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Abstract The paper proposes a graph neural network model based on meta-path to predict drug target interactions
(GMDTI). Firstly, based on drugs, targets, diseases and side effects in eight datasets, and the eight different
types of action relationships between them, the authors construct a drug-target heterogeneous information network
(HIN). Then, two different meta-paths are defined to capture the different sub-topology information of HIN and the
latent semantic information between different nodes. Especially, the graph neural network method is applied to
represent the node by aggregating the information of the first-order neighbor nodes and the nodes of the meta-path.
Finally, DTIs prediction is completed effectively by end-to-end learning method. This method takes the first-order
topology and the semantic information of meta-path of the drug-target HIN into account, which is helpful to learn
more potential drug target relationships. The experiment results show that the proposed method achieves 98.6% in
AUC and 94.5% in AUPR, which are higher than all baseline models. At the same time, GMDTI has better
robustness than all baseline models by sparsity experiments of datas and reduction experiments of noise.

Key words drug-target interaction prediction; graph neural network; heterogeneous information network; meta-
path; feature representation

25 W) — ¥ #5 A0 B AE A (drug-target interactions, BIFRR . PS5 RERFE, 248
DTIs) T il 2 25 it 1 5 A0 B8 . DTIs Pt 45 18 I AR E A FE M 25— bR A BEAE R .
I 25 RS AR 0 25 R AR A K EL TR 2590 50 bR 2 SR R LB DTIs, 7 LLERZR EH 2590035

B H AR 5L 4 (61402220) . WIHG 4 AR BF 3L 42(2020114525) . W19 48 20 & T T ARHIT I H (19A439) 1 B 46 K A BF 5 £ R 1 357 101
H(213YXC007)% Bl
W ks H 1: 2021-05-08; &\ H #1: 2021-08-09

37



R RFEM(ARBIFAR) 58 & 1 20224 1 H

W TEF 25 b A o FE rh s B TN DTTs, 7] LA
H5 BB 5 N B R Hl 0 A S i 2, RRAIR
W LA, WG B B P, P B0 DTISs J2& 57
29t 2 T AR Al Ok E A SRR AT 552

&5 DTIs B 5 vk F2A PR 5 TR
(4 7 3R BRI o3 —F St R Bk . 36 e ik ) O 12
FHARALAY 43 388 25 5 A U SR bR AR 25 6 1Y AR,
38 35 E BT I BLAR S E 0 A R AR BC AR B0 DT
HAT, KZ2HE T BRI ik #02 EX — A A g
SEA, A R AT X — AR AR Y 43 I P A T
eyl Z BN BR ] . AT XTI A AR Y —
Y L5 R AT RO, BB (1) = 4 45 4 R T F I,
XETTRRAL . HeAh, XA 400 & 7 ZARAK A s
], BRI

AR, BEE N TR RRBORTEA: Y 7 sl i)
TREE I, Ok B2 i i 58 N\ 51 80T Tl I PL A%
BT R W DTIs, AT LLAR & 3t 73 Al 1% 58
DTIs Tl J7 2 FRE £ X5 5 A BE A Al 39 I LA Bz o2 )
FEBA AN . RCRAR IR ] R

T LAY 2% 2T 19 DTIs $0 5 32 ] 43 R 2% T4
PR ARL B T 550 A 5 T S 1 L I 2% (heterogene-
ous information network, HIN) i kS,

BT AR BE T 0 T 3k S 3 AN ] )
AEARLYE B2 £ O V2 R TR 25 9 5 B 2 ) A A R
MM AT DTIs T, 32 240 5 — 73 [ J i 07 vk il
BE 5 1 o Bleakley 25U HY — 43 K] Jah A A4
HIRF A B HLAs 2% 2 7 ik #E 47 DTIs fil,
24 ) —H0FR AH B AR FH 0000 ) R A e mi — 43 2 R R
W 25 W 1) Ak 2 S5 A8 TR A 1 3 51 45 0 AR O i A RE
ik, 53 500 25 245 AN AR A 1Y Jmy BR A AL, PRt SVM
A3 A5 T LU X 2 4 AR AR A s Ak 37 6 0 45
R, TR S O 25 A SE, A2 -
HUBR A o 2 PN 235 SR o R R R i ) R LR B
J7 ¥ K DTIs i AF: 55 00 Sk - R 850 2 A0 B4R AR
B4 B 042 1) BT, 4] G Zheng %5 P14 HY MSCMEF 5 Y |
A INACEY T ok A 2 BARIENE B,
ARAGXF 7 A 245 40 R A AL B B, SR P ek
AFTARLEE i e > 1E W) 4k 25 22 1% DTTs ) 2% (1% 6 1 5 fit
BRAE

