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Abstract

Identifying protein-protein interactions (PPI) is crucial for gaining in-depth insights into numerous biological pro-
cesses within cells and holds significant guiding value in areas such as drug development and disease treatment.
Currently, most PPI prediction methods focus primarily on the study of protein sequences, neglecting the critical role
of the internal structure of proteins. This paper proposes a novel PPI prediction method named MgslaPPI, which uti-
lizes graph attention to mine protein structural information and enhances the expressive power of the protein encoder
through multitask learning strategy. Specifically, we decompose the end-to-end PPI prediction process into two stages:
amino acid residue reconstruction (A2RR) and protein interaction prediction (PIP). In the A2RR stage, we employ a
graph attention-based residue reconstruction method to explore the internal relationships and features of proteins. In
the PIP stage, in addition to the basic interaction prediction task, we introduce two auxiliary tasks, i.e., protein feature
reconstruction (PFR) and masked interaction prediction (MIP). The PFR task aims to reconstruct the representation
of proteins in the PIP stage, while the MIP task uses partially masked protein features for PPI prediction, with both
working in concert to prompt MgslaPPI to capture more useful information. Experimental results demonstrate that

MgslaPPI significantly outperforms existing state-of-the-art methods under various data partitioning schemes.
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1. Introduction

Protein-protein interactions (PPIs) play a crucial role
in numerous biological processes within cells, includ-
ing cell proliferation, metabolic cycles, DNA replica-
tion and transcription, immune responses, and signal
transduction (Huang et al., 2020). Accurate predic-
tion of PPI not only helps deepen the understanding
of protein functions but is also of great significance
to fields such as medical diagnosis, disease treatment,
and drug design (Raman, 2010; Liu et al., 2021). Tra-
ditionally, PPI research has primarily relied on experi-
mental techniques such as yeast two-hybrid (Fields and
Sternglanz, 1994), mass spectrometry protein complex
identification (Ho et al., 2002), crystallography and pro-
tein chips (Zhu et al., 2001). However, these experi-
mental methods have several limitations, including be-
ing time-consuming, costly, having a high false-positive
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rate, and being operationally complex (Uetz et al., 2000;
Luo et al., 2015). Therefore, the development of com-
putational methods with high accuracy and efficiency to
precisely identify PPI types has become particularly ur-
gent.

Some machine learning methods have been devel-
oped by researchers to compensate for the shortcom-
ings of wet experiments. Early studies utilized meth-
ods such as support vector machines (SVM) (Chatter-
jee et al., 2011) and random forests (RF) (You et al.,
2015) for protein interaction prediction. Guo et al. (Guo
et al., 2008) proposed a sequence-based computational
method that combines a new feature representation of
autocovariance and SVM to predict PPI data in Sac-
charomyces cerevisiae. Wang et al. (Wang et al., 2018)
introduced a method based on the feature-weighted ro-
tation forest algorithm for predicting PPI. Traditional
machine learning methods largely depend on manu-
ally extracted protein sequence or structural features,
which have inherent limitations in accurately extract-
ing deep features of PPIL. In recent years, deep learn-
ing technologies have been widely applied in the field
of bioinformatics. Hashemifar et al. (Hashemifar et al.,
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2018) proposed a model based on convolutional neu-
ral networks (CNN), combined with random projection
and data augmentation techniques to predict PPI types.
Chen et al. (Chen et al., 2019) introduced an end-to-end
framework that captures the mutual influence of pro-
tein pairs by integrating deep residual recursive CNNs.
ADH-PPI (Asim et al., 2022) combines long short-term
memory (LSTM), convolution, and attention mecha-
nism to discover the most discriminative features and
their short-term and long-term dependencies. Nambiar
et al. (Nambiar et al., 2020) utilized Transformers to ex-
tract high-level features from amino acid sequences to
enhance the performance of PPI prediction tasks. How-
ever, the primary or secondary structure of proteins is
crucial for understanding their functions and interac-
tions, and relying solely on protein sequences for PPI
prediction still has certain limitations.

