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Abstract

Protein function annotation is an important
yet challenging task in biology. Recent deep
learning advancements show significant potential
for accurate function prediction by learning from
protein sequences and structures. Nevertheless,
these predictor-based methods often overlook
the modeling of protein similarity, an idea
commonly employed in traditional approaches
using sequence or structure retrieval tools. To fill
this gap, we first study the effect of inter-protein
similarity modeling by benchmarking retriever-
based methods against predictors on protein
function annotation tasks. Our results show that
retrievers can match or outperform predictors
without large-scale pre-training. Building on
these insights, we introduce a novel variational
pseudo-likelihood framework, ProtIR, designed
to improve function predictors by incorporating
inter-protein similarity modeling. This framework
iteratively refines knowledge between a function
predictor and retriever, thereby combining the
strengths of both predictors and retrievers. ProtIR
showcases around 10% improvement over vanilla
predictor-based methods. Besides, it achieves
performance on par with protein language
model-based methods, yet without the need for
massive pre-training, highlighting the efficacy
of our framework. Code will be released upon
acceptance.

1. Introduction

Proteins, being fundamental components in biological
systems, hold a central position in a myriad of biological
activities, spanning from catalytic reactions to cell signaling
processes. The complexity of these macromolecules arises
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Figure 1: High-level illustration of predictor- and retriever-
based methods for protein function annotation.

from the intricate interactions between their sequences,
structures, and functionalities, influenced by both physical
principles and evolutionary processes (Sadowski & Jones,
2009).  Despite decades of research, understanding
protein function remains a challenge, with a large portion
of proteins either lacking characterization or having
incomplete understanding of their roles.

Recent advancements in protein representation learning
from sequences or structures have shown promise for
accurate function prediction. Among these approaches,
sequence-based methods treat protein sequences as the
language of life and train protein language models on
billions of natural protein sequences (Elnaggar et al., 2021;
2023; Rives et al., 2021; Lin et al., 2023), while structure-
based methods model protein structures as graphs and
employ 3D graph neural networks to facilitate message
passing between various residues (Gligorijevi¢ et al., 2021;
Zhang et al., 2023b; Fan et al., 2023).

Despite the impressive performance of these machine
learning techniques in predicting protein functions, these
methods often neglect the modeling of protein similarity—a
key idea used by traditional approaches. This modeling
is achieved through the use of widely adopted sequence
comparison tools such as BLAST (McGinnis & Madden,
2004; Conesa et al.,, 2005). These tools operate
under the evolutionary assumption that proteins with
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similar sequences likely possess similar functions, offering
interpretability by identifying the most closely related
reference example for function annotation (Dickson
& Mofrad, 2023). Beyond function annotation by
retrieving similar sequences, another plausible assumption
is that proteins with similar structures also exhibit
similar functions, as protein structures directly determine
function (Roy et al., 2015). Recent advances in structure
retrievers (van Kempen et al., 2023), along with progress in
structure prediction protocols (Jumper et al., 2021; Lin et al.,
2023), have paved the way to explore function annotation
methods based on structure retrievers. However, there is still
alack of studies investigating the performance of the modern
protein retrievers compared to predictor-based methods for
function annotation.

In this paper, we study the effect of inter-protein similarity
modeling and introduce a flexible framework, ProtIR, as a
means to improve function predictors. We first benchmark
various retriever-based methods against predictor-based
approaches on standard protein function annotation tasks
(Fig. 1), namely Enzyme Commission number and Gene
Ontology term prediction. Our evaluation includes both
traditional and neural retrievers utilizing sequences and
structures. Experimental results show that retriever-based
methods can yield comparable or superior performance
compared to predictor-based neural approaches without
massive pre-training. However, without function-specific
training, it remains a challenge for a retriever to match
the state-of-the-art performance of predictor-based methods
based on protein language models, regardless of whether
the retriever is based on sequences or structures.

To exploit the effectiveness of retrievers, we next introduce
an approach, named ProtIR, that combines neural retrievers
with neural predictors for function annotation. We present
an innovative variational pseudo-likelihood framework to
model the joint distribution of functions over all labeled
proteins, ultimately improving predictors without massive
pre-training. Utilizing the EM algorithm to optimize the
evidence lower bound, we develop an iterative refinement
framework that iterates between function predictors and
retrievers. In the E-step, we keep the retriever fixed while
training the predictor to mimic the labels inferred from the
retriever. Correspondingly, during the M-step, we freeze the
predictor and fine-tune the retriever using the labels inferred
from the predictor as the target. This process iteratively
distills knowledge of the predictor and retriever into each
other and can be applied to any protein encoder. Our
experimental results on two state-of-the-art protein structure
encoders, GearNet (Zhang et al., 2023b) and CDConv (Fan
et al., 2023), clearly demonstrate that the ProtIR framework
improves vanilla predictors by an average improvement of
approximately 10% across different datasets. Moreover,
it achieves comparable performance to protein language

model-based methods without pre-training on millions of
sequences, underscoring the efficacy of our approach. Our
contributions are two-fold:

1. We systematically evaluate retriever- and predictor-based
methods and highlight the effectiveness of retriever-
based methods on protein function annotation.

2. We formulate an iterative refinement framework between
predictors and retrievers, ProtIR, which significantly
enhances predictors without massive pre-training.

2. Protein Function Annotation
2.1. Background

Proteins. Proteins are macromolecules formed through
the linkage of residues via peptide bonds. While only 20
standard residue types exist, their exponential combinations
play a pivotal role in the extensive diversity of proteins found
in the natural world. The specific ordering of these residues
determines the 3D positions of all the atoms within the
protein, i.e., the protein structure. Following the common
practice, we utilize only the alpha carbon atoms to represent
the backbone structure of each protein. Each protein x
can be seen as a pair of a sequence and structure, and is
associated with function labels y € {0, 1}"<, where there
are n. distinct functional terms, and each element indicates
whether the protein performs a specific function.

Problem Definition. In this paper, we delve into the
problem of protein function annotation. Given a set of
proteins @y = xp|Jxy and the labels y;, of a set of
labeled proteins L. C V, our objective is to predict the
labels yy for the remaining unlabeled set U = V\L.
Typically, methods based on supervised learning train an
encoder denoted as ¢ to maximize the log likelihood
py(yr|zy) of the ground truth labels in the training set,
known as predictor-based methods. This optimization can
be formulated as:

maxXs) ZnGL Yn log py (Ynlzn)

(1)
+> o ner (1 —yn)log(1 — py(ynlz,)),

where py (yn|r,) = o(MLP(¢(xy))), and o(-) is the
sigmoid function. The goal is to generalize the knowledge
learned by the encoder to unlabeled proteins and maximize
the likelihood py, (yy|xy) for unobserved function labels.

