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Abstract

Generative deep learning has become pivotal in
molecular design for drug discovery and materials sci-
ence. A widely used paradigm is to pretrain neural
networks on string representations of molecules and
fine-tune them using reinforcement learning on spe-
cific objectives. However, string-based models face
challenges in ensuring chemical validity and enforcing
structural constraints like the presence of specific sub-
structures. We propose to instead combine graph-based
molecular representations, which can naturally ensure
chemical validity, with transformer architectures, which
are highly expressive and capable of modeling long-
range dependencies between atoms. Our approach iter-
atively modifies a molecular graph by adding atoms and
bonds, which ensures chemical validity and facilitates
the incorporation of structural constraints. We present
GraphXForm, a decoder-only graph transformer archi-
tecture, which is pretrained on existing compounds and
then fine-tuned using a new training algorithm that com-
bines elements of the deep cross-entropy method with
self-improvement learning from language modeling,
allowing stable fine-tuning of deep transformers with
many layers. We evaluate GraphXForm on two solvent
design tasks for liquid-liquid extraction, showing that
it outperforms four state-of-the-art molecular design
techniques, while it can flexibly enforce structural con-
straints or initiate the design from existing molecular
structures.

1. Introduction
Molecular design plays an important role across many fields,
such as drug discovery, materials science, and chemical en-
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gineering. The immense chemical search space, estimated
to contain between 1060 and 10100 potential molecules
(Schneider & Fechner, 2005), renders manual approaches
to molecular design both arduous and resource-intensive.

Advancements in deep learning have significantly impacted
molecular design, enabling efficient navigation of the chem-
ical space with the help of neural networks (Fu et al., 2022;
Gómez-Bombarelli et al., 2018; Segler et al., 2018; Bjer-
rum & Threlfall, 2017; Zhang et al., 2023a). A prevalent
paradigm is to represent molecules as strings of text, such
as SMILES (Weininger, 1988) or SELFIES (Krenn et al.,
2020), and use neural network architectures from language
modeling, such as recurrent neural networks (RNNs) or
transformers (Vaswani, 2017), to generate novel molecu-
lar structures. These architectures are typically pretrained
on large datasets of existing molecules to learn general
underlying patterns in the strings and then fine-tuned on spe-
cific objective functions via reinforcement learning (RL) for
downstream tasks (Olivecrona et al., 2017; Gao et al., 2022;
Xu et al., 2024; Mazuz et al., 2023; Gupta et al., 2018).

To address the challenge of capturing long-range depen-
dencies in sequential data that RNNs face, transformers
(Vaswani, 2017) have been successfully applied due to their
ability to model long-range dependencies more efficiently
and as they are widely used in language modeling today (Xu
et al., 2024). However, transformers are resource-intensive,
and needing to fine-tune them with RL can limit the size that
is used in practice (Xu et al., 2024; Henderson et al., 2018;
Schulman et al., 2017). In general, chemical language mod-
els may propose string representations of molecules with
invalid chemical structures – for example, when SMILES
syntax or valence constraints are violated – which has led
to numerous works aimed at circumventing this problem
(O’Boyle & Dalke, 2018; Krenn et al., 2020; Cheng et al.,
2023; Dai et al., 2018). Despite recent evidence that in-
valid SMILES can actually be beneficial from a language
modeling perspective (Skinnider, 2024), they can harm the
RL component of the pipeline as they can increase sample
complexity and necessitate reward shaping to account for
them. Additionally, the sequential nature of string synthesis
makes it difficult to enforce structural constraints, such as
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ensuring the presence of a minimum number of specific
atom types, restrictions on bonds, or even enforcing the
presence of certain substructures within the molecules.