Methods based on protein structure generally em-
ploy graph neural networks (GNNs) to model the two-
dimensional or three-dimensional structures of pro-
teins, thereby enhancing the performance of PPI pre-
diction to some extent. Gao et al. (Gao et al., 2023)
constructed a hierarchical graph using PPI data and
captured the structure-function relationship of proteins
through graph learning models to enhance PPI pre-
diction performance. Yuan et al. (Yuan et al., 2021)
regarded a protein as an undirected graph, integrated
evolutionary and structural information as features of
amino acid residues, and transformed PPI site pre-
diction into a node classification problem. However,
these methods require modeling the internal structure
of each protein, thus consuming a significant amount
of computational resources when aggregating informa-
tion from amino acid residues. To address the aforemen-
tioned challenges regarding memory resources, MAPE-
PPI (Wu et al., 2024) decoupled the PPI prediction task
into two stages. This method first learns a microenvi-
ronment codebook based on amino acid residues and
then combines GNN to extract higher-level protein fea-
tures based on this codebook. However, MPAE-PPI
still has three issues: (1) GNN achieved microenviron-
ment functionality to some extent by aggregating in-
formation from neighbors, and training the microenvi-
ronment codebook consumed additional hardware re-
sources, adding to the model’s training burden; (2) In
the protein graph, constructing a complex large graph by
considering multiple types of edges (such as radius edge
and K-nearest edge) led to information redundancy and
increased waste of computational resources; (3) There
was no learning of different weights for the importance
of different residues, which led to inaccurate modeling
of proteins.

To address the above challenges, in this work, we
propose a multitask graph structure learning approach
for protein-protein interaction prediction (MgslaPPI).
The proposed MgslaPPI decomposes the end-to-end
PPI prediction into two stages: amino acid residue re-
construction (A2RR) and protein interaction prediction
(PIP), utilizing GNNss to respectively extract the inter-
nal structural information and external interaction in-
formation of proteins. In the A2RR stage, we employ
graph attention network (GAT) (Velickovi€ et al., 2018)
to model proteins. The input for this stage is a pro-
tein graph, where nodes represent amino acid residues
and edges represent connections between residues. The
goal of the A2RR stage is to capture the dependencies
among amino acid residues, thereby mining the internal
structural information of proteins. In the PIP stage, we
use graph convolutional network (GCN) (Chen et al.,
2020) as the encoder to model the PPI network, thereby
extracting PPI information between proteins. In this
stage, we construct a PPI graph, where proteins serve as
nodes and interactions between pairs of proteins serve
as edges. Additionally, to enhance the expressive power
of the graph encoder, we introduce two auxiliary tasks
in the PIP stage, i.e., protein feature reconstruction
(PFR) and masked interaction prediction (MIP). The
PFR task uses a graph decoder to reconstruct the fea-
tures of encoded proteins and narrows the gap between
original and reconstructed features; the MIP task ran-
domly masks parts of the protein features and uses a
graph encoder with shared parameters to mine interac-
tion information. These two auxiliary tasks aim to in-
crease the difficulty of protein encoding by the graph
encoder, thereby enhancing the expression of protein in-
formation. Through extensive validation experiments
on two public protein interaction datasets, the results
show that the proposed MgslaPPI method outperforms
existing advanced PPI prediction methods.

The main contributions of this paper are as follows:

e We propose a novel multitask graph structure ap-
proach called MgslaPPI for PPI prediction. This
method captures the internal structural informa-
tion and external interaction information of pro-
teins through two stages, further enriching the re-
search on structure-based PPI prediction methods.

o MgslaPPI employs a graph attention mechanism in
the residue reconstruction stage to assign different
weights to the contributions of different residues,
which helps to accurately obtain the structural fea-
tures of proteins. Moreover, this simple residue
reconstruction method achieves low memory con-
sumption and reduces the training burden of the



model.

o In the interaction prediction stage, we integrate
protein reconstruction and masked interaction pre-
diction tasks, compelling the graph encoder to
learn more useful information and thereby enhanc-
ing its protein expression capability.

e The results of numerous comparative and ablation
experiments demonstrate that our MgslaPPI out-
performs the current state-of-the-art baseline mod-
els under various data partitioning schemes.

The structure of this paper is organized as follows.
Section 2 reviews the related efforts in PPI prediction;
Section 3 details the proposed method, MgslaPPI; Sec-
tion 4 reports and discusses the experimental results;
and the final Section summarizes the work.