BT AR BE T 0 T 5 1 A TR I 4%
R, WA X 3 P 2% v 254 5 bR Z 8] 56
R BPE, B LAk R 2% vy g 22 R 1Y 28 Al
NAFE, SETCE T E B DT il . P,

38

BT HIN 0 7 295 F DTIs il o 4 T 42 Wi 55 4
BRI & FE B, Luo ZEPH4R Y DTINet 3 77
%, TS i G 25 1) —# AR HIN H H g)2: S 259
HO AR B AP A R AR 1) £ (T2 AR AT 1] 2t T DA 9 b fie
D 28 T A N AR B R ), SR s AR
Me, 7552 A FF RS Al F 5¢ i DTIs T .

i F DTINet B FR1E 2% 2] 5415550 55, Frbh2#
> B B FRAE F 7R S — € J& DTIs Fti A 55 1 B9 e O
Fon o N T IRVERRIE S 2] 5455 43 B 09 ) 8, Wan
2OV G1] AN 57 (4 HE 42 NeoDTI, i I 141 b 25 o) 4%
s BRA I, i RET AN — AR E
T SR B I W FEAR () 5 24 BRORCRRAIE, IF M2
SN A MG NS RRIE R N, S
LR . A, BT RA HIN AT S =S
&, LiuZU2%48 0 GADTIR R, 3 i GONIPI 5
BEMLIEE AHZS G, 15 B R A WS BN — B e 2]
Z W, M TR TSRO, S I R
115 BAL .

$5F HIN (9 DTIs #0075 W5 R 3486 F ol LU A
ARV ST 55 22 0] A 58 B A S R i ] B i) 1 S
G5, (AR —AHr a8 anfel A 2 b 22 7R 5 5
L2 S ] R B e SR B2

JCHEAR AT DUAR X R E B A, AR 4%
B F 250, JHMRIE T S S BRI AiE X, T
2 iz 5T HIN A9 ECHE 42 3 ) i U0 78 24
Y-¥EAR HIN S, (R RE AT LUA] o0 B A2 Sk il B0 4%
B 2548, 3 U5 SR H bR S TR E S
B W 1R, 78 DrugBank 3.0 OB A
SR VD B S5 VOB 2= WA AR R, 0 E AT DL
A IN 2 AR -2 X SRR R AR Rk . FE
A Drug Bank 5.1.7 RRECHE v, B EET T UK
YIRS P ERE > 2 MR R, TR A H Rk
A R WG 9 2 AT AR e ML v R, A T DL o
AR ARAT ) T4 v U AR 1 SUE R

AT iR BEAT 5 VR A R HIN B+ 45 145 8,
ARG i R B 1) o SC A 83k — ) A, A SCH H —
Tl il o B AR A B0 Tl A 28 I 5 A7 R 10 2
W) —H0 kR AH EAE ) )7 15 (graph neural network with

meta-path information for drug-target interaction pre-
diction model, GMDTI). #E NeoDTI % i JL A I,

A 2% A [a] #9706 A% R A 3 25 W) 4045 HIN PR
[Fi) 21 28 114 o0 28 5~ 48 R R Y 15 E RS Rl 3 X
HR, RIS B2 bR . oS RIVE T R



PEEENG A BT MR S TR £ 0 AR A 24— A AT D T A Y

% AR k7

P31645:S1C6A4

A
A

DrugBank 3.0

Fluvoxamine

Citalopram

% L %
P31645:S1C6A4

I Fluvoxamine ,( }. Citalopram

DrugBank 5.1.7

1 RFES M J T iEERE

Fig. 1 Examples of meta-paths in heterogeneous information network

— AR AR L, SR 5 IE AP 2 0 45 P HIN 4
AT S RERE, f e AR T P BN S B R R R AT
DTIs Fiil .