2.2. Retriever-Based Function Annotation

Despite the success of predictor-based methods in protein
function prediction, practical annotation often uses sequence
alignment tools like BLAST (Altschul et al., 1997;
Conesa et al.,, 2005). These methods infer sequence
homology, i.e., common evolutionary ancestry from
sequence similarity, which can further be connected
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with functional similarity (Pearson, 2013), thus offering
interpretability for function annotation. These retriever-
based methods exhibit a close connection with kernel
methods commonly studied in machine learning (Shawe-
Taylor & Cristianini, 2003). In this context, the prediction
for an unlabeled protein 7 € U leverages the labels from the
labeled set L via the following expression:

Yi = 2jenn K@i zj) - yj,
with K(@s, ;) = K(2i, ;) /34 p () K (@i 24)

where the kernel function KC(-, -) quantifies the similarity
between two proteins, and Ny (i) C L represents the top-k
most similar proteins to protein ¢ in the labeled set. For
efficiency, we consider only a subset of labeled proteins and
re-normalize the similarity within the retrieved set Ny (7).
It is important to note that various methods differ in their
specific definitions of the similarity kernel.

(@)

2.3. Neural Structure Retriever

Besides the sequence retrievers mentioned above, relations
between structure and function similarity can be
characterized by quantitative models, QSAR (Roy et al.,
2015), due to the direct impact of structures on functions.
Recent developments in structure retrievers and prediction
protocols like AlphaFold2 (Jumper et al., 2021) have opened
up promising avenues for exploring structure-based retrieval
methods, e.g., Foldseek (van Kempen et al., 2023).

Moving beyond traditional retrievers that compare protein
structures in Euclidean space, we now present a strategy
to adopt advanced protein structure representation learning
techniques. Our method adopts a protein structure encoder
to map proteins into a high-dimensional latent space, where
their similarities are measured using cosine similarity.
To guarantee that these representations reflect structural
information, we pre-train the encoder on a fold classification
task (Hou et al., 2018) using 16,712 proteins from 1,195
different folds in the SCOPe 1.75 database (Murzin et al.,
1995). This pre-training helps ensure proteins within the
same fold are closely encoded in the latent space.

Formally, our goal is to learn a protein encoder ¢ through
pre-training on a protein database x p with associated fold
labels cp. The training objective involves maximizing the
conditional log likelihood:

maXxeg logp¢(cD|acD)
= nep 2aclen = cJlogpg(cn = cl@y).

Subsequently, we define the kernel function in (2) as a
Gaussian kernel on the cosine similarity:

K(zi, @;) = exp(cos(d(x:), o(hj)) /), (4
where 7 serves as the temperature parameter, controlling
the scale of similarity values and is typically set to 0.03 in

3

practice. In this work, we will consider GearNet (Zhang
et al., 2023b) and CDConv (Fan et al., 2023) as our choice
of encoder ¢. A notable advantage of neural retrievers over
traditional ones is their flexibility in fine-tuning for specific
functions, motivating the framework in the next section.

3. ProtIR: Iterative Refinement Between
Predictor and Retriever

Retriever-based methods offer interpretable function
prediction, but face challenges in accurately predicting all
functions due to the diverse factors influencing protein
functions. Predictor-based methods, on the other hand,
excel by using labeled data to learn and predict functions
for new proteins, yet confined to specific task and limited
data. To combine the advantages of both, in this section,
we introduce an iterative refinement framework based on
the EM algorithm, alternating between function predictors
and retrievers. In the E-step, we fix the retriever ¢ while
allowing the predictor ¢ to mimic the labels inferred from
the retriever, improving the precision of function annotation
with inter-protein similarity. In the M-step, we freeze the
predictor ¢ and optimize the retriever ¢ with the labels
inferred from the predictor as the target, effectively distilling
the predictor’s global protein function knowledge into the
retriever. This collaborative process mutually strengthens
the performance of both the predictor and retriever.

3.1. A Pseudolikelihood Variational EM Framework

The effectiveness of retriever-based methods highlights the
importance of modeling the similarity between proteins.
Therefore, our framework is designed to model the joint
distribution of observed function labels given the whole
protein set, denoted as p(yr|xry). However, directly
maximizing this log-likelihood function is challenging due
to the presence of unobserved protein function labels. Thus,
we opt to optimize the evidence lower bound (ELBO) of the
log-likelihood function instead:

p(yrlzv) > By o) log p(yr, yulzyv) — log q(yu|zy)],

where ¢(yy|xy) denotes a proposal distribution over the
unobserved function labels yy;. The equality is achieved
when the proposal distribution aligns with the posterior
distribution, i.e., ¢(yv|xv) = pyv|yL, zv).

The ELBO can be maximized through alternating
optimization between the proposal distribution ¢ (E-
step) and the model distribution p (M-step). In the
E-step, we fix the distribution p and optimize the
proposal distribution ¢ to minimize the KL divergence
KL(¢(yu|zu)|lp(yu|ev,yL)), to tighten the lower bound.
Then, in the M-step, we keep the distribution ¢ fixed
and optimize the distribution p to maximize the log-
likelihood function. However, direct optimization involves
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Figure 2: Overview of ProtIR. In the E-step and M-step, the neural predictor ¢/ and retriever ¢ are trained, respectively, and
their predictions iteratively refine each other. Before iterative refinement, the predictor ¢ and retriever ¢ are pre-trained on

function prediction and fold classification, respectively.

calculating the joint probability p(yr,yu|xy), which
requires the computationally intensive partition function
in p. To circumvent this, we optimize the pseudo-likelihood
function (Besag, 1975):

Eq(yo|zo)logp(yr, yulxy)]

(5)
zIE(](ZIUWU) [Znev Ing(yn|wVa yV\n)]

3.2. Parameterization

We now discuss how to parameterize the distributions p
and ¢ with retrievers and predictors, respectively. For the
proposal distribution ¢, we adopt a mean-field assumption,
assuming independence among function labels for different
proteins. This leads to the factorization:

ay(yulzo) = [1,co @ (YnlTn), (©6)

where each term gy (Y, |5, ) is parameterized using an MLP
head applied to the representations outputted from a protein
encoder % as introduced in Sec. 2.1.

On the other hand, the distribution p(y,|Tv, yy\,) aims
to utilize the protein set - and other node labels yy-,, to
characterize the label distribution of each protein n. This
formulation aligns naturally with a retriever-based method
by retrieving similar proteins from the labeled set. Hence,
we model pg (yn |V, Yy\r,) With a retriever ¢ as in (2) and
(4) to model the relationship between different proteins.
Note that the choices of the predictor v and retriever ¢ are
flexible and do not require the same encoder architecture.
Next, we elaborate on the optimization of both the predictor
distribution gy, and the retriever distribution py.

3.3. E-Step: Predictor Optimization

In the E-step, we keep the retriever ¢ fixed and optimize
the predictor ¢/ to maximize the evidence lower bound,
allowing the retriever’s understanding of global protein
relationships to be distilled into the predictor. The goal
is to minimize the KL divergence between the proposal
distribution and the posterior distribution, expressed as
KL(qy(yu|zv)llps(yu|zyv,yr)). Directly optimizing
this divergence is challenging due to the reliance on the
entropy of ¢y (yu|xy), the gradient of which is difficult
to handle. To circumvent this, we adopt the wake-sleep
algorithm (Hinton et al., 1995) to minimize the reverse KL
divergence, leading to the following objective to maximize:

—KL(ps(yvlzv, yr)llas (yulzv))
= Ep¢(yu lzv,yL) [log Qv (yulzy)] + const 7
= nev Ep,(ynlawy yr) 108 @y (Yn|@n )] + const,

where const denotes the terms irrelevant with . This
is more tractable as it avoids the need for the entropy
of gqy(yulzy). To sample from the distribution
ps(yulxy,yr), we annotate the unlabeled proteins by
employing ¢ to retrieve the most similar proteins from the
labeled set using (2). Additionally, the labeled proteins
can be used to train the predictor and prevent catastrophic
forgetting (McCloskey & Cohen, 1989). Combining this
with the pseudo-labeling objective, we arrive at the final
objective function for training the predictor:

maXy ZnGL log qy (Ynlxn)

3
+ ZneU qus(yn@v,yL) [lOg qQy (yn|wn)]
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Intuitively, the first term is a supervised training objective,
and the second term acts as a knowledge distillation process,
making the predictor align with the labels from the retriever.