2. Related Work

PPIs are the core driving force behind many biolog-
ical processes, regulating a multitude of cellular func-
tions (Keskin et al., 2008). The complex types of pro-
teins and their interconnections within PPI networks
contain key information about cellular processes and
disease mechanisms (Hakes et al., 2008; Wang et al.,
2022). In-depth research on PPI can help human under-
stand cellular functions and promote drug discovery. In
the past, some machine learning techniques (Chatterjee
et al., 2011; You et al., 2015; Guo et al., 2008; Zhou
et al., 2017; Kibar and Vingron, 2023) were developed
to address the challenges faced by traditional experi-
mental methods. However, these shallow models, due
to their simple network structures, were unable to cap-
ture highly nonlinear patterns and were overly reliant
on manually extracted protein features. Recently, deep
learning technologies, with their powerful feature learn-
ing capabilities, have gained widespread attention in the
field of bioinformatics. Methods based on deep learn-
ing (Sun et al., 2017; Li et al., 2022; Hashemifar et al.,
2018; Chen et al., 2019; Asim et al., 2022; Dutta and
Saha, 2020) have been emerging, mining complex rela-
tionships and information within PPI networks through
multilayer nonlinear transformations. Hashemifar et
al. (Hashemifar et al., 2018) proposed a sequence-based
CNN model that combines random projection and data
augmentation techniques to capture complex and non-
linear relationships involved in protein interactions. Li
et al. (Li et al., 2018) proposed a deep neural network
framework called DNN-PPI, which automatically learns

features of protein primary sequences through encod-
ing, embedding, CNN, and LSTM, and then makes pre-
dictions using fully connected neural networks, demon-
strating significant generalization capabilities.

Recent studies have considered protein correlations
and utilized the graph structure to model PPI data.
Huang et al. (Huang et al., 2020) proposed a model
named SkipGNN, which aggregates information from
direct and second-order interactions to predict molecu-
lar interactions, optimizing the GNN model using skip
graphs and original graphs. Lv et al. (Lv et al., 2021) in-
troduced a GNN-based PPI prediction method that uses
graph convolution to automatically learn protein fea-
tures in PPI networks. Gao et al. (Gao et al., 2023) pro-
posed a dual-view hierarchical graph learning model,
consisting of bottom-layer and top-layer GNN repre-
sentation learning, which can more effectively simu-
late the natural hierarchical structure of PPI. Zeng et
al. (Zeng et al., 2024) used graph isomorphism network
(GIN) (Xu et al., 2019) to extract global graph features
from PPI network graphs and GIN As Kernel to extract
local subgraph features from subgraphs of protein ver-
tices. Kang et al. (Kang et al., 2023) introduced ESM-
1b encoding as feature input for protein sequences, inte-
grating attention-free Transformer modules with graph
attention network frameworks to fully express protein
sequence features. Wu et al. (Wu et al., 2024) used
heterogeneous graph neural networks to encode protein
graphs, then quantized the microenvironment into dis-
crete codes through vector quantization, while captur-
ing dependencies between microenvironments through
masked codes. In these methods, sequence-based mod-
els struggle to extract the internal structure of proteins,
limiting the performance of PPI prediction; structure-
based models are less studied and have significant re-
source overhead issues. To address the shortcomings of
previous models, this study proposes a novel PPI pre-
diction method named MgslaPPI. This method not only
reduces memory overhead but also captures both the in-
ternal structural information and external interaction in-
formation of proteins simultaneously.

3. Methodology

3.1. Task definition

PPI prediction involves identifying the potential types
of interactions between pairs of proteins based on their
sequence, structure, and function characteristics. Math-
ematically, this can be described as: assuming there is a
set of proteins Prot = {prot,, prot,, ..., proty}, the task
of PPI prediction is to infer the corresponding interac-
tion type y;; for a protein pair pair;; = (prot;, prot;). As
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Figure 1: Overall workflow of the proposed MgslaPPI.

shown in Figure 1, the MgslaPPI method proposed in
this study consists of two stages, i.e., amino acid residue
reconstruction (A2RR) and protein interaction predic-
tion (PIP). Here, A2RR can be seen as a pre-training
stage, while PIP is the core stage (or considered as the
main stage) for PPI prediction. It should be noted that
the input for A2RR is a protein graph, whereas the input
for PIP is an interaction graph.

Protein Graph: A protein prot can be composed of
multiple residues, and each residue can be described by
various physicochemical properties. Given this, the pro-
tein graph is represented as G,ro; = (Vpror, E pros), Where
anode v; € V,,,, represents a residue in the protein prot,
and an edge ¢;; € E,., represents the connection be-
tween residues v; and v;. Following the mmanner of
Gao et al. (Gao et al., 2023), we consider 7 different
amino acid residue features, such as polarity, acidity
and alkalinity, hydrogen bond acceptor, etc.; according
to the way of Zhang et al. (Zhang et al., 2023), we add
edges between residue nodes with sequential distance 2.