1 254 E84R4E B4 R =2y
1.1 XEMIEX

EX 1 ZiY -4 HIN, 4HE— 1K G=
(V, E), VAR S8, ERFRILE . WRESTEA
T vIEFXEES OP I —Fixf g AR, Hp
O={Z4i¥y, ¥hr, Bhu, BIMEHY; MBS EF
NETFREFMES RP I —Fh LR LKA, Hep
R={Z5)-2j A EAEF, 25925025 AR,
)R EAE N, 29PN AR, Y-
RBIE A B R, $OAR— AR A B AR, # AR50
br-S5 R AR I, FOAR P A B R ) .
ENX2 TUitt. —FKIuR o WE XN O

0,—fs B0, . wEBRYS O,

gl 01+1Z|‘EHB/‘]/E%5\'§/%R =R|°R,°...°R,, /H:':F' TN
KEREWERIBALT, Jﬂ:%, FE XL D, R T AR
14 o(o € O)H K MG AR

EX3 ﬁ?jﬁﬂ%éﬁﬁ/‘lﬂ% RPN
M— 2 ouie &, T vET LT o AN EES
H N2
1.2 GMDTI &2

w2 PR, A SCHE A GMDTI AR B 2 A7 LA
AR 1) BR8N ST Y 5 2 ) R A A 5 1 £
P4 Sl My 2 )8 AR HIN, 3% P25 Hy 4 RS B0 1 45
SR 8 T 2 Y Y S AR B, AN ) 2 Y 45 A5 P AR TR 28
R 1 7 4, A TR ST 50T DL 2R 28 R i
HEE; 2) BT AT ER HIN H 0 B A 15 o5, i PR
At ] S AT PRI AR A ERR, SR A — 4R R
5 B H AT S RHER R, 3) T O WHEM
25— bR HIN, BEIF 0 54 & R [ SUfE B Yoo
AR, ARYE TS AR R B 245 ) A AR T s T TR AR
HISRJE; 4) ik A 25 FAE AR R T oo AR 1)

R

/\"“'/\

LR JEAR S, TR 25 AL AR T SRR R R 5) 8
it DL E D YR A B 05 SRR RN ARG 1Y 25 8-
PR HIN, 5 76 /MU IR 9 2% 55 350 I 2% 22 [ 1)
225, I HRIFH AL (9 25 W0 b5 W 2% 1647 DTIs (1)
o
1.3 ET—HPBREENTRETR

WG S — AR EE R, AT LA A
> %) HIN W3 AR 254015 8 o GMDTI i 5] i 22 1
%, BERAGNSTEAMBERER. HE N2
Py — #0045 HIN, B ML b5 165 5 10 2 38R R 5 g™
VRO AN v (vE V)WL B d Gk (1 ) B FOR

&°(v), DA E WS EEL £ E—RIGH LD e (e € E)IL
SERHIAE fe) b, BT AR EREERGIZ
NN W
f(e)
g (u) R veN, (u),e=(u,v,r
Zre z (u),e=( )Z et e)
o(g" (W, +b,), (1)

HA, e=(u, v, nFRT S ue VT S ve Vil
ArERMBEENIN, N(u) = {v, u# v, u€EV, vEV,
(u, v, )EEYRART Fulliid KR rER ST A vAHE
BT RS, o()FRAELRAEITE Rk, w.eR

(i BT f(e

JERE L, b, ERIE
ZVEN,(u),e:(u,VJ) f(e)