3.4. M-Step: Retriever Optimization

In the M-step, our objective is to keep the predictor ¥
fixed and fine-tune the retriever ¢ to maximize the pseudo-
likelihood, as introduced in (5). Similar to Sec. 3.3, we
sample the pseudo-labels gy from the predictor distribution
gy for unlabeled proteins x;;. Consequently, the pseudo-
likelihood objective can be reformulated as follows:

Eq(ypzo) Donev 108 p(YnlTv, yvin)]
= ZnGU IOgP¢(Qn|$’V>yLa'gU\n> (9)
+ ZnEL Ing¢(yn|ch, yL\na '!JU)

Again, the first term represents a knowledge distillation
process from the predictor to the retriever via pseudo-labels,
while the second is a supervised loss with observed labels.

The optimization of the retriever distribution pg involves
learning the kernel functions /C(-,-) by aligning
representations of proteins with identical function
labels and pushing apart those with different labels. One
potential approach to the problem is supervised contrastive
learning (Khosla et al., 2020). However, defining and
balancing positive and negative samples in contrastive
learning becomes challenging when dealing with the
multiple binary labels in (9). To simplify the training of the
retriever ¢, we transform the contrastive learning into a
straightforward multiple binary classification problem akin
to the predictor ¢». We accomplish this by introducing an
MLP head over the representations outputted by ¢, denoted
as Py(Yn|zrn) = o(MLP(¢(x,))) and optimize it using
binary cross entropy loss as outlined in (1). Formally, the
M-step can be expressed as:

maxe ZnEU 10gﬁ¢(yn|mn) + ZnEL 10gﬁ¢(yn‘$n)- (10)

By training the model for binary classification, proteins
with similar function labels are assigned with similar
representations, increasing the differences between different
function classes. During inference, we integrate the trained
retriever ¢ back into the original formulation in (2).

Finally, the workflow of the EM algorithm is summarized
in Fig. 2 and Alg. 1. In practice, we start from a pre-trained
predictor gy using labeled function data as in (1) and a
retriever py infused with structrual information from the fold
classfication task as in (3). We use validation performance
as a criterion for tuning hyperparameters and early stopping.
The iterative refinement process typically converges within
five rounds, resulting in minimal additional training time.

Algorithm 1 ProtIR Algorithm

Input: Labeled proteins «; and their function labels yr.,
unlabeled proteins .

Output: Function labels yy for unlabeled proteins x;.

1: Pre-train g, with function labels yr, according to (1);

: Pre-train p, on fold classification according to (3);

: while not converge do

L] E-step: Predictor Learning

Annotate unlabeled proteins with pg and yr, with (2);
Update g, according to (8);

Ll M-step: Retriever Learning

Annotate unlabeled proteins with pseudo-label gy from qy;
Set y = (y1, yu) and update py with (10);

: end while

: Classify each unlabeled protein x,, with py, and gy

TOYRIDUNSE RN

—_——

4. Related Work

Protein Representation Learning. Previous research
focuses on learning protein representations from diverse
modalities, including sequences (Lin et al., 2023),
multiple sequence alignments (Rao et al., 2021), and
structures (Zhang et al., 2023b). Sequence-based methods
treat protein sequences as the fundamental language of life,
pre-training large models on billions of sequences (Rao
et al., 2019; Elnaggar et al., 2021; Rives et al., 2021).
Structure-based methods capture different levels of protein
structures, including residue-level (Gligorijevi¢ et al., 2021;
Zhang et al., 2023b), atom-level structures (Jing et al., 2021;
Hermosilla et al., 2021). Diverse self-supervised learning
algorithms have been developed to pre-train structure
encoders, such as contrastive learning (Zhang et al., 2023b),
self-prediction (Chen et al., 2022), and denoising (Zhang
et al.,, 2023c). Recent efforts have been devoted to
integrating sequence- and structure-based methods (Wang
et al., 2022; Zhang et al., 2023a).

Retriever-Based Methods. Retriever-based methods,
starting with the k-nearest neighbors (k-NN) approach (Fix
& Hodges, 1989; Cover & Hart, 1967), represent a critical
paradigm in the field of machine learning and information
retrieval, with application in text (Khandelwal et al., 2020;
Borgeaud et al.,, 2021), image (Papernot & Mcdaniel,
2018; Borgeaud et al., 2021), and video generation (Jin
et al.,, 2023). Designing protein retrievers to capture
similar evolutionary and structural information has been
an important topic for decades (Chen et al., 2018). These
retrievers can be employed for function annotation (Conesa
et al., 2005; Ma et al., 2023; Yu et al., 2023).

In this study, we take the first systematic evaluation
of modern methods from both categories for function
annotation. Moreover, we propose a novel iterative
refinement framework to combine the predictor- and
retriever-based methods, maximizing the utility of scarce
function labels. More related work can be found in App. A.
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Figure 3: Fpax on four protein function annotation tasks under the 95% cutoff. The upper section (in blue) displays the
results for methods based on predictors, whereas the lower section (in green) presents results for methods based on retrievers.
The best methods in each section are highlighted in bold. Methods employing protein language models as predictors and
retrievers are highlighted with hatches in dark blue and dark green, respectively. Detailed results are shown in Tab. 3.

5. Experiments

In this section, we address two main research questions: how
predictor- and retriever-based methods perform on function
annotation, and how retriever-based insights can enhance
predictor-based methods. To tackle these questions, we
focus our study on function annotation tasks (see Sec. 5.1).
For the first question, we benchmark standard baselines from
both categories of methods (Sec. 5.2). For the second, we
explore incorporating inter-protein similarity in predictors,
by applying the ProtIR framework to predictors without
massive pre-training (Sec. 5.3).

5.1. Experimental Setup

We evaluate the methods using two function annotation
tasks in Gligorijevic¢ et al. (2021). The first task, Enzyme
Commission (EC) prediction, involves predicting the EC
numbers for proteins, indicating their role in biochemical
reactions, focusing on the third and fourth levels of the EC
tree (Webb et al., 1992). The second task, Gene Ontology
(GO) prediction, determines if a protein is associated with
specific GO terms, classifying them into molecular function
(MF), biological process (BP), and cellular component
(CC) categories, each reflecting different aspects of protein
function. More details can be found in App. B.