Interaction Graph: According to the structure of PPI
network, we represent the interaction graph as G,,; =
(Nppi, Rppi). Here, a node n; € N,); represents a protein
in the PPI network (i.e., prot;), and an edge r;; € R,
represents the relationship between proteins n; and nj;
in MgslaPPI, we take the mean of all residues in a pro-
tein as the representation of that protein. Therefore, the
goal of PPI prediction can be transformed into learning
a function F that predicts the corresponding interaction
types Y based on the interaction graph G ;.

3.2. Amino acid residue reconstruction

We employ a residue reconstruction task based on
GAT to capture the structural features of proteins. First,
the constructed protein graph G, is input into the GAT
module to mine the dependency information between
amino acid residues. Then, the obtained residue repre-
sentations are sequentially passed through a fully con-
nected layer, a ReLLU function, a batch normalization
layer, and a dropout layer to enhance the feature expres-
sion of the residues. Here, we refer to the aforemen-
tioned networks as the residue encoder. After stacking
multiple layers of the network, the residue representa-
tions extracted by this encoder can be obtained. Mathe-
matically, the above process can be represented as:

X; = FC(X),
Xg = GAT(Gproh Xf)’
X = DP(BN(ReLU(FC(X,)))),

ey

where FC, BN, and DP represent the fully connected,
batch normalization, and dropout layers, respectively;
GAT denotes the graph attention layer, which can be fur-
ther mathematized as:

Xgi = Z @;jWex;,
v;eN(v;) (2)
exp(o(a’ [Wx||[Wx;])

e EXplo(@T [Wxi[Wxi 1)’

where N(v;) represents the neighbors of node (or
residue) v;; Wy, a, and W represent trainable parameters,

s.t.q;; =



and o represents the LeakyReLU activation function.
Following Velickovi¢ et al. (Velickovié et al., 2018), we
employ multi-head GAT to enhance the stability of the
network.

In the residue decoding stage, we use the symmetric
structure of the residue encoder, i.e., equation (1), as the
residue decoder to output the reconstructed features X’
corresponding to the original residue features X. This
stage can be mathematically represented as:

Xg = GAT(Gprot’X),
X, = DP(BN(ReLU(FC(X,)))), 3)
X' = FC(X,).

For protein n,, (also denoted as prot,,), to make the
reconstructed residue features X/, as close as possible

to the original residue features X,,, we define a training
objective:

U
1 ’ 2
Laer - E ;(xm,u - -xm,u) 5 (4)

where U represents the total number of residues in pro-
tein n,,, and x,,, € X,, represents the representation of
the u-th residue in n,,.

After training for residue reconstruction, a residue en-
coder capable of capturing the structural features of pro-
teins is obtained. Finally, the representation of the pro-
tein can be obtained by performing a mean operation on
the output of this encoder:

hy, = MEAN(X,,)), m=1,2,....,M, (5)
where M denotes the total number of proteins, and A,, €
H is the representation of the m-th protein.

3.3. Protein interaction prediction

Prior studies (Gao et al., 2023; Lv et al., 2021; Zeng
et al., 2024; Kang et al., 2023) have demonstrated that
GNNss are effective in capturing interaction information
between proteins. Building on this, we employ GCNs
to model protein interactions. Specifically, we utilize
GCNII (Chen et al., 2020) as the main component of
our encoder, with the constructed interaction graph G,,,;
serving as the input. After stacking multiple layers, the
GCNII model can thoroughly mine the associative in-
formation between proteins. This process can be math-
ematically formulated as:

H) = GINIL(G i, H™V), (©6)

where H® represents the initial features of the proteins,
ie., HO = [hy, hy,..., hy]. The GCNII can be further
represented as:

HY =((1 = B-)PHD + By HOY(1 = yip)]

+ya WD), @
where P = D™'?AD™'/?, where A denotes the adja-
cency matrix with self-loops, and D; = > =1 A; s Bi-1
and y;_; are hyperparameters, / represents the identity
matrix, and WU=1 is a learnable parameter.

To enhance the representation of proteins, we pass
the obtained protein representations through a fully con-
nected layer, a ReLLU function, a batch normalization
layer, and a dropout layer. Mathematically, this can be
expressed as:

H = DP(BN(ReLU(FC(H,)))),

N . (®
H = DP(ReLU(FC(H))).

