RMSE scores, the
best and second best results are marked as bold and underlined, respectively.

Method ESOL Lipo Malaria CEP
GROVER(base) 0.904(0.061) 0.815(0.012) 1.092(0.007) 1.339(0.005)
GROVER(large) 0.951(0.027) 0.803(0.038) 1.082(0.009) 1.353(0.004)
GraphMVP 1.064(0.045) 0.691(0.013) 1.106(0.013) 1.228(0.001)
Mole-BERT 1.015(0.030) 0.676(0.017) 1.074(0.009) 1.232(0.009)
MOCO 0.984(0.034) 0.707(0.001) 1.093(0.009) 1.101(0.007)
UniMAP 0.861(0.010) 0.664(0.023) 1.043(0.007) 1.128(0.007)

entropy. For each task, we try 20 different hyper-parameter combinations, including learning rate,
batch size and weight-decay, via grid search on the validation set and report the best results.

Results. As shown in Table 1, UniMAP achieves the best results on 7 out of 8 datasets, while on
Sider our result of 66.6% is the second best, which is slightly worse than GROVER’s 66.8%. Specif-
ically from the averaged results, we can see that UniMAP (i.e. 78.4%) significantly outperform the
second best method MOCO (i.e. 74.4%), which is also a hybrid method that combines four different
molecular data forms. These results confirm the strength of UniMAP to perform consistently better
on various molecular property prediction datasets from MoleculeNet, by using both SMILES and
graph representation with fine-grained alignment.

Beyond the classification tasks, we also verify our method’s effectiveness on 4 regression tasks:
ESOL (Delaney, 2004) contains regression labels measuring the molecular water solubility.
Lipophilicity(Lipo), which is a subset of ChEMBL (Gaulton et al., 2012), consists of experimen-
tal results of octanol/water distribution coefficient. CEP records the organic photovoltaic effi-
ciency of molecules selected from the Havard Clean Energy Project(CEP) (Hachmann et al., 2011).
Malaria (Gamo et al., 2010) takes drug efficacy against malaria, which is a type of disease caused by
parasites, as regression target. We choose the top 4 methods based on the averaged classification re-
sults in Table 1 for comparison. That is to say, MOCO, Mole-BERT, GROVER and GraphMVP are
treated as our baseline methods. Similarly, a two-layer MLP is adopted to obtain the final regression
value of UniMAP, supervised by a corresponding regression loss, i.e. MAE. RMSE is utilized as the
evaluation metric. From the results in Table 2, we can see that UniMAP performs the best on three
tasks, and second best on the other one.

4.2 DRUG-TARGET AFFINITY PREDICTION

Data. Drug-Target Affinity (DTA) prediction is an important task in drug discovery, which is de-
signed to predict the binding affinity between a drug and target protein. We evaluate our method on
two widely used DTA benchmarks, DAVIS (Davis et al., 2011) and KIBA (Tang et al., 2014). DAVIS
records dissociation constant(Kd) value of kinase protein and its inhibitors, while KIBA contains
the Ki, Kd and IC50 values to describe the bioactivity of kinase inhibitors. We follow GraphMVP
to split the datasets and calculate the MSE and Concordance Index (CI) scores as evaluate metrics.

Baseline Models. We compare our method with three different types of baselines. KronRLS (Pan-
ico et al., 1993), GraphDTA (Nguyen et al., 2021) and DeepDTA (Öztürk et al., 2018) are super-
vised methods for DTA; SMT-DTA (Pei et al., 2022) is a semi-supervised method, which trains the
model with an additional unsupervised masked language modeling task with large-scale unlabeled
molecules and protein data; GraphMVP and Mole-BERT are molecular pre-training methods.

Fine-Tuning UniMAP. Similarly to GraphMVP, we model the target protein with a convolution
neural network to get the protein embedding, concatenate it with the molecular embedding xcls, and
then use an MLP to obtain the predicted binding affinity value.

Results. The results are demonstrated in Table 3. We report MSE and Concordance Index(CI)
scores as evaluation metrics, GraphMVP and Mole-BERT didn’t provide CI scores in their original
results. From the results, we can see that UniMAP outperforms all supervised DTA methods and
other molecular pre-training methods, and performs slightly worse then SMT-DTA. It may because
SMT-DTA utilized large-scale unlabeled protein data and a more complicated Transformer to learn
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Table 3: Experiment results on DTA benchmarks. We report MSE and Concordance Index (CI)
scores, the best and second best results are marked bold and underlined, respectively.

Task Davis KIBA
Method MSE↓ CI↑ MSE↓ CI↑
KronRLS 0.329 0.847 0.852 0.688
GraphDTA 0.263 0.864 0.183 0.862
DeepDTA 0.262 0.870 0.196 0.864
SMT-DTA 0.219 0.890 0.154 0.894
GraphMVP 0.274 - 0.175 -
Mole-BERT 0.266 - 0.157 -
UniMAP 0.246 0.888 0.144 0.891

Table 4: Results for DDI task. We report the accuracy, precision, recall and F1-score, the best and
second best results are marked bold and underlined, respectively.