To ensure a rigorous evaluation, we follow the multi-
cutoff split methods outlined in Gligorijevi¢ et al. (2021).
Specifically, we ensure that the test sets only contain
PDB chains with a sequence identity of no more than
30%, 50%, and 95% to the training set, aligning with the
approach used in Wang et al. (2022). The evaluation of
performance is based on the protein-centric maximum F-
score, denoted as Fy,x, a commonly used metric in the
CAFA challenges (Radivojac et al., 2013).

5.2. Benchmark Results of Predictor- and
Retriever-Based Methods

Baselines. We select two categories of predictor-based
baselines for comparison: (1) Protein Encoders without
Pre-training: This category includes four sequence-based
encoders (CNN, ResNet, LSTM and Transformer (Rao
etal., 2019)) and three structure-based encoders (GCN (Kipf
& Welling, 2017), GearNet (Zhang et al., 2023b),
CDConv (Fan et al., 2023)). (2) Protein Encoders with
Massive Pre-training: This includes methods based on
protein language models (PLM) pre-trained on millions to
billions of protein sequences, such as DeepFRI (Gligorijevi¢
et al., 2021), ProtBERT-BFD (Elnaggar et al., 2021), ESM-
2 (Lin et al., 2023) and PromptProtein (Wang et al., 2023).
Due to computational constraints, we use ESM-2-650M for
the benchmark. We use the suffix ”-P” to distinguish with
methods used as retrievers.

For retriever-based methods, we considered retrievers
with and without protein language models. For those
without PLMs, we select three sequence retrievers,
MMSegs (Steinegger & Soding, 2017), BLAST (Altschul
et al.,, 1990) and PSI-BLAST (Altschul et al., 1997),
and three structure retrievers, TMAlign (Zhang &
Skolnick, 2005), Foldseek (van Kempen et al., 2023) and
Progres (Greener & Jamali, 2022). Additionally, we
train two neural structure retrievers by using GearNet and
CDConv on fold classification tasks as in (3), denoted as
GearNet-R and CDConv-R, respectively. For retrievers with
PLMs, we consider using ESM-2-650M (Lin et al., 2023),
denoted as ESM-2-650M-R, and recently proposed TM-
Vec (Hamamsy et al., 2023) for retrieving similar proteins.

Training.  For predictor-based methods, except for
GearNet and ESM-2-650M, all results were obtained from
a previous benchmark (Zhang et al., 2023b). We re-
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Table 1: F,x on EC and GO prediction with iterative refinement and transductive learning baselines.

Model | Method EC GO-BP GO-MF GO-CC
‘ 30% 50% 95% 30% 50% 95% 30%  50%  95% 30%  50%  95%
‘ Predictor 0.700  0.769  0.854 0.348 0359  0.406 0.482 0.525 0.613 0.407 0.418 0.458
Pseudo-labeling 0.699  0.767 0.852 0.344 0355 0.403 0.490 0.532 0.617 0.420 0.427 0.466
GearNet | Temporal ensemble  0.698  0.765  0.850 0.339  0.348  0.399 0.480 0.526 0.613 0.402 0412 0.454
Graph conv network ~ 0.658  0.732  0.817 0379 0395 0443 0.479 0.528 0.609 0.437 0452 0.483
ProtIR 0.743  0.810 0.881 0.409 0431  0.488 0.518 0.564 0.650 0.439 0452 0.501
Improvement 1 61% 53% 3.1% 175% 200% 20.1% 74% 74% 6.0% 78% 81% 9.3%
Predictor 0.634  0.702  0.820 0.381  0.401 0453 0.533  0.577 0.654 0.428 0.440 0.479
Pseudo-labeling 0.722  0.784  0.861 0397 0413 0465 0.529 0.573 0.653 0.445 0.458 0.495
CDConv | Temporal ensemble  0.721  0.785  0.862 0381 0394  0.446 0.523  0.567 0.647 0.444 0455 0492
Graph conv network  0.673  0.742  0.818 0.380  0.399  0.455 0.496 0.545 0.627 0.417 0429 0.465
ProtIR 0.769  0.820 0.885 0.434 0453  0.503 0.567 0.608 0.678 0.447 0.460 0.499
Improvement 1 212% 16.8% 4.2% 139% 129% 23.8% 63% 53% 3.6% 44% 45% 4.1%
PromptProtein 0.765  0.823  0.888 0.439 0453 0495 0.577 0.600 0.677 0.532  0.533 0.551

* Red: over 20% improvement; blue: 10%-20% improvement; bold: 3%-10% improvement.

implement GearNet, optimizing it following CDConv’s
implementation with a 500-epoch training, leading to
significant improvements over the original paper (Zhang
et al., 2023b). For ESM-2-650M, we fine-tune the model
for 50 epochs. For GearNet and CDConv retrievers, we
train them on the fold dataset for 500 epochs, selecting the
checkpoint with the best validation performance as the final
retrievers. Detailed training setup for other retriever-based
methods is provided in App. C. All these models are trained
on one A100 GPU.

Results. The benchmark results are presented in Fig. 3 and
Tab. 3 (App. D.1). Here is an analysis of the findings':

Firstly, retriever-based methods exhibit comparable or
superior performance to predictor-based methods without
pre-training. A comparison between methods in light blue
and green in Fig. 3 reveals that retrievers can outperform
predictors even without training on function labels. This
supports the hypothesis that proteins sharing evolutionary
or structural information have similar functions.

Secondly, predictor-based methods using fine-tuned
Protein Language Models (PLMs) significantly outperform
retrievers. By comparing the results in dark blue and
green, it can be observed that PLM-based predictors, e.g.,
ESM-2 and PromptProtein excels on all consider functions.
This aligns with the principle that deep learning techniques
effectively leverage large pre-training datasets, enabling
neural predictors to capture more evolutionary information
than traditional, hard-coded retrievers.

Thirdly, contrary to expectations, structure retrievers do
not always outperform sequence retrievers. As shown

"Notably, the results for GO-CC differ from other tasks. GO-
CC aims to predict the cellular compartment, which is less directly
related to the protein’s function itself.

in the light green part of the figure, sequence retrievers
like MMSeqs perform better than structure retrievers like
CDConv-R on the EC task but are less effective for the GO
tasks. This discrepancy may underscore the importance
of evolutionary information for enzyme catalysis, while
structural aspects are more crucial for molecular functions.

Fourthly, a universal retriever excelling across all functions
is still lacking. For instance, the best structure retriever,
CDConv-R, underperforms in EC number predictions,
whereas sequence retrievers struggle with GO predictions.
This suggests that different functions rely on varying factors,
which may not be fully captured by these general-purpose
sequence and structure retrievers.

To further show the potential of retriever-based methods,
we perform experiments on real-world settings for EC
number annotation in App. D.2, where retriever-based
methods without function-specific training can outperform
EC annotation tools. To summarize, while retriever-
based methods demonstrate potential for accurate function
annotation without massive pre-training, a universal
retriever with state-of-the-art performance across all
functions is yet to be developed. Nonetheless, the concept
of inter-protein similarity modeling shows potential for
enhancing function annotation accuracy.