An alternative approach is to represent molecules directly as
graphs, where atoms are nodes and bonds are edges, and to
develop models that modify a molecular graph or design it
directly (Wang et al., 2023; Li et al., 2018; Jin et al., 2018;
Zhou et al., 2019; Jensen, 2019; De Cao & Kipf, 2018; Zang
& Wang, 2020; Zhang et al., 2023b; Mahmood et al., 2021;
Maziarka et al., 2019; Rittig et al., 2023d). Working at
the graph level, allows explicit encoding of atomic inter-
actions and bonding rules, ensuring chemical validity, and
makes it straightforward to start from existing structures
and modify them. For example, graph-based methods like
GraphGA (Jensen, 2019) employ genetic algorithms to mod-
ify molecular graphs directly, even outperforming several
neural-based string-synthesis methods without relying on
neural networks. As a deep learning example, Zhou et al.
(2019) use deep Q-Learning (Mnih, 2013) with a simple
feedforward network to optimize graphs from scratch by
adding or removing atoms and bonds.

We propose to combine and extend the strengths of both
paradigms: employing transformers for their ability to cap-
ture long-range dependencies in sequence data, and lever-
aging pretraining on existing molecules, all while working
directly on the molecular graph. More specifically, we use
graph transformers (Ying et al., 2021; Maziarka et al., 2019)
and formulate molecule design as a sequential task, where
a molecular graph – starting from an arbitrary structure –
is iteratively extended by placing atoms, bonding them to
existing atoms, and modifying the graph by increasing bond
orders.

To this end, we introduce GraphXForm, a decoder-only
graph transformer architecture that guides these incremen-
tal decisions, predicting the next action based on the cur-
rent molecular graph. Pretrained on existing compounds,
GraphXForm employs a novel fine-tuning approach that
combines elements of the deep cross-entropy method (Wag-
ner, 2021) and self-improvement learning (Huang et al.,
2023; Pirnay & Grimm, 2024a). Unlike commonly used
deep reinforcement learning methods like REINFORCE
(Williams, 1992), this approach allows for stable training of
deep transformers with many layers.

We test GraphXForm for the design of solvents, which are
highly relevant for chemical processes. While algorithmic
advances in molecular design have primarily focused on de
novo drug development, other areas such as materials sci-
ence and chemical engineering have only recently gained at-
tention. Recent applications include catalyst (Schilter et al.,
2023), fuel (Rittig et al., 2023d; Sarathy & Eraqi, 2024),
polymer (Jiang et al., 2024; Yue et al., 2024), surfactant
(Nnadili et al., 2024), chemical reaction substrate (Nigam

et al., 2023), and solvent (König-Mattern et al., 2024) design.
We focus specifically on solvents due to their vital role in
industrial chemical processes such as reactions, separations,
and extractions. While König-Mattern (König-Mattern et al.,
2024) recently applied a graph-based genetic algorithm for
solvent design, the use of generative ML-based approaches
remains underexplored. Therefore, our goal is to compare
newer design methods and expand their capabilities.

We evaluate GraphXForm on two liquid-liquid extraction
tasks. The objective function in these tasks is defined by a
separation factor based on activity coefficients at infinite di-
lution. We compare GraphXForm on these two downstream
tasks to four state-of-the-art molecular design approaches
(Graph GA (Jensen, 2019), REINVENT-Transformer (Xu
et al., 2024), Junction Tree VAE (Jin et al., 2018), and
STONED (Nigam et al., 2021)). Additionally, we demon-
strate GraphXForm’s unique flexibility and stability by in-
corporating structural constraints conceptually suited for
solvent design, such as preventing certain bond types or
preserving complex molecular substructures, allowing us to
design solvents with highly tailored properties. This capabil-
ity highlights the strength of our approach in tackling design
tasks that are difficult or infeasible for existing methods.

Our contributions are summarized as follows:

• We formulate molecular design as a sequential task,
where an initial structure (e.g., a single atom) is itera-
tively modified by adding atoms and bonds.

• We introduce a graph transformer architecture that
takes a molecular graph as input and outputs probabil-
ity distributions for atom placement and bond modifi-
cation. This approach maintains the notion of using
transformers for molecular design while moving away
from string-based methods.