S PR
14 ETRESEEENTRERR
FRATTHE #5245 4 RO AR— 24 W RN O bR — 24 1) A T
ZROUBEAE, Z5W—HEAR—24 ) B AR AR A W) 245 P ) [ —
HEAR B OCHR, FObR—24 49— FO bR B AR HE N R R AR X [R)
— 25 I X ST R AR, T LSRR B A%
RS E SUE S, ﬁﬂmﬂ%ﬂ > 2 25— AR
HIN AR F 25445 B, sE47 3R 09 DTLs T
it TR OB e, € E, Widih
AT WS BR B £ E—R, B 2 0 e i 3 H i A R
flep) b, AT ICHARMALEE ARG E

39



R MARBIER) 588 1 20224 1 A

O
mJda E
1) MEgE— Ny
- Jddada WREEEMS 2) WG IR, B E
=.|-|-|.| _—) AHER—BEER E
—
J n E

. (LAl

5) EATZEH-HAT aaﬁnﬁg%
RFEEEM% m%émmﬁ
%W PR
SR
f) 43 B S
] | | ||
- - N | omewen
HUMEIEIERE PR E BEHIWER R
—
LTSRS SARAS AR H
- .Y H I
- | |
LR
HIT AR %
MR Wsn — — — — FARREKUGRARHK
Agm  coom mo-- ERRGERRLMERRR
- g — > HRRBRR . RO R AR
Q wiz -
RTINS

2 GMDTI #EIHEZSR
Fig. 2 Overall architecture of GMDTI

(2) 2590 199 5 — B 4B (5 BRI, (b) 259 171 ik T 25 W) E AR 25 M) U B AL A 40
S BRE B AT BUE I Sk FR A W AL 1 R 5 A

B3 TRHN—MEBEEEMETTEENBEEERAGBRERE

Fig. 3 Explanation of neighborhood information aggregation and neighborhood
information based on drug-target-drug meta-paths aggregation

Nl Hp ) eg=(u, v, )R85 uf vl i TR oFE
gz(u) — Z Z f(ed,)O'(go(V)W, +br)’ ) ElZ@Tﬁlﬁ%’éijﬂ v Nu(p%%ﬂ‘ ™ ,'ﬁ u %ﬂ:jﬁ% 1
DLy veN e, =(u.v.r) ISR JE T RUER: Qowdeam T R AL, O(u)tHZvi

40



B2 i e 26

FE T 5 BRSSO AR A 2 ) — R0 b AR AR 50 A Y

MCER A, W, ERTEMER; b ER ElnE
Wi, 3 RN N — AR R B A R T
25— HAR—25 ) TC R AR AR SR B R AR E TR
1.5 TEEENREERTR

Sy T 7543 ] P 25— b FIN o 4k 2 i £
B R R M1 E L R ] B SUE B, 6 T2
WY ATHRR T 55w (u € O{Z54), $0O4R)), JH 3 Rl dat
PR R, W SRR 1 4 3% ). — Y4B
B A S B 1) i 2 g (o) R T T IR AR A 1 L
6] F R g2(u) o AT AR 254 BB A w (' €
O, BIVEFTY), A5 5 A0 1R 17 25 g°(w)
F1— W48 J 5 L i 1) 4 20m g ()RR 71 5 i
JUR 1] 45k 55 AN, 228 3ok B J2 ol 28 160 26 1 L, 1E )
Al SF T A 1 AR I R R o N A R B
DR - AW (¥

_o(8°w)+g' W)+g W)W, +b)
(g’ (w)+g' (w)+g" W)W, +b, |,

&) (€)
o) = o (") +g W)W, +b,)
1(g" ')+ 8" W)W, +b, |,

Horb, Wy ERV BAVEHFEIE, b 21 B I

1.6 ETMERRFEIIM DTIs Fil

55 RE T u B A AR g(u), VIR 229
4, VI fi /)N b F5 A8 2 B 5 000 06 6 B =2 TR A A 2k o
19 PREE SR

“)

Loss=21; (Z)E[f(e)—gT(u)Ferg(V)]z, (%)
Hrh, F,ERT R H, € R 2T HRAR rili F5EE
PSR, 33 T 45 5 A A P RS T R 3
SRR IALEE f(e)o WNARINZEAY » ZXTFRAY, 40 {24
V-2 EAEA, AR-HER A EAER, AR
FR—EFNAIALIE Y, W Fo=H, e 39 3 3 Rl PR