Note that we consider the above networks as a whole,
i.e., the protein encoder. To perform PPI prediction, we
integrate the features of proteins #; and n; through a dot
product operation and then feed them into a fully con-
nected layer. Mathematically, this can be represented
as:

$ij = FC(h - hy). ©)

Given the training set Dy, = (X,Y), we use cross-
entropy as the training objective to train the protein en-
coder. Mathematically, this can be expressed as:

C
1
Lyip = ¥, og(§5)
" 'X|><C<,,,.,nz,;‘€x;(” = o)

+(1 = yi) log(1 - 35)).

where X represents the protein pairs in the training set,
Y represents the corresponding ground-truth interaction
types, and C represents the total number of PPI types.

3.4. Auxiliary task

Relevant studies (Shin et al., 2025; Yang et al., 2024;
Li et al., 2024; Lv et al., 2024) have shown that intro-
ducing auxiliary tasks can enhance the learning perfor-
mance of the main task. Therefore, in the PIP stage,
in addition to the interaction prediction task (i.e., main
task), we have introduced two auxiliary tasks: pro-
tein feature reconstruction (PFR) and masked interac-
tion prediction (MIP).

For the PFR task, we add a symmetric structure of
the protein encoder to decode the protein features. The



specific process can be mathematically represented as:

H, = GCNII(G i, H),
H’ = DP(BN(ReLU(FC(H,)))), (11)
H’ = DP(ReLU(FC(H"))).

To make the output of the protein decoder H’ (i.e.,
the reconstructed protein features) as close as possible
to the original protein features H, we define a protein
reconstruction objective:

M
1 ’
Lysr = 57 D Um = )", (12)
m=1

where M represents the total number of proteins, and
h,, € H represents the representation of the m-th protein.

Masked modeling has been widely applied in image
analysis (Xie et al., 2022), video generation (Yu et al.,
2023), language understanding (Czinczoll et al., 2024),
and multimodal learning (Mizrahi et al., 2023). In the
designed MIP task, we randomly mask protein features
at a certain ratio and then pass the masked features
through a shared protein encoder, and finally perform
the mask interaction prediction. The mathematical ex-
pression is as follows:

H,a5c = MASK(H),

H, = GCNII(G ppi, Hasi)

H = DP(BN(ReLU(FC(H,)))), (13)
H = DP(ReLU(FC(H))),
yi; = FC(h; - hy).

Similar to conventional interaction prediction, we use
cross-entropy as the training objective:

C

1 ¢ C
b TRixC m%;ex Z‘ ioets) (14)

+(1 = ¥5) log(1 - 55)).

In the PIP stage, we have a total of three tasks, includ-
ing one main task (i.e., conventional interaction predic-
tion) and two auxiliary tasks (i.e., protein feature recon-
struction and masked interaction prediction). Combin-
ing these three tasks:

L= Lpip + Lpfr + Lmip + ’7|Wl|a (15)

where 7 represents the L2 regularization weight, and W,
is a learnable parameter.

4. Experiment

4.1. Dataset

In this study, we evaluate the proposed method on
the SHS27K and SHS148K datasets, following the way
of Chen et al. (Chen et al., 2019). The SHS27K and
SHS148K datasets are subsets of human PPI derived
from the STRING database (Szklarczyk et al., 2018). In
accordance with the method of Chen et al., we randomly
select proteins from the STRING database with more
than 50 amino acids and sequence homology below
40%, resulting in the SHS27K and SHS148K datasets
containing 16,912 and 99,782 PPI data, respectively.
These datasets encompass seven different types of PPIs,
namely reaction, binding, post-translational modifica-
tions (ptmod), activation, inhibition, catalysis, and ex-
pression. Random partitioning methods can often lead
to significant overlap between proteins in the training
and test sets, thereby causing overfitting and inflated
performance metrics on the respective datasets. To
maintain consistency with previous works (Lv et al.,
2021; Wu et al., 2024), we construct the test sets us-
ing breadth-first search (BFS), depth-first search (DFS),
and random partitioning schemes. Following the parti-
tioning scheme of Wu et al. (Wu et al., 2024), we divide
the two datasets into training, validation, and test sets
in a 3:1:1 ratio. The detailed data division is shown in
Table 1

4.2. Baseline

To demonstrate the effectiveness of our MgslaPPI,
we select a variety of baseline models for compari-
son. These baseline models are divided into two ma-
jor categories: sequence-based methods and structure-
based methods. The sequence-based methods in-
clude DPPI (Hashemifar et al., 2018), DNN-PPI (Li
et al., 2018), PIPR (Chen et al., 2019), GNN-PPI (Lv
et al., 2021), and SemiGNN-PPI (Zhao et al., 2023).
The structure-based methods comprise HIGH-PPI (Gao
et al., 2023) and MAPE-PPI (Wu et al., 2024).