Method Accuracy Precision Recall F1-score
DeepDDI 0.877 0.799 0.759 0.766
DeepWalk 0.800 0.822 0.710 0.747
LINE 0.751 0.687 0.545 0.580
MUFFIN 0.939 0.926 0.908 0.911
MUFFIN KG 0.965 0.957 0.948 0.950
X-MOL 0.952 - - -
PanGu 0.957 - - -
UniMAP 0.972 0.958 0.943 0.952

the protein embedding. Still, UniMAP performs better in terms of MSE in KIBA, indicating the
ability of UniMAP to learn a meaningful representation for DTA.

4.3 DRUG-DRUG INTERACTION PREDICTION

Data. In addition to molecular property prediction and drug-target affinity prediction, we also con-
duct experiments on the drug-drug interaction (DDI) prediction task, which plays a crucial role in
drug repositioning and virtual screening. Specifically, we experiment on the DrugBank Multi-Typed
DDI dataset (Ryu et al., 2018), which contains 192,284 DDI pairs covering 86 interaction types. The
objective is to predict the interaction type of each drug pair. The dataset is split to train, validation
and test set with the ratio 3:1:1. We randomly split the data for 3 times with different seeds and
report the mean value of evaluation metrics, including accuracy, precision, recall and F1-score as
in Chen et al. (2021).

Baseline Models. We compare UniMAP with different kinds of baselines, including deep learning
method DeepDDI (Ryu et al., 2018), graph embedding methods DeepWalk (Perozzi et al., 2014)
and LINE (Tang et al., 2015), and some recent pre-training methods such as MUFFIN (Chen et al.,
2021), MUFFIN KG (Chen et al., 2021), X-MOL (Xue et al., 2021) and PanGu (Lin et al., 2022).
Please note that we use MUFFIN KG to refer to the MUFFIN variant with an extra knowledge graph
branch.

Fine-Tuning UniMAP. For the downstream fine-tuning of UniMAP, we first concatenate the repre-
sentation xcls of the two paired drugs as the input, and then feed it to a two-layer MLP for multi-class
prediction.

Results. The experimental results are shown in Table 4. Here we report four metrics including
accuracy, precision, recall and F1-score, where X-MOL and PanGu only show the accuracy result
in their original paper. We can see that all pre-training methods (MUFFIN, MUFFIN KG, X-MOL,
Pangu, and UniMAP) outperform deep learning method (DeepDDI) and graph embedding methods
(DeepWalk and LINE), demonstrating the benefit of pre-training. More importantly, UniMAP con-
sistently outperforms the pre-training methods in terms of all the four metrics, except for the recall
compared with MUFFIN KG. This may be because MUFFIN KG utilizes extra knowledge graph
information, which is not considered in both UniMAP and other pre-training baselines. Therefore,
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UniMAP shows better DDI prediction results by leveraging multi-modality pre-training, compared
with single-modality pre-training methods, such as MUFFIN, X-MOL, and PanGu.

5 DISCUSSIONS

In this section, we provide an ablation study of losses and visualization results, to facilitate further
understanding of UniMAP.

Table 5: Comparison with different loss combinations.
Method BBBP Sider ClinTox Bace Tox21 Toxcast HIV MUV Average
SGM + CMM + FLA + DKL 76.1(0.4) 65.8(0.1) 98.6(0.2) 80.9(0.3) 76.3(0.6) 60.1(0.4) 77.1(0.4) 72.6(0.3) 75.9
SGM + CMM +FLA 75.0(0.4) 63.6(0.4) 98.7(0.2) 81.2(0.8) 74.9(0.3) 60.8(0.8) 77.6(1.5) 71.8(1.4) 75.5
SGM + CMM 71.1(0.1) 63.8(0.3) 98.1(0.4) 80.1(0.8) 75.4(0.2) 59.4(0.6) 76.5(0.9) 72.8(1.1) 74.6
SGM + Conditional Masking 71.1(0.5) 60.7(0.6) 96.4(0.8) 79.3(0.3) 74.6(0.1) 58.1(1.8) 72.2(0.3) 67.7(0.7) 72.5
SGM + Single-Modality Masking 71.0(0.3) 61.7(0.4) 95.8(0.7) 79.2(1.4) 75.6(0.2) 57.4(0.4) 75.7(0.1) 69.3(0.7) 73.2

5.1 ABLATION STUDY ON DIFFERENT LOSSES

Our ablation study contains two parts, comparing different losses, and different masking strategies.
We test on 8 typical classification tasks, and the results are shown in Table 5.