• We propose a training algorithm that enables the sta-
ble and efficient fine-tuning of deep graph transformers
on downstream tasks.

• We demonstrate that our method outperforms state-
of-the-art molecular design techniques on two sol-
vent design tasks and can be easily adapted to satisfy
structural constraints or preserve specific molecular
structures.

Our code for pretraining and fine-tuning is available at:
https://github.com/grimmlab/graphxform.

2. Methods and Modeling
In this section, we introduce GraphXForm. In Section 2.1,
we formally set up the molecular design task as the sequen-
tial construction of a graph. As in a deep reinforcement

2

https://github.com/grimmlab/graphxform


learning setup, the goal is to find a policy network that
guides these sequential decisions. In Section 2.2, we intro-
duce our algorithm for training the policy network, before
describing the used transformer architecture in Section 2.3.

2.1. Molecular design

Molecular graph In the following, we represent a
molecule by its hydrogen-suppressed graph representation,
where nodes correspond to atoms and edges correspond to
bonds. For ease of notation, we assume an arbitrary order-
ing over the nodes. Let Σ = (Σ1, . . . ,Σk) be an underlying
alphabet of possible atom types. We represent a molecule
with n atoms by a pair (a,B), where a = (a1, . . . , an) ∈
{1, . . . , k}n and ai indicates that the i-th node is of atom
type Σai . The matrix B = (Bij)1≤i,j≤n ∈ Nn×n

0 repre-
sents the bonds and their orders between atoms, i.e., we
have that Bij ∈ N0 is the bond order between the i-th and
the j-th atom. In particular, B is symmetric with zero di-
agonal and nonzero columns and rows (i.e., each atom is
connected to at least one other atom and not to itself). For
example, given the alphabet Σ = (C,N,O) the molecule
with SMILES representation C=O can be given as (a,B)

with a = (1, 3) and B =

(
0 2
2 0

)
.

We denote byM′ the space of all molecular graphs m =
(a,B) as described above. Accordingly, let M ⊂ M′

be the subspace of molecular graphs that are chemically
valid, i.e., all non-hydrogen atoms follow the octet rule. We
refer to following the octet rule as satisfying the ’valence
constraints’ throughout the paper.

Sequential molecular graph design Similar to Zhou et al.
(2019), we pose molecular design as a sequential Markov
decision process (MDP), where an agent assembles a molec-
ular graph by iteratively adding atoms or increasing the bond
order between atoms. We note that in the graph, hydrogens
are always only considered implicitly, and an addition of
an atom or a bond leads to a replacement of an implicit
hydrogen.

On a high level, a single molecule is constructed by the agent
as follows: The agent observes an initial molecule m(0), and
then performs some action x(0) on it, which results in a new
molecule m(1). Then, the agent observes m(1), decides on
an action x(1) leading to molecule m(2), and so on. This
iterative design process terminates at some molecule m(T )

once the agent decides to perform a special DONTCHANGE
action, which does not alter the molecular graph but rather
marks the design as finished.

We formalize this as follows: Let m(t) = (a(t),B(t)) be
some molecule with atoms a(t) ∈ {1, . . . , k}n(t)

and bond
matrix B(t) ∈ Nn(t)×n(t)

0 as above. We transition to a new

molecule m(t+1) = (a(t+1),B(t+1)) by performing some
action x(t) ∈ A on m(t). An action x(t) in the action space
A is of one of the following three types:

1. x(t) = DONTCHANGE, which terminates the design
of the molecule. In particular, m(t+1) = m(t) and
n(t+1) = n(t).

2. x(t) = ADDATOM(j, l), with j ∈ {1, . . . , k} and l ∈
{1, . . . , n(t)}. This action adds an atom of type Σj to
the graph and bonds it to the l-th atom. In particular, we
set n(t+1) = n(t)+1. For the new molecule m(t+1) =
(a(t+1),B(t+1)), the atom vector a(t+1) ∈ Nn(t+1)

is
obtained by appending j to a(t). The second entry l ∈
{1, . . . , n(t)} indicates that we bond this new (n+ 1)-
th atom to the l-th atom, i.e., B(t+1) ∈ Nn(t+1)×n(t+1)

0

is obtained by appending a zero row and column to
B(t) and setting B

(t+1)
n+1,l = B

(t+1)
l,n+1 = 1.