% 1 2 BT AT R AR R AT S0 AT AT £y, T LA
I AT R EE T R, Dham R e i 7 Sl k=40 Il
Yk Jm, B 25 YRR AR FE AT T B0 A4S DTI
B 53 . HAY B 25 ) R0 A% A BAE PR [ MOAT DL e
SRV g

M G

drug

Fr H;r Gt:rgct > (6)

DTI-reconstruct

;H\:EFI’ Gdrug 5Fﬂ GtargetQ%U%%%ﬂéﬂﬁj:ﬂ?ﬁgi%?ﬁ%ﬁ%o

2 KIS
2.1 HiE&%

FATRINSCHR[10]H BB Bk o i Bdn e
8IS W RFE R 25— 25 W AR EAE IR . 24
Yy —4CAR A0 EAE TR | 25805 IR A 4 | 24
W25 &5 KRR RLRE SRR B 24 ) — R A P G IRE
FOARAE R A EAE AR RS | B R —HEAR P 5 AL B JE
W LA R MBS — i S IR B o B 24 ) 45 g R AL v A
BOBR P S0 AR JE B ) i S A B S AL A, oA
T A I 24 L Dy k) i AR (A © Y AR BLAE
R RAALE R 1, A 0). Sish, AT 2y
YRR 25 ) AR 25 W) S0 bR X W 25 TT kAR, 4
Y24 Wy —245 ) o0 B A R 6 R bR — A G A R
SRR AL & 708 FIEG W) . 1512 R bR . 1923
52— AR EAE R (DTI) . 13558 45 1 25 1y—4
B — 24510 0 B8 AR 1N 0 % 32301 LA B 4268 2% th B AR —
2R bR TR AR T I
2.2 FEMEHR

AL LL AUC (area under the receiver operating
characteristic curve)fll AUPR (area under the precision-
recall curve) W IFM AR, X505 45 R 17 B &
AUC I JH T4 JE1E SRR A AR - ) &l o 7E1E
TUREAS (5 BEAS P A5 5L, AUPR b AUC BT8R,
SIIE T PP A B A AN R AT D0 Y % 2 13
MAe .
2.3 WAL 200

"] DL DTIs B AR 55 00 —A> =70 2K )
H G R 245 W — A A LA TR AR S TE A A,
R HY 25 4 AR AH ELAE DA S ke . Ol TR
L2 v DTIs $C48 W i 1915 00, 8 8 R A T A 1Y
IERE], SR 5 X5 SRR HEAT BEALRAE, SRS X
R N ERE IR Y 10 A% . 3ROk, SRAT 104758
XEER I UE AL PR . TERE— YT, BEPLIEK
Kot B h 90% 1Y T SAAE XA I R ke Il A Al
ZH, T4 10% 09 B AR Sy D 3 4 R I 1A 4 g 1
AE. LI 5LUF 6 FIEZ kAT Xf e 1) BLM-
NI, 40 J R A P % 04 Jm 35— 4 LB 2)
HNM'™, 22 5 0015 L AR, Ref gk . 24
YRR 2 (6] B AH .G R N EREK &5 3) MSCMF,
Z R B SRR O3 A A8 R B 20 A O o 25 )
BEBRAE ME RO AL, BERSHE L2 FAHIAE 4, 4) DTI-
Net, —Ff 004848 W7 125, REAR LS A4 580 1 10 2%

41



R MARBIER) 58 E 1

20224 1 A

RS L, 25 20 A A HIN $1 FG5 #) 1 0% 4 5 10F 1)
#T; 5) NeoDTL, SRJHEIMZM Tk, REIEEE L
ZRE BIREE, I A 82 2 S AR R N 4 4 Fh
FIBY ) 275, 6) GADTI, R JT 18 4 25 W 2% 1 2 )3
REMLUEE T ik, BAEW A ZHAEGEE, SLim
TEIE B AE EAG 8