5.3. Results of Iterative Refinement Framework

Setup. We employ the GearNet and CDConv trained
on EC and GO as our backbone models and conduct
a comprehensive evaluation by comparing our proposed
iterative refinement framework with several baseline
methods. As the iterative refinement framework falls under
the category of transductive learning (Vapnik, 2000), we
benchmark our approach against three well-established deep
semi-supervised learning baselines: pseudo-labeling (Lee,
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Figure 4: F,x on function annotation tasks vs. number of rounds in iterative refinement. Besides default ProtIR, we also
depict curves without retriever pre-training on fold classification, highlighting the impact of injecting structural information.

2013), temporal ensemble (Laine & Aila, 2017), and graph
convolutional networks (Kipf & Welling, 2017). These
baselines are trained for 50 epochs. For our method, we
iterate the refinement process for 5 rounds, halting when no
improvements are observed on the validation set. In each
iteration, both E-step and M-step are trained for 30 epochs.

Results. The results are summarized in Tab. 1. Notably,
our proposed iterative refinement consistently demonstrates
substantial improvements across various tasks and different
backbone models when compared to both vanilla predictors
and other transductive learning baselines. On average,
GearNet showcases a remarkable improvement of 9.84%,
while CDConv exhibits an impressive 10.08% enhancement,
underscoring the effectiveness of our approach. Moreover,
in comparison to the state-of-the-art predictor-based method,
PromptProtein, CDConv achieves similar performance on
EC, GO-BP, and GO-MF tasks while reducing the need for
pre-training on millions of sequences.

Time Analysis. To give a clear understanding of the
efficiency of ProtIR, we list the training times for various
function annotation methods, both with and without protein
language models (PLMs), in Fig. 5. Notably, since the
inference time for all methods typically does not exceed 1
GPU hour, we exclude it from our comparison. The table
indicates that PLM-based methods, such as ESM-2-650M,
often require massive pre-training, involving thousands
of hours on millions of protein sequences. Also, fine-
tuning these large models requires more time than small
structure-based encoders (17M params. in GearNet v.s.
650M params. in ESM-2-650M), making it difficult to
scaling to large downstream sets with limited resources. In
contrast, methods utilizing the ProtIR framework can attain
comparable performance levels without time-consuming
pre-training phases. These methods, by merely pre-training
on datasets of the order of tens of thousands and applying
iterative refinement in downstream tasks, demonstrate
competitive performance against PLM-based approaches.
This analysis underscores the efficiency and effectiveness
of the ProtIR framework in protein function annotation.

ESM-2-650M-P{ ]
ESM-2-650M-R | |
GearNet-P
1 UniRef50 (60M seq.)
GearNet-R [ EC/GO (10K struct.)
[ SCOPe (10K struct.)
GearNetProtR {0 M mm protir on EC/GO
0 5 10 15 1000 1050

Running time (GPU hours)

Figure 5: Training time of different methods at pre-training
and fine-tuning stages on A100, where pre-training protein
language models takes over 1K GPU hours.

Analysis and Ablation Study. To analyze the iterative
refinement process, we present the test performance curve
against the number of rounds in Fig. 4. The results reveal a
consistent enhancement in test performance for both models,
with convergence typically occurring within five rounds.
This underscores the efficiency of our iterative framework in
yielding performance gains relatively swiftly. Additionally,
we examine the impact of injecting structural information
into the retriever by comparing results with and without fold
classification pre-training. Notably, while improvements
are observed without fold pre-training, the performance is
significantly superior with this pre-training, emphasizing
the importance of incorporating structural insights.

Interpretability. One key advantage of retriever-based
methods lies in their strong interpretability, particularly
in terms of presenting the most closely related proteins
as reference examples. Now we investigate whether
predictor-based methods can adopt this merit from retriever-
based methods during the iterative refinement process in
ProtIR. For this purpose, we focus on two predictors,
specifically GearNet applied to GO-BP and GO-CC, which
exhibit significant improvements after applying ProtIR. We
select two representative samples from each task’s test
set. Subsequently, we explore the training set to find the
top three closest neighboring proteins, based on cosine
similarity between representations generated by GearNet-P,
both before and after the ProtIR application. The results
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Figure 6: Interpretability analysis for GearNet-P’s prediction before and after applying ProtIR. For GO-BP and GO-CC,
we select two representative samples and identify their top-3 closest neighbors in GearNet-P’s latent space in terms of
cosine similarity. The results for GearNet-P before ProtIR are shown in grey, whereas the results of GearNet-P after ProtIR
are shown in black. The corresponding cosine similarities are listed on the figure. The analysis clearly shows that ProtIR
significantly improves the similarity between representations of proteins with similar functions, even without explicit
supervision. This finding highlights the efficacy of employing retrievers as a means to refine predictors.

are illustrated in Fig. 6. The figure reveals that, for all
four analyzed samples, GearNet-P initially shows moderate
similarity for the nearest neighbors, with cosine similarities
ranging between 0.5 and 0.7. This suggests that the model
is initially uncertain about which proteins in the training set
perform similar functions. However, a notable improvement
is observed post ProtIR application, where GearNet-P
effectively aligns representations for proteins with similar
functions. This result underscores the ability of ProtIR to
transfer inter-protein similarity knowledge from retrievers
to predictors, achieving this without any direct supervision
on pairwise similarity.

6. Conclusion

In this study, we conducted a comprehensive evaluation of
various sequence and structure retriever-based methods, as
well as predictor-based approaches, in the context of protein
function annotation tasks. Our well-motivated ProtIR
framework combines the strengths of both methodologies,
resulting in significant enhancements over vanilla predictor-
based methods. However, our research was constrained

by resource limitations, leading us to apply the ProtIR
framework only to smaller structure encoders and thus
failing to achieve the state-of-the-art performance. Future
studies should explore its application with cutting-edge
PLM-based methods. Additionally, further exploration into
other applications besides function annotation should be
considered, such as protein engineering.
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A. More Related Work and Broader Impact

Protein Retriever. In the domain of proteins, retriever-based methods have long been employed for function
annotation (Conesa et al., 2005), utilizing both sequence (Altschul et al., 1990; Melvin et al., 2011; Buchfink et al.,
2021; Hamamsy et al., 2023) and structure-based approaches (Shindyalov & Bourne, 1998; Yang & Tung, 2006; Zhao
et al., 2013; Holm, 2019; Trinquier et al., 2022; Greener & Jamali, 2022; van Kempen et al., 2023). Recent endeavors have
extended retrievers to retrieve similar sequences from expansive databases, augmenting inputs and subsequently enhancing
function annotation performance (Ma et al., 2023; Zou et al., 2023; Dickson & Mofrad, 2023; Kilinc et al., 2023; Chen et al.,
2023). Instead of designing a new protein retriever, our work proposes a general strategy to train a neural structure retriever
and studies how to use the idea of inter-protein similarity modeling to improve function annotation accruacy.

Protein Network Propagation for Function Prediction. Besides directly measuring inter-protein similarities based on
sequences and structures, there is a parallel line of research that focuses on function annotation through protein-protein
interaction (PPI) networks, exemplified by tools like STRING (Szklarczyk et al., 2019). These networks map both direct
physical and indirect functional interactions among proteins. Recent approaches in this domain involve functional label
propagation within these networks (Mostafavi et al., 2008; Wang et al., 2017; You et al., 2019; Cho et al., 2016; Kulmanov
etal., 2018; Yao et al., 2021), and adapting these methods to PPI networks of newly sequenced species (You et al., 2021;
Torres et al., 2021). However, a key limitation of these methods is that they are not able to make predictions for newly
sequenced proteins absent in existing PPI networks. Moreover, knowing protein-protein interactions is essentially a more
difficult challenge, as it requires a more comprehensive understanding of protein properties. These problems make this line
of work hard to use in real-world settings.