3. x(t) = INCBOND(j, l), meaning that we are increas-
ing the bond order between atoms j and l. In partic-
ular, we have n(t+1) = n(t) and a(t+1) = a(t). The
bond matrix B(t+1) is obtained from B(t) by setting
B

(t+1)
j,l = B

(t+1)
l,j = B

(t)
j,l + 1. Note that this allows

not only higher order bonds, but also bonds between
previously unbonded atoms.

Given a molecule m(0) and a sequence of actions
x(0), . . . , x(t−1), we will also write (m(0), x(0), . . . , x(t−1))
for the molecule m(t) ∈ M that results from m(0) by se-
quentially applying the actions x(0), . . . , x(t−1) to m(0). We
note that, in general, the action sequence x(0), . . . , x(t−1) is
not unique to from m(0) to m(t).

Starting from a molecule inM, by removing chemically
invalid actions from the action space (which would lead to
violation of valence constraints) at each step, we can guar-
antee to stay in the space of chemically valid molecules.
Once the agent chooses the DONTCHANGE action, the de-
sign process is considered finished. We note that, starting
from an appropriate initial atom, it is in fact possible to
reach every target molecule in the chemically valid space
M (i.e., all molecular graphs that can be constructed from
the alphabet Σ and that satisfy the valence constraints) when
starting from any atom that exists in the target molecule. For
an illustrative molecule construction, see Fig. 1.

Each addition of a bond or atom removes an implicit hydro-
gen from the respective atom, allowing for a straightforward
representation of ionization states: Ions can be incorporated
simply by adding charged atom types to the predefined al-
phabet, without the need for additional modifications to the
action space. In contrast, the graph-based approach can not
handle stereochemistry in a straightforward way.
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ADDATOM INCBOND INCBOND DONTCHANGE

Figure 1. Example for the sequential application of actions x(0), . . . , x(3) to a molecule m(0), using the alphabet Σ = (C,N,O). We
show the index of each atom, which can be arbitrarily chosen at the beginning. Light blue indicates where in the graph an action is applied.
The last action is DONTCHANGE, which does not change the molecular graph, but marks it as a finished design.

Molecular optimization Formally, we aim to design
molecules

m∗ ∈ argmax
m∈M

f(m) (1)

that maximize a predefined objective function f :M′ →
R∪{−∞}, where chemically invalid molecules are mapped
to−∞. As in previous work (Mazuz et al., 2023; Zhou et al.,
2019; Xu et al., 2024), we pose the corresponding learning
problem to (1) in the terms of deep RL: the agent’s decision
at each step is guided by a policy that maps a chemically
valid molecule to a probability distribution over possible
actions. The policy is modeled by a neural network: We
write πθ :M → ∆A for a policy depending on network
parameters θ, that maps a valid molecule m ∈ M to a
probability distribution πθ(m) over A. The goal is to find
πθ that, given any initial molecule m(0), maximizes the
expectation

E x(0),...,x(T )

x(T )=DONTCHANGE
∼πθ

[
f
(
(m(0), x(0), . . . , x(T ))

)]
, (2)

where the expectation is taken over finished molecules sam-
pled from πθ.

Satisfying constraints To ensure chemical validity at ev-
ery step of the molecule design process, we mask any action
in the policy that would lead to a violation of valence con-
straints. That means, that we set the corresponding probabil-
ity to zero in the distribution predicted by the policy (before
re-normalizing the distribution).