14 RSO L4 Ty AR SR 4 gk
RERIN, LRSS 25 R 1 10 97 38 LB ik iy
3. MTAEH, HEEAMASCEARREN T, GMDTI
AENE FLAR Lo L U0 DTIs, H AUC JL-P- i T Fr
BRI, AUPR 5 R B 4f (528 77 NeoDTI
{UAHZE 0.8% & T 5 51 45 14 W 45 1) GADTI /238 i
7 BEBLIEE 09 5 B3R O S S B AR RS S, P
DAAR 25 52 44K 55 22 11 S AH OGP 55 09 /85 B 1 o505
S, T 55 AE S R ) — B 4B R E B R, S
MR A NeoDTI it HAh L Irik, i+
A A FH 25 )0 bR HIN 5930 250 5 50RO
W SUIE B, AR 2 it 55 20 1 R0 A A 56 04 £,
AR FH 87 B ) B i i, N RE A B AR R 9 T
AAE B, T AT A5 SR 35 R A

M TR T LIE H, 7E GMDTI H il A 2454 ¥

=1 AEFEEEEIER
Table 1 Comparison of different methods
UIR7S AUC/% AUPR/%
BLM-NII™! 82.9 475
HNM™! 88.5 58.6
MSCMF!! 82.3 59.3
DTINet”! 9.7 82.4
NeoDTI 96.1 87.4
GADTI 95.7 85.7
GMDTI GRIMATCEEAR) 95.7 86.6
GMDTI (+D-P-D) 96.6 90.3
GMDTI (+P-D-P) 97.3 89.8
GMDTI 98.6 94.5

UiHH: +D-P-D 3R RINAZ )8 bR -2 Y e 4%, +P-D-P R
SO A AR -2 Y4B AR T AR

x2

Fr—25 )0 B 42 SRR AR — 25 W) ¥R AR T 42, AUC AN
AUPR B FRT A I Tk, I H 5% A A JTH
£ B GMDTI A b, AUC 43 51 $2 %5 0.9% F1 1.6%,
AUPR J3 48 7 3.7%H1 3.2%, Ui B AR SE i C %
A B AR 2 o) 21 HIN $5E 19 7250, TR &
DTIs i AE /7 . 75 GMDTI [ I i A P 45 76 % 4%
Ja, H5HRMA—4JtiA A, AUPR £ /27
4.2% XK R BSINAP S T kAR I, AR R A
B Z AR T4, AR FE iE UE R, A
17 5 A b T DTIs .
2.4 A[EIESAREZ bE 6 X R EY B 22 i

T DTIs B9 56 PR & 8 o Wi, B L3 1 3%
A HE I AR AS LA ) 5 SOBEL S PR O, DA L%
GMDTI I PERER BL . H1 T NeoDTI 1 GADTI 5 A&
SCHTHR 7 R RO, JF H AR SE R 25 0L L
Hofh 28 7 ik L oAy, b5 22 52 5 1 {5 Neo-
DTI#1 GADTI P 7 i 47 LA

MFE2 PR, A AREAS L BZE 3G, NeoDTI,
GADTI Al GMDTI 1) AUC $ %4 Kk sh, H=%
(1) AUPR 8] 1 T [, 158 W 7 A A 1) i 2 X A A
) TH0I 1 BB ™ A S A, B B 3% R X DTIs T A
SH A AREARRCEIER HE, M T NeoDTI M
GMDTI, GMDTI #J AUPR A3 E A BRI X2
Kk, il HIN 0254845 BRI SUfE B R AL
RITEAP ARG S5 1 N IR T T T A I 2845 0,k
G DAL PR 246 45 255 P &8 a0 7 2 AS 38 B A B4 R R AE
Fon o X AIEM GMDTI ZE# B DTIs [ 45 H B A 45
R RPLEE T .