Transductive Learning. Our iterative refinement framework falls into the category of transductive learning, focusing on
optimizing performance for specific sets of interest rather than reasoning general rules applicable to any test cases (Vapnik,
2006). Typical transductive learning methods encompass generative techniques (Springenberg, 2015; Kingma et al., 2014),
consistency regularization approaches (Rasmus et al., 2015; Laine & Aila, 2017), graph-based algorithms (Kipf & Welling,
2017; Gilmer et al., 2017), pseudo-labeling strategies (Lee, 2013), and hybrid methodologies (Verma et al., 2022; Berthelot
et al., 2019). In contrast to existing approaches, our work develops a novel iterative refinement framework for mutual
enhancement between predictors and retrievers.

Broader Impact and Ethical Considerations. The main objective of this project is to enable more accurate protein
function annotation by modeling inter-protein similarity. Unlike traditional protein retrievers, our approach utilizes structural
information in the SCOPe dataset to build a neural structure retriever. This advantage allows for more comprehensive
analysis of protein research and holds potential benefits for various real-world applications, including protein engineering,
sequence and structure design. It is important to acknowledge that powerful function annotation models can potentially be
misused for harmful purposes, such as the design of dangerous drugs. We anticipate that future studies will address and
mitigate these concerns.

Limitations. In this study, we explore the design of a general neural structure retriever and conduct benchmarks on existing
retrievers and predictors for function annotation. However, given the extensive history of protein retriever development in the
bioinformatics field, it is impractical to include every retriever in our benchmark. We have chosen baselines that are typical
and widely recognized within the community, acknowledging that the investigation of other promising retrievers remains
a task for future research. Our focus in this work is strictly on the application of retrievers for function annotation tasks.
However, it is crucial to consider other downstream applications in future studies. For instance, protein engineering tasks,
where the goal is to annotate proteins with minor sequence variations, present an important area for application. Another
limitation of our current approach is the exclusive use of the ProtIR framework with the encoder, without integrating protein
language models, primarily to minimize computational expenses. Exploring the integration of this framework with larger
models could yield significant insights and advancements in the field.

B. Dataset Details

Dataset statistics are summarized in Tab. 2. Details are introduced as follows.

For evaluation, we adopt two standard function annotation tasks as in previous works (Gligorijevi¢ et al., 2021; Zhang et al.,
2023b). The first task, Enzyme Commission (EC) number prediction, involves forecasting the EC numbers for proteins,
categorizing their role in catalyzing biochemical reactions. We focus on the third and fourth levels of the EC hierarchy (Webb
et al., 1992), forming 538 distinct binary classification challenges. The second task, Gene Ontology (GO) term prediction,
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Table 2: Dataset statistics.

Dataset # Proteins

atase #Train  # Validation # 30% Test / # 50% Test / # 95% Test
Enzyme Commission 15,550 1,729 720/1,117/1,919
Gene Ontology 29,898 3,322 1,717/2,199 /3,416

Fold Classification 12,312 - -

targets the identification of protein associations with specific GO terms. We select GO terms that have a training sample size
between 50 and 5000. These terms are part of a classification that organizes proteins into functionally related groups within
three ontological categories: molecular function (MF), biological process (BP), and cellular component (CC).

To construct a non-redundant dataset, all PDB chains are clustered, setting a 95% sequence identity threshold. From each
cluster, a representative PDB chain is chosen based on two criteria: annotation presence (at least one GO term from any of
the three ontologies) and high-quality structural resolution. The non-redundant sets are divided into training, validation
and test sets with approximate ratios 80/10/10%. The test set exclusively contains experimentally verified PDB structures
and annotations. We ensure that these PDB chains exhibit a varied sequence identity spectrum relative to the training set,
specifically at 30%, 50%, and 95% sequence identity levels. Moreover, each PDB chain in the test set is guaranteed to have
at least one experimentally validated GO term from each GO category.

For pre-training a protein structure retriever, we adopt the fold classfication task (Hou et al., 2018), which is relevant with
analyzing the relationship between protein structure and function, as well as in the exploration of protein evolution (Hou
et al., 2018). This classification groups proteins based on the similarity of their secondary structures, their spatial orientations,
and the sequence of their connections. The task requires predicting the fold class to which a given protein belongs.

For the training of our model, we utilize the main dataset obtained from the SCOP 1.75 database, which includes genetically
distinct domain sequence subsets that share less than 95% identity, updated in 2009 (Murzin et al., 1995). This dataset
encompasses 12,312 proteins sorted into 1,195 unique folds. The distribution of proteins across these folds is highly skewed:
about 5% of the folds (61 out of 1,195) contain more than 50 proteins each; 26% (314 out of 1,195) have between 6 to 50
proteins each; and the majority, 69% (820 out of 1,195), consist of 5 or fewer proteins per fold. The sequence lengths of the
proteins in these folds vary, ranging from 9 to 1,419 residues, with most falling within the 9 to 600 range.

C. Implementation Details

In this subsection, we describe implementation details of retriever-based baselines and our methods.

BLAST and PSI-BLAST. We obtained the BLAST+ Version 2.14.0 (Altschul et al., 1990; Camacho et al., 2009) as its
command line application to retrieve similar sequences for proteins in test set. For each task, we firstly built a BLAST
database using —dtype prot (indicating “protein” sequences) for the training sequences. We then searched against
the database for similar sequences using blastp to query with parameter —evalue 0.01 and psiblast to query
with parameters —num_iterations 4 -comp_based_stats 1 -evalue 0.01. Forthe psiblast, the hits
(retrieved sequences) from the final round is adopted. The alignment score is used to rank the retrieved proteins.

MMSeqs. We ran the MMSeqs2 (Steinegger & Soding, 2017) as another sequence-based retriever. The sequence
database was built for both training set and test set using mmseqs createdb command and the alignment results were
obtained by searching the test database against the training database with mmsegs search with the default configuration:
-s 5.7 —e 0.001 --max-seqgs 300. Finally, the alignment results were converted into readable table using the
mmseqgs convertalis and the (alignment) bit score was used to rank the retrieved records.

TMAlign. TM-align (Zhang & Skolnick, 2005) is a pairwise structure alignment tools for proteins based on TM-score.
TM-score is a normalized similarity score in (0, 1] and can be used to rank the retrieved results. We ran the TM-align
by enumerating all pairs between test set and training set, which forms a complete bipartite graph. Due to the intensive
computational overhead, we executed the alignment with the flag —fast and then rank the results using TM-score.
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Table 3: F,x on EC and GO prediction with predictor- and retriever-based methods.