DPPI models and predicts PPI based on sequence in-
formation, leveraging deep learning techniques to not
only efficiently process large amounts of training data
but also capture complex relationships involved in in-
teractions. DNN-PPI is a deep neural network frame-
work that sequentially inputs raw amino acid sequences
into encoding, embedding, CNN, and LSTM layers, au-
tomatically learning features directly from the primary
sequence of proteins to predict PPI. PIPR is an end-
to-end framework based on recurrent neural network,



Table 1: Data partitioning for two datasets.

Random BFS DFS
Dataset
training validation test training validation test training validation test
SHS27K 4,440 1,480 1,481 4,427 1,480 1,494 4,427 1,480 1,494
SHS148K 26,038 8,679 8,680 26,000 8,679 8,718 26,018 8,679 8,700

with an architecture based on residual recurrent con-
volutional neural networks, effectively integrating lo-
cal features and contextual information to predict pro-
tein interactions. GNN-PPI designs a new data parti-
tioning scheme for the interactions of novel proteins,
employing breadth-first and depth-first search methods
to construct test sets in addition to randomizing the
data. SemiGNN-PPI constructs and processes multi-
ple graphs from the perspective of features and labels,
exploring label dependencies, and combines GNN with
Mean Teacher to effectively utilize unlabeled graph-
structured PPI data. HIGH-PPI is a dual-view hier-
archical graph learning model. In the bottom view,
HIGH-PPI constructs protein graphs with amino acid
residues as nodes and physical adjacency as edges;
in the top view, it constructs PPI graphs with protein
graphs as nodes and interactions as edges, employing
TGNN to learn protein-protein relationships. MAPE-
PPI combines the chemical properties and geometric
features surrounding amino acid residues, proposing
microenvironment-aware protein embeddings, and in-
troduces a novel masked codebook modeling strategy
for pretraining data to capture dependencies between
different microenvironments.

4.3. Implementation detail

The operating system used is Ubuntu 20.04, and the
deep learning framework is Pytorch 2.4.1. All experi-
ments are conducted on a device equipped with a sin-
gle NVIDIA GeForce RTX 3090 GPU. We adopt Al-
phaFold2 (Jumper et al., 2021) to retrieve the 3D struc-
ture of the amino acid sequence data. In the experi-
ments, we employ the Adam optimizer (Kingma and
Ba, 2015) with an L2 regularization coefficient of le-
4 and a learning rate of le-3. During the A2RR phase,
both the encoder and decoder have 4 network layers, the
number of heads for GAT is set to 8, the hidden layer
dimension is configured to 128, the batch size was 128,
and the maximum number of epochs is set to 50. In the
PIP phase, the number of network layers for GCNII is
adjusted to 3, the hidden layer dimension is 1024, the
masking rate is set to 20%, and the maximum number
of epochs is 1000. Considering the class imbalance is-
sue in the dataset, following previous studies (such as

GNN-PPI (Lv et al., 2021), SemiGNN-PPI (Zhao et al.,
2023), MAPE-PPI (Wu et al., 2024), etc.), we adopt the
micro-F1 score as the evaluation metric for this work.

4.4. Main result

In Table 2, we present the comparative results of
MgslaPPI and baseline methods on two datasets, cover-
ing three different data partitioning methods. Among all
baseline models, HIGH-PPI and MAPE-PPI rank sec-
ond and first in performance, respectively, while the tra-
ditional GNN-PPI shows obvious limitations in terms of
F1 score. Our MgslaPPI outperforms all baseline meth-
ods in average F1 score, achieving a 2.23% improve-
ment over the best-performing baseline, MAPE-PPI.
Under two more challenging data partitioning schemes
(BFS and DFS) (Lv et al., 2021), our method real-
izes significant performance enhancements. For in-
stance, under the DFS partitioning scheme, MgslaPPI’s
F1 scores on the SHS27K and SHS148K datasets are
1.12% and 2.84% higher than those of MAPE-PPI, re-
spectively. Notably, the most significant improvement
of MgslaPPI occurs under the BFS partitioning scheme
of the SHS27K dataset, where it outperforms MAPE-
PPI by 7.75%. These performance improvements indi-
cate that our method can effectively mine the internal
structural information and external interaction informa-
tion of proteins, thereby enhancing the accuracy of PPI
prediction. It is worth mentioning that we found all
sequence-based baseline methods to be inferior in per-
formance to structure-based methods, including HIGH-
PPI, MAPE-PPI, and MgslaPPI. This phenomenon sug-
gests that the internal structural information of proteins
can enrich the expression of proteins themselves, and
capturing this information can further improve the per-
formance of PPI prediction.