AN, ST 455 W R GADTI #) AUC il AUPR
I F NeoDTI, Ut BIFEAF-Hi 54 v, GADTL# i
Fill5 1 R R B AR R AR B, A B TR DTIs Fill
AEJ1. fBJE, T GADTI 28 i # 15 BE LT E B
T AR RS B AR SR AR R, AL R 5 A
AH DG B2 58 R <M 75> 515 8., i AR 74 0] 28 SR
TE AU GMDTI,

& 18 0 A 2 B B B AR B M RE LR 3R (%)

Table 2 Performance of different models in the case of gradually increasing negative samples (%)

. 60% T FEA 70% A FEA 80% T FEA 90% i FEA 100%fakEAR
ik AUC AUPR AUC AUPR AUC AUPR AUC AUPR AUC AUPR
NeoDTI 93.1 62.1 92.8 60.9 92.4 59.5 92.4 58.5 92.3 57.8
GADTI 93.9 64.0 93.8 63.9 934 63.1 93.4 61.1 93.6 62.4
GMDTI 98.8 80.2 98.7 78.2 98.7 77.1 98.6 75.6 98.6 74.4

42



AN S T S R S M 4% 0 B AR A 25 W) bR AR A T A
®3 BEESHELE%)
Table 3 Robustness of GMDTI (%)
. FERH S5 e 2 S 4

ik AUC AUPR AUC AUPR AUC AUPR AUC AUPR AUC AUPR

NeoDTI 96.1 87.4 89.1 69.0 94.5 81.5 95.3 85.7 92.5 77.2

GADTI 95.7 85.7 91.8 74.2 94.1 81.1 95.3 84.7 92.4 77.8

GMDTI 98.6 94.5 98.1 92.2 98.1 92.3 98.5 94.2 96.7 88.8

BT RS RIS SRRV T R 1.

2.5 BEEHBMIE

B AT RE AL E TR 1Y DT (HP [6] — APt by
H—fUU BRI ERE) . XFELT, 259
B BR X 245 H T 4% 1) DT AT BB 3 A% DTIs #i 14 R
HBRPESR T o A T UE A SO R AR 1 B e, 3R
AT 4 FRETUG 10 f5 28 LB UESE R . S0 1
W 5L AH BN 24 40 45 4 (79 e 245 ) A 27 45 4 %) A AR
JE>60%) 5% H A AL AR 25 F) (B FR AR 7 51) A4 A0 10
FE>40%) A DTI; SE5: 20 #% bk EL A AR 0L 245 9 A0 B AR
H (Jaccard #1EL £ >60%) 1) DTL; 5256 3: BREA
HAALL &I AE F] (Jaccard A AL BE >60%) () DTI; S5 5 4:
T Bk 5 2L R A O 1) 25 W) sl S8 A (RP Jaccard A2
JE>60%)) DTI,

SCEGEE RN 3 iR, 0] LA HAE LBR U4
DT 5, Brf s 77 i i PERe 343 BT R R%, (0
GMDTI #J AUC F1 AUPR fIi T NeoDTI Al GADTI,
Jf H AUPR L & T NeoDTI #1 GADTI, 5 2=«
2% DT EHE 1 A9 55 55 45 L A0 b, GMDTI AR &Y (1% 4
RETCA W] T B, U WA SO L AR R A JS R < TT
A% DT R 915 000 T A5 98 BoA By iy ol v g, &
et

3 it

ST 3843 AR HIN (4 25 46 45 S8Ry i 8] i) o
SAF B, AR T2 - R bR 254 L B R bR 24—
HEAR I A5 AN ] B9 0 4%, I 2 Y — b Al 55
GMDTI 3k %A HIN H 7 i 19— B 45 J {5 8RN G %
R UGB o R E 2 4%, T84 2 > 259
FIRE bR B 2% ) BROBRR A, 3 ik i 23 1)y =X, )
IF I A 5 AF 42 e F2 R DTIs TRMAT 45, S0 2%
T, 5ILA LR L, GMDTI A I 41
DTIs Wil e .

TEMA A ARFEA R L H, GMDTI ) AUC
e LR A 2 /D4R 5 5.0%, AUPR 2 /D4 12.0%,

UE W] T B8 A% R 4 3K 25 ) — 8 b5 HIN H B iy 15
SAFE BT E5HA5 B, 1T LLAERR B I 26 v B 47 il 76
M DTIs.