Method PLM EC GO-BP GO-MF GO-CC
30% 50%  95% 30% 50%  95% 30% 50%  95% 30% 50%  95%
CNN 0366 0.372 0.545 0.197 0.197 0.244 0238 0.256 0.354 0.258 0.260 0.387
ResNet 0.409 0.450 0.605 0.230 0.234 0.280 0.282 0.308 0.405 0.277 0.280 0.304

= LSTM 0.247 0.270 0.425 0.194 0.195 0.225 0223 0.245 0.321 0.263 0.269 0.283

z Transformer X 0167 0.175 0238 0.267 0.262 0.264 0.184 0.195 0.211 0.378 0.388 0.405

92 GCN 0.245 0.246 0.320 0.251 0.248 0.252 0.180 0.187 0.195 0.318 0.320 0.329

S GearNet-P 0.700 0.769 0.854 0.348 0359 0.406 0.482 0.525 0.613 0.407 0418 0.458

% CDConv-P 0.634 0.702 0.820 0.381 0.401 0.453 0.533 0.577 0.654 0.428 0.440 0.479

@

& DeepFRI 0.470 0.545 0.631 0.361 0.371 0.399 0.374 0.409 0.465 0.440 0.444 0.460
ProtBERT-BFD J/ 0.691 0.752 0.838 0.308 0.321 0.361 0.497 0.541 0.613 0.287 0.293  0.308
ESM-2-650M-P 0.763 0.816 0.877 0.423 0438 0.484 0.563 0.604 0.661 0.497 0.509 0.535

PromptProtein 0.765 0.823 0.888 0.439 0.453 0.495 0.577 0.600 0.677 0.532 0.533 0.551
MMseqs 0.781 0.833 0.887 0.323  0.359 0.444 0.502  0.557 0.647 0.237 0.255 0.332
BLAST 0.740 0.806 0.872 0.344 0.373 0.448 0.505 0.557 0.640 0.275 0.284 0.347

g PSI-BLAST 0.780 0.822 0.885 0323 0.352 0433 0.509 0.558 0.641 0242 0.253 0.324

2 TMAlign 0.674 0.744 0.817 0.403 0.426 0.480 0.487 0.533  0.597 0.410 0.424 0.456

5 Foldseek X 0781 0834 0.885 0.328 0.359 0435 0.525 0.573 0.651 0.245 0254 0.312

2 Progres 0.535 0.634 0.727 0.353 0.379 0.448 0.428 0.480 0.573 0.374 0.390 0.438

g GearNet-R 0.671 0.744 0.822 0.391 0419 0482 0.497 0.548 0.626 0.377 0.387 0.434

&~ CDConv-R 0.719 0.784 0.843 0.409 0.434 0.494 0.536 0.584 0.661 0.387 0.397 0.438
ESM-2-650M-R 4 0.585 0.656 0.753 0.398 0415 0477 0.462 0510 0.607 0.427 0.436 0.472

TM-Vec 0.676 0.745 0.817 0.377 0.399 0.461 0.552  0.593 0.663 0.328 0.328 0.369

* Red: the best results among all; blue: the second best results among all; bold: the best results within blocks.

Foldseek. Foldseek (van Kempen et al., 2023) is run to obtain structure-based retrieved results. We created a
Foldseek database for all structures in the training set using foldseek createdb and created search index with
foldseek createindex. Then we searched for each structure in test set against the training database using
command foldseek easy-search. All commands above were executed using 3Di+AA Gotoh-Smith-Waterman
(-——alignment-type 2) with the default parameters: —s 9.5 —-max-seqgs 1000 -e 0.001 —-c 0.0 andthe
alignment bit scores are used for ranking.

Progres. Progres (Greener & Jamali, 2022) is a structure-based protein retrieval method based on a neural graph encoder.
Firstly, we downloaded the code from the official repository as well as the trained model weights. Then we computed the
graph embeddings for all the protein structures in both training and test set and all-vs-all pairwise similarity scores between
them. The similarity score, as defined by Greener & Jamali (2022), is a normalized version of cosine similarity or formally
(v1 - vo/|lv1]|||v2]l + 1)/2. The similarity scores are used for ranking.

TM-Vec. TM-vec (Hamamsy et al., 2022) is a neural sequence alignments tool that leverages structure-base similarity
data in protein databases for training. To search the retrieved results between test and training set, we downloaded and
ran the codes from its official repository. Specifically, we downloaded the pretrained weights for encoders named as
tm_vec_cath_model_large.ckpt. We then built up the search database for the protein sequences in training set
by running tmvec-build-database and build-fasta-index with default parameters. Finally, the search was
performed against the database above by setting query as test set with ——k-nearest-neighbors 10. The predicted
TM-score from the model is used for ranking.

For all retriever-based methods, we choose the top-{1, 3,5, 10} similar proteins from the training set and tune the temperature
7 € {0.03,0.1, 1,10, 100} according to the performance on validation sets. For neural methods, we use a batch size of 8
and an SGD optimizer with learning rate le-3, weight decay 5e-4 and momentum 0.9 for training. The models will be
trained for 500 epochs and the learning rate will decay to one tenth at the 300-th and 400-th epoch. The code is implemented
with TorchDrug (Zhu et al., 2022). Other training details have been introduced in Sec. 5.
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D. Additional Experiments
D.1. Detailed Benchmarking Results

The detailed benchmark results on EC and GO are shown in Tab. 3.

D.2. Applying Retriever to Real-World Function Annotation

In addition to the benchmark results presented in Sec. 5.2, we now extend to studies that explore EC number prediction
under more real-world and challenging settings (Yu et al., 2023; Sanderson et al., 2021). Specifically, CLEAN (Yu et al.,
2023) introduces a contrastive supervised learning approach that aligns protein representations with analogous enzyme
commission numbers, an approach which has been substantiated through empirical validation. In this work, we deploy our
proposed retrievers on their test sets without function-specific training on their respective training sets. This methodological
choice is made to demonstrate the effectiveness of our retrieval-based approach in realistic settings.

Setup. We closely follow CLEAN (Yu et al., 2023) settings for evaluation. Baselines are trained on or retrieved against the
collected Swiss-Prot dataset in Yu et al. (2023) with 227,363 protein sequences. Two independent test sets are used for a
fair and rigorous benchmark study. The first, an enzyme sequence dataset, includes 392 sequences that span 177 different
EC numbers. These sequences were released post-April 2022, subsequent to the proteins in our training set, reflecting a
real-world scenario where the Swiss-Prot database serves as the labeled knowledge base, and the functions of the query
sequences remain unidentified. The second test set, known as Price-149, consists of experimentally validated findings
detailed by Price et al. (2018). This dataset, initially curated by Sanderson et al. (2021) as a benchmark for challenge,
features sequences that were previously mislabeled or inconsistently annotated in automated systems.

Methods. We select four EC number annotation tools as baselines: CLEAN (Yu et al., 2023), ProteInfer (Sanderson et al.,
2021), ECPred (Dalkiran et al., 2018), DeepEC (Ryu et al., 2019), the results of which are directly taken from the CLEAN
paper (Yu et al., 2023). For comparison, we test the performance of traditional and neural retrievers considered in Sec. 5.2.
Due to the large size of Swiss-Prot training set, we do not consider predictor-based methods and the ProtIR framework that
requires training. This decision allows for a focused comparison on the effectiveness of retrieval-based approaches. We also
ignore the TM-Align method, as it takes over 24 hours to finish the retrieval on Swiss-Prot.