4.5. Ablation study

In this subsection, we conduct a series of ablation
studies to examine the effectiveness of each component
of MgslaPPI, with the experimental results shown in Ta-
ble 3. We perform ablation experiments on the GAT
module in the A2RR stage in two ways: one is to di-
rectly remove the GAT module and obtain protein rep-
resentations using directly residue features; the other is



Table 2: Main results on two datasets. All baseline models’ scores are derived from the experimental results of Wu et al. (Wu et al., 2024), with

bold and underlining indicating the best and second-best performances, respectively.

Method SHS27K SHS148K Average
Random BFS DFS Average Random BFS DFS Average
DPPI (Hashemifar et al., 2018) 70.45 43.87 43.69 52.67 76.10 50.80 5143 59.44 56.06
DNN-PPI (Li et al., 2018) 75.18 51.59 48.90 58.56 85.44 54.56 56.70 65.57 62.06
PIPR (Chen et al., 2019) 79.59 47.13 52.19 59.64 88.81 58.57 61.38 69.59 64.61
GNN-PPI (Lv et al., 2021) 83.65 63.08 66.52 71.08 90.87 69.53 75.34 78.58 74.83
SemiGNN-PPI (Zhao et al., 2023) 85.57 67.94 69.25 74.25 91.40 71.06 77.62 80.03 77.14
HIGH-PPI (Gao et al., 2023) 86.23 68.40 70.24 74.96 91.26 72.87 78.18 80.77 77.86
MAPE-PPI (Wu et al., 2024) 88.91 70.38 71.98 77.09 92.38 74.76 79.45 82.20 79.64
MgslaPPI (Ours) 88.61 78.13 73.10 79.95 92.57 76.49 82.29 83.78 81.87
Table 3: Results of ablation studies on two datasets.
Method SHS27K SHS148K Average
Random BFS DFS Average Random BFS DFS Average

MgslaPPI 88.61 78.13 73.10 79.95 92.57 76.49 82.29 83.78 81.87

w/o GAT 75.03 69.26 67.69 70.66 82.83 63.97 73.36 73.39 72.02

w/o GAT w GCN 88.11 76.43 72.54 79.03 92.48 76.30 80.88 83.22 81.12

w/o Lz, 88.13 77.11 70.67 78.64 91.75 73.99 80.84 82.19 80.42

W/0 Lyip 88.20 74.78 71.48 78.15 92.24 74.73 81.68 82.88 80.52

W/0 Ly W/O Lyip 88.14 76.13 72.06 78.78 92.14 73.42 81.09 82.22 80.50

to replace the GAT module with a GCN module (Kipf
and Welling, 2017). The experimental results indicate
that after removing the GAT module, there is a signif-
icant performance decline in all data partitions of the
two datasets. Specifically, in the SHS27K dataset, the
performance decreases by 13.58%, 8.87%, and 5.41%
under the Random, BFS, and DFS partitioning schemes,
respectively; in the SHS148K dataset, the performance
decreases by 9.74%, 12.52%, and 8.93% under the three
partitioning schemes. When the GCN module is used to
replace the GAT module, the experimental results also
show a slight decline, with the average F1 scores of the
two datasets decreasing by 0.92% and 0.56%, respec-
tively. These phenomena suggest that the GAT module
in MgslaPPI can effectively capture the structural infor-
mation of proteins and has a positive impact on PPI pre-
diction.

To verify the effectiveness of the designed auxiliary
tasks in improving model performance, we carry out
three types of experiments: one is to remove the pro-
tein feature reconstruction (PFR) task; the second is to
eliminate the masked interaction prediction (MIP) task;
and the third is to remove both of the above tasks. The
experimental results show that after removing the PFR
task, the model performance decreases in all three data
partitioning schemes of the two datasets. For example,
in the BFS partitioning of the SHS148K dataset, the F1
score decreases by 2.5%, indicating that the PFR task
helps the protein encoder capture more useful informa-

tion. Similarly, when the MIP task is removed, a de-
crease in the experimental results is also observed. For
instance, in the BFS partitioning of the SHS27K dataset,
the performance decreases by 3.35%, proving that the
MIP task can promote the main task to fully explore the
interaction information between proteins. In addition,
when both the PFR and MIP tasks are removed, the F1
scores of the model on the two datasets also decrease.