Firstly, we delete DKL and FLA one by one. From the results, we can see that DKL is helpful
for BBBP, Sider, Tox21, and MUV, while FLA is useful for BBBP, ClinTox, Bace, Toxcast and
HIV. Though it is difficult to explain why one loss is especially useful for one specific task, these
results show a clear complementary effect of global molecular-level pre-training loss (DKL) and
fine-grained local semantic representation loss (FLA).

Along with the SGM task which is commonly adopted in existing multi-modal methods, we compare
CMM in UniMAP with the other two token-level mask strategies, i.e. token-level conditional mask-
ing and single-modality masking. Specifically, token-level conditional masking means that we only
mask one-modality tokens, i.e. SMILES tokens or graph atoms, to conduct the prediction based on
two modality data; while single-modality masking means that the model predicts the masked tokens
from only the surrounding tokens of the same modality. The results show that our CMM performs
the best on most tasks, except on Tox21 (i.e. slightly worse than conditional masking). Therefore,
we can see that an in-depth multi-modality dependency strategy will produce a better molecular
representation.

5.2 EMBEDDING CLUSTERING RESULTS

We conduct visualization analyses on the output embeddings from both molecular and fragment
level.

Firstly, we randomly select about two thousands molecules belonging to pre-defined 16 types
of scaffold (denoted as different colors), then visualize their UniMAP representations through t-
SNE (Van der Maaten & Hinton, 2008). The results are shown in Figure 3. We can see that the
learned representations demonstrate a clear scaffold clustering property, i.e. molecules with the same
scaffold are mapped to close positions in the embedding space.

In addition, we visualize the embeddings of four thousands molecular fragments, as shown in Fig-
ure 4. We find that some clustered fragments correspond to certain chemical categories (Clayden
et al., 2012). For example, four adjacent clusters colored in light yellow, light grey, bright green
and magenta stand for Fluoride, Chloride, Bromide and Iodide respectively, which contain different
atom of halogens like F, Cl, Br and I. Three clusters colored in red, blue and magenta imply Alkane,
Thioalkane, and Bromoalkane respectively. We also find three nitrogenous fragment clusters includ-
ing Nitrile, Amide and Nitro compound, and two heterocycle clusters including Oxygen heterocycle
and Oxidized nitrogen heterocycle.

From the above visualization results, we can conclude that UniMAP provides meaningful molecular-
level and fragment-level representations.
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Figure 3: Visualization of molecular embeddings with colors indicating different scaffolds.
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Figure 4: Visualization of fragment embeddings. Several clusters are labeled with colors indicating
different categories, of which chemical name following several representative fragments are listed
on the right.

5.3 FRAGMENT ALIGNMENT PATTERN

Inspired by the analysis in NLP (Clark et al., 2019) that higher layer attention weights usually
demonstrate some learned patterns, we visualize the learned attention weights at the 8-th layer. In-
terestingly, we find that the learned model demonstrates a clear fragment alignment pattern. We
give three example molecules as case study, as shown in Figure 5. Given the SMILES and graph
representation of a molecule, multiple fragments are obtained, labeled with different colors, and the
attention weights between different SMILES tokens and graph atoms are presented to lines with
different color depth, where deeper color means higher attention weight. Clearly, the larger atten-
tion weights are obtained between SMILES tokens and graph atoms within the same corresponding
fragment, validating the soundness of UniMAP.

6 CONCLUSION

In this paper, we propose the first single-stream multi-modality model for molecular representa-
tion learning, namely UniMAP. Firstly, a SMILES-graph decomposition algorithm is designed to
obtain corresponding SMILES and graph fragments, which together with tokens function as het-
erogenous input in pre-training tasks. Secondly, a shared Transformer is utilized to conduct deep
cross-modality fusion. Besides molecular-level tasks such as SMILES-Graph Matching and Domain
Knowledge Learning, we introduce two novel fragment-level pre-training tasks, i.e. Multi-Level
Cross-Modality Masking and Fragment-Level Alignment. Finally, we conduct extensive experi-
ments on three different kinds of downstream tasks, including molecular property prediction, drug-
target affinity prediction and drug-drug interaction. Our experimental results show that UniMAP
significantly outperforms existing supervised and pre-training methods. We also conduct an ablation
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Figure 5: Visualization of attentions from SMILES to graph.

study on the effect of different losses, and observe an interesting complementary relation between
global molecular-level pre-training loss and fine-grained local semantic representation loss. Further-
more, we conduct a visualization analysis on the output embeddings, and find that the clusters of
both molecular and fragment representations demonstrate meaningful chemical properties. In addi-
tion, the learned attention weights of UniMAP show a clear fragment alignment pattern, validating
the soundness of UniMAP.

Though this paper focuses on SMILES and graph data fusion, our proposed UniMAP is a modality-
agnostic framework and therefore has the potential to be extended to a universal model, including
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various molecular data formats and downstream tasks, which could inspire diverse directions for
future exploration.
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