Our graph-based approach allows us to extend this concept
of action masking to enforce additional constraints, such as
particular bonding patterns, minimum/maximum number of
atoms and their types, or the presence of structural motifs
like rings. We explore these constraints in detail in Section 3.
We note that it is possible to simply assign an objective value
of −∞ to molecules that violate these constraints after the
design process. However, the ability to preemptively avoid
constraint-violating regions by masking actions during the
design process can significantly reduce the search space. In
contrast, methods that generate molecules by sequentially

synthesizing SMILES (Gupta et al., 2018; Xu et al., 2024;
Mazuz et al., 2023) strings struggle to enforce such con-
straints during the construction process while also adhering
to the grammatical rules of SMILES.

2.2. Learning algorithm

We now introduce our method for training the policy neural
network πθ. Our proposed learning algorithm is a hybrid of
the deep cross-entropy method (CEM) (Wagner, 2021) and
the self-improvement learning (SIL) (Huang et al., 2023;
Corsini et al., 2024; Pirnay & Grimm, 2024a;b) strategy.
Both approaches train the network over multiple epochs
in a self-improving loop, where, in each epoch, the current
policy is used to generate a set of action sequences. The best
sequences are selected as ’pseudo-labels’, i.e., they serve
as the dataset for supervised training. The network is then
trained for one epoch to assign higher probabilities to these
sequences before the process is repeated with the updated
network to generate new action sequences. Unlike other
deep RL algorithms, this approach does not require reward
shaping or value approximation. Furthermore, training in
a supervised way provides stability and allows for the use
of larger, decoder-only transformer architectures (Vaswani,
2017), which would be prohibitively slow under standard
RL. However, SIL and the deep CEM differ in key aspects:
The deep CEM is formulated for problems with a single
instance (as in our molecular design task) and retains a cer-
tain percentage of the best action sequences in each epoch,
which are obtained through simple sampling from the pol-
icy’s predicted distributions at each step. SIL, on the other
hand, is typically applied to problems with infinitely many
instances and employs more advanced sequence decoding
techniques, such as sequence sampling without replacement
(Kool et al., 2019), to improve solution quality and diversity
while maintaining efficient decoding speed.

In our proposed approach, we aim to develop a method that
works for single-instance problems, as in the deep CEM,
while retaining the diverse sampling mechanism used in SIL
methods (Pirnay & Grimm, 2024a;b). The pseudocode for
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our approach is presented in Algorithm 1, and we describe
the key steps below:

1. We begin with a policy network πθ. The parameters
θ can be initialized randomly or, e.g., pretrained in an
unsupervised manner on existing molecules (see Sec-
tion 3.3). Additionally, we assume an initial molecule
m0 ∈ M in the space of chemically valid molecules
M, from which the construction starts. In practice, we
typically choose m0 to consist of a single carbon atom.

2. Throughout the training process, we maintain a set
BESTFOUND of the best molecules discovered, which
will be returned at the end. Initially, this set contains
only the starting molecule m0.

3. In each epoch, we incrementally sample action se-
quences without replacement from the policy until ei-
ther an improved molecule is found or a maximum
number of samples is reached (lines 5-10). For sam-
pling sequences without replacement, we use the effi-
cient batch-wise incremental method introduced by Shi
et al. (2020), which relates to Stochastic Beam Search
(Kool et al., 2019) and is employed in SIL methods
(Pirnay & Grimm, 2024a;b). Sampling without replace-
ment ensures that unique action sequences are gener-
ated, exploring the search space effectively (especially
for shorter action sequences (Shi et al., 2020)). We
emphasize that, while different action sequences may
lead to the same molecule, this does not pose an issue
because the policy is only concerned with generating
the action sequences rather than the molecular struc-
ture. Since the goal of sampling sequences without
replacement is to produce distinct sequences, the pol-
icy still generates diverse outputs, even if the resulting
molecules can be identical.

4. After sampling, the set BESTFOUND serves as a train-
ing dataset (lines 12-14). Similar to how decoder-only
models in language modeling are trained to predict
the next token from partial text, we sample batches
of intermediate molecules and train the network with
a cross-entropy loss to predict the next action for the
corresponding molecule.