EBRTUA DT f5, GMDTIA A ) 7% g 15
AW, HE Ry TRL I, kW] GMDTI
B ELA o i e

ALk B R K E R o, A
R R B AR . AR T AR 2 R A
2SR AR B T AR, iF — 20 4R R Y
DTIs T PERE . UbAh, 299 AR BA =F 6 1Y Sek
58, BRI CAME B4 DTIs 10 /) 7 )2
KABFIE TIEZ —,

S % 3k

[1] Chen R, Liu X, Jin S, et al. Machine learning for
drug-target interaction prediction. Molecules, 2018,
23(9): 2208

[2] Huang Y, Zhu L, Tan H, et al. Predicting drug-target
on heterogeneous network with co-rank. Cham:
Springer International Publishing, 2020

[3] Keiser M J, Roth B L, Armbruster B N, et al. Relating
protein pharmacology by ligand chemistry. Nature
Biotechnology, 2007, 25(2): 197-206

[4] Pujadas G, Vaque M, Ardevol A, et al. Protein-ligand
docking: a review of recent advances and future
perspectives. Current Pharmaceutical Analysis, 2008,
4(1): 1-19

[5] LiH, Gao Z, Kang L, et al. TarFisDock: a web server
for identifying drug targets with docking approach.
Nucleic Acids Research, 2006, 34(suppl 2): W219-
w224

[6] Cheng A C, Coleman R G, Smyth K T, et al.
Structure-based maximal affinity model predicts
small-molecule druggability. Nature Biotechnology,
2007, 25(1): 71-75

[7]1 Bleakley K, Yamanishi Y. Supervised prediction of

43



LR (A SR B2 R

HssE W

20224 1 A

(8]

(9]

(10]

(1]

[12]

44

drug-target interactions using bipartite local models.
Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2009

Zheng X, Ding H, Mamitsuka H, et al. Collaborative
matrix factorization with multiple similarities for
predicting drug-target interactions // Proceedings of
the 19th ACM SIGKDD International Conference on
Knowledge Discovery and Data Mining. San Fran-
cisco, 2013: 1025-1033

Luo Y, Zhao X, Zhou J, et al. A network integration
approach for drug-target interaction prediction and
computational drug repositioning from heterogeneous
information. Nature Communications, 2017, 8(1): 1-
13

Wan F, Hong L, Xiao A, et al. NeoDTI: neural
integration of neighbor information from a hetero-
geneous network for discovering new drug—target
interactions. Bioinformatics, 2019, 35(1): 104-111
Zhou J, Cui G, Hu S, et al. Graph neural networks: a
review of methods and applications. AI Open, 2020,
1: 57-81

Liu Z, Chen Q, Lan W, et al. GADTI: graph auto-
encoder approach for DTI prediction from hetero-
geneous network. Frontiers in Genetics, 2021, 12:
650821

[13]

[14]

[15]

[16]

[17]

[18]

Kip F T N, Welling M. Semi-supervised classifica-
tion with graph convolutional networks [EB/OL].
(2016-09-09) [2021-03—-19]. https://arxiv.org/abs/16
09.02907

Sun Y, Han J, Yan X, et al. PathSim: meta path-based
Top-K similarity search in heterogeneous information
networks. Proceedings of the Vldb Endowment, 2011,
4(11): 992-1003

Wang X, Bo D, Shi C, et al. A survey on hetero-
geneous graph embedding: methods, techniques, app-
lications and sources [EB/OL]. (2020-11-30) [2021-
03-17]. https://arxiv.org/abs/2011.14867

Knox C, Law V, Jewison T, et al. DrugBank 3.0:
a comprehensive resource for ‘omics’ research on
drugs. Nucleic Acids Research, 2010, 39(suppl 1):
D1035-D1041

Mei J P, Kwoh C K, Yang P, et al. Drug-target interac-
tion prediction by learning from local information and
neighbors. Bioinformatics, 2013, 29(2): 238-245
Wang W, Yang S, Zhang X, et al. Drug repositioning
by integrating target information through a hetero-
geneous network model. Bioinformatics, 2014, 30
(20): 2923-2930