It is important to note that structure-based retrievers, such as GearNet-R and CDConv-R, require protein structures for
input, which are not experimentally available for most proteins in Swiss-Prot. However, with the advent of the AlphaFold
Database (Varadi et al., 2022), accurate structure predictions for the Swiss-Prot proteins made by AlphaFold2 are now
accessible. For the purposes of our model, we search the available structures directly from the AlphaFold Database,
successfully retrieving structures for 224,515 out of 227,363 proteins in the training (retrieved) set. A similar approach
was adopted for the NEW-392 and Price-149 test sets, from which all structures were obtained. For those structures not in
AlphaFold Database, we run ColabFold (Mirdita et al., 2022) to get their predicted structures.

Results. The results are shown in Tab. 4. First, it is evident that all considered retrievers surpass the performance of
CLEAN on the NEW-392 test set in F1 score, despite not undergoing any function-specific training on the training set—a
process that CLEAN underwent. This underscores the potency of retriever-based approaches.Second, despite the lack of
experimentally determined structures, structure retrievers, e.g., Foldseek and GearNet-R, demonstrate high performance
with AlphaFold2-predicted structures on both considered test sets. Here, GearNet-R exhibits superior performance over
the supervised retriever CLEAN and the PLM-based retriever ESM-2-650M. This proves that structure-based retrievers
work well with accurately predicted structures, which are easier to obtain than experimental structures. Aligning with our
observation in Sec. 5.2, sequence-based methods excel on EC number annotation tasks than structure-based methods, which
highlights the importance of evolutionary information. To conclude, retriever-based methods continue to demonstrate their
potential in practical scenarios, emphasizing the critical role of modeling similarities between proteins.

D.3. Comparison between ProtIR and ensemble baselines

To demonstrate the efficacy of the ProtIR framework, we conducted a comparison involving the ProtIR-augmented GearNet
and CDConv predictors against a basic ensemble baseline. This ensemble approach involves averaging the predictions made
by the predictor and its corresponding retriever, with the results presented in Tab. 5.

The results in the table reveal that while ensembling serves as a robust baseline for most tasks, our method is able to
consistently enhance this baseline, achieving an improvement in the range of approximately 2% to 4% in terms of Fy,x.
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Table 4: Results on NEW-392 and Price-149 test sets of EC annotation tools with (a) function-specific training , (b)
traditional retrievers and (c) neural retrievers. The results in the (a) block are taken from Yu et al. (2023). Retriever-based
methods, even without function-specific training, consistently outperform EC annotation tools.

Method NEW-392 Price-149
Precision  Recall F1 Precision  Recall F1

ECPred 0.117 0.095 0.100 0.019 0.019 0.019
@ DeepEC 0.297 0.216  0.229 0.118 0.072  0.084
Protelnfer 0.408 0.284 0.308 0.243 0.138  0.166
CLEAN 0.596 0.481 0.498 0.584 0.467 0.494
BLAST 0.593 0.648 0.585 0.538 0.480 0477
(b) PSI-BLAST 0.675 0.682 0.625 0.577 0.559 0.536
Foldseek 0.666 0.680 0.612 0.537 0.500 0.484
MMseqs 0.624 0.700 0.632 0.583 0.546 0.534
Progres 0.525 0.557 0.513 0.519 0.434 0430
TM-Vec 0.634 0.700 0.639 0.591 0.533 0.524
(©) GearNet-R 0.636 0.668  0.597 0.531 0.487 0.469
CDConv-R 0.588 0.618 0.577 0.546 0.487 0463
ESM-2-650M-R 0.594 0.602 0.537 0.533 0.474 0478

This improvement highlights the added value and effectiveness of the ProtIR framework in enhancing prediction accuracy
across various tasks.

Table 5: Fy,x on EC and GO prediction with ProtIR and ensemble baselines, where the former performs better.

Model | Method EC GO-BP GO-MF GO-CC
30%  50%  95% 30%  50%  95% 30%  50%  95% 30%  50%  95%
Predictor  0.700 0.769 0.854 0348 0359 0406 0482 0.525 0.613 0407 0418 0458
GearNet | Retriever 0671 0744 0822 0391 0419 0482 0497 0548 0626 0377 0387 0434
Ensemble 0.720 0.797 0.861 0394 0421 048 0512 0551 0.630 0423 0437 0464
| ProtIR 0743 0.810 0.881 0409 0431 0488 0518 0564 0.650 0439 0452 0.501
Predictor  0.634 0.702 0.820 0381 0401 0453 0533 0577 0654 0428 0440 0479
CDCony | Retiever 07190784 0843 0409 0434 0494 0536 0584 0661 0387 0397 0438
Ensemble 0.724 0.802 0.864 0414 0438 0495 0555 0.596 0.665 0431 0443 0478

‘ ProtIR  0.769 0.820 0.885 0434 0.453 0.503 0.567 0.608 0.678 0.447 0.460 0.499
PromptProtein 0.765 0.823 0.888 0.439 0.453 0.495 0.577 0.600 0.677 0.532 0.533 0.551

D.4. Hyperparameter Configuration

Hyperparameter analysis for retriever-based methods. To investigate the impact of the number of retrieved neighbors (k)
and the temperature parameter (7) on the performance of function annotation in retriever-based methods, we plot a heatmap
for this hyperparameter analysis, as shown in Fig. 7. We observe that a temperature of 7 = 0.03 yields the most effective
results for scaling the cosine similarity between protein representations. This optimal setting can be attributed to the nature
of cosine similarity, which ranges between [—1, 1]; without amplification by the temperature, there is minimal variation in
the weights assigned to different proteins.

Furthermore, we note that at lower values of k, the effect of the temperature parameter is relatively minor, primarily because
most of the retrieved proteins tend to have the same EC number. However, as k increases, leading to a wider variety of
retrieved EC numbers, the temperature becomes more influential. In such scenarios, it serves to emphasize proteins that
are more similar to the query protein, thereby refining the function annotation process. This understanding highlights the
importance of carefully selecting the values of k£ and 7 to optimize the performance of retriever-based methods.

Hyperparameter tuning for ProtIR framework. The tuning process for the ProtIR framework is divided into two main
stages: the pre-training stage and the refinement stage.
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Figure 7: Change of Fy,,x on EC with respect to k£ and 7 in Eqs. (2)(4) for two retrievers.

In the pre-training stage, for both predictors and retrievers, we adhere to the optimal hyperparameters established in prior
research (Zhang et al., 2023b). This includes settings for the learning rate, batch size, and the number of epochs. The model
that achieves the best performance on the validation set is then selected to proceed to the refinement stage.

During the refinement stage, the predictor and retriever are iteratively refined. In each iteration, it is crucial to balance the
models’ convergence with the goal of fitting pseudo-labels, while also being mindful of potential overfitting. To maintain
this balance, we closely monitor performance metrics on the validation set and halt training when no further improvements
are observed. Notably, test set performance is not considered during training to ensure a fair comparison.

Based on our experience, training for approximately 30 epochs during both the E-step and M-step is typically sufficient
for the convergence of both the predictor and retriever. Moreover, the validation performance often stabilizes after around
five rounds. The final step involves selecting the model with the best performance on the validation set and subsequently
evaluating it on the test set.
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