4.6. In-depth analysis of different subsets

To conduct an in-depth analysis, we divide the PPIs
in the test set into three subsets: the BS (both proteins
exist in the labeled training set), the ES (at least one
protein exists in the labeled training set), and the NS
(neither protein exists in the labeled training set) sub-
sets. As can be seen from Figure 2, the BFS and DFS
partitions only include the ES and NS subsets, while the
BS subset accounts for the vast majority in the Random
partition. This phenomenon indicates that the BFS and
DEFS partitions are more challenging than the Random
partition. From the experimental results, it can be ob-
served that MgslaPPI outperforms MAPE-PPI in these
two more challenging data partitioning schemes. For
example, on the ES subsets of BFS and DFS partitions,
the F1 scores of MgslaPPI are 9.98% and 4.01% higher
than those of MAPE-PPI, respectively; on the NS sub-
sets of the two partitions, the differences between the
two methods are 5.27% and 1.23%, respectively. Look-
ing at the weighted average scores of the three parti-
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Figure 2: Results on different subsets (BS, ES, and NS) of the SHS27k dataset. F1 scores of MAPE-PPI are reproduced based on the official

code (Wu et al., 2024), and W-Ave denotes the weighted average.

tions, MgslaPPI is also higher than MAPE-PPI. From
the above data, it can be concluded that our PPI predic-
tion method performs excellently on unseen datasets.

4.7. Result for each category

Figure 3 presents the accuracy of each PPI type on the
SHS27k dataset under the three partitioning schemes.
Among all partitioning schemes, the expression type is
more difficult for MgslaPPI to recognize compared to
other PPI types. Upon examining the distribution of the
SHS27k dataset, it is found that there is a class imbal-
ance issue, with the expression type being a minority
class. Therefore, the low accuracy of expression may
be due to the model’s tendency to learn the majority
classes. Compared to Random and BFS partitioning,
the accuracy of expression under DFS partitioning is
even lower. Further inspection of the data reveals that
the number of expression instances under the DFS par-
titioning scheme is less than that under the other two
partitioning schemes. Overall, it can be seen that each
PPI type is easiest to classify correctly under Random
partitioning, while the accuracy of most PPI types (ex-
cept for activation and inhibition) is the lowest under
DFS partitioning, indicating that the latter is more chal-
lenging.

4.8. Impact of different mask rates

As shown in Figure 4, we conduct experiments with
different masking rates on the SHS27k dataset under
both BFS and DFS partitioning methods, and record the
corresponding F1 scores. This experiment aims to in-
vestigate the impact of different masking rates on the
performance of MgslaPPI in the MIP task. The results

indicate that when the masking rate is set to 0.2, the per-
formance of MgslaPPI is optimal under both BFS and
DES partitions. As the masking rate is adjusted, the ex-
perimental results of MgslaPPI fluctuate around the best
score.

4.9. Impact of different network depths

To investigate the impact of different network depths
on the performance of MgslaPPI, we have presented
in Figure 5 the performance changes of the SHS27k
dataset under two partitioning manners, BFS and DFS.
It can be observed from the figure that under BFS parti-
tioning, the best performance is achieved when the net-
work depth is 4; while under DFS partitioning, the op-
timal result is obtained when the number of network
layers is 2. This indicates that for different data par-
titioning manners, the network depth corresponding to
the best F1 performance varies, and this pattern can also
be generalized to different datasets. Overall, regardless
of the partitioning manner used, as the network depth
increases, the F1 score of the model first rises and then
falls after reaching a certain peak value.

5. Conclusion

This paper addresses the challenges of PPI prediction
by proposing a novel method named MgslaPPI based
on multitask graph structure learning. This method de-
composes PPI prediction into two stages: amino acid
residue reconstruction (A2RR) and protein interaction
prediction (PIP), leveraging GNNs to respectively ex-
tract the internal structure and external interaction infor-
mation of proteins. In the A2RR stage, GAT is utilized
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to model proteins, capturing the dependencies among
amino acid residues to obtain the internal structural in-
formation of proteins. In the PIP stage, GCN is em-
ployed as encoders to model the PPI network, extracting
interaction information between proteins, and two aux-
iliary tasks—protein feature reconstruction and masked
interaction prediction—are introduced to enhance the
expressive power of the graph encoder and improve the
expression of protein information. Through comparison
and ablation extensive experiments on two public PPI
datasets, the results demonstrate that MgslaPPI outper-
forms existing advanced prediction methods under mul-
tiple data partitions.
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