5. In the next epoch, the process is repeated with the
updated network weights.

2.3. Policy network architecture

The policy network takes a molecule as input and predicts a
probability distribution over next actions. To achieve this,
we use a simplified version of the Graphormer (Ying et al.,
2021) architecture, which treats the molecule’s atoms as
an unordered sequence of nodes. This sequence is passed

Algorithm 1: Learning algorithm for molecular design
Input: πθ: Policy network with trainable parameters θ
Input: f : objective function to maximize
Input: m0: initial molecule
Input: s ∈ N: number of best molecules to keep
Input: qmin, qmax ∈ N: minimum and maximum

number of molecules to sample without
replacement

1 BESTFOUND ← {m0}
2 BESTOBJ ← f(m0)
3 foreach epoch do
4 SAMPLED ← ∅
5 while |SAMPLED| < qmax do
6 m← sample fromM with probability

πθ (m |m0,m /∈ SAMPLED)
7 SAMPLED ← SAMPLED ∪ {m}
8 if f(m) > BESTOBJ then
9 BESTOBJ ← f(m)

10 if |SAMPLED| > qmin then
11 break

12 BESTFOUND ← top s molecules in
BESTFOUND ∪ SAMPLED

13 foreach batch do
14 uniformly sample from BESTFOUND batch of

B (intermediate) molecules
m

(j)
tj+1

= (m
(j)
tj , x

(j)
tj ) for j ∈ {1, . . . , B}

15 minimize batch-wise cross-entropy loss

Lθ = − 1
B

∑B
j=1 log πθ

(
x
(j)
tj |m

(j)
tj

)
16 return BESTFOUND

through a stack of transformer layers, with the attention
mechanism augmented by bonding information. The re-
sulting latent representations of the nodes are then used to
predict action distributions. Figure 2 provides an illustration,
and we elaborate on the architecture below:

Molecular graph transformer Let m = (a,B) repre-
sent a molecule, where a = (a1, . . . , an) ∈ Nn are the
atoms, and B ∈ Nn×n

0 is the bond matrix. Each atom
ai ∈ {1, . . . , k} corresponds to an atom type selected from
an alphabet Σ = (Σ1, . . . ,Σk).

Following the Graphormer (Ying et al., 2021) model, we
introduce a ‘virtual atom’ a0 = 0 into the molecular graph,
which is connected to every atom via a special ‘virtual bond’
(see Figure 2). This virtual bond is represented in the bond
matrix by an integer outside the range of standard bond
orders. The virtual atom functions similarly to the special
[CLS]-token in BERT (Devlin, 2018) and accumulates
sequence-level information for downstream tasks. Concep-
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Figure 2. Flow of a molecule through the policy network of our method GraphXForm. a. We consider the alphabet Σ = (C,N,O). The
molecule’s underlying graph is augmented with a virtual node (indexed with 0) and embedded into the latent space Rd. b. The latent
sequence of atoms is passed through a stack of ReZero transformer layers, omitting positional encoding. In the multi-head attention,
individual attention scores between atoms are biased with learnable scalars that depend on their bond order. These bias terms are learnable
for each transformer layer and attention head individually. c. The sequence output by the transformer is projected through linear layers to
generate logits for the distributions P (0), P (1) and P (2).

tually, the virtual atom acts as an additional message proxy
between nodes in the molecular graph.

The sequence (a0, a1, . . . , an) is embedded into a cor-
responding sequence of latent node representations
(â0, â1, . . . , ân) ∈ Rd, where each âi is a learnable vector
associated with the atom type.

Additionally, let zi ∈ Rd be a learnable embedding that
depends on the number of bonds formed by the i-th atom.
The augmented sequence (â0, â1+z1, . . . , ân+zn) is then
passed through a stack of transformer layers using ReZero
normalization (Bachlechner et al., 2021). Importantly, to
preserve the permutation equivariance of the network (i.e.,
the order of the atoms does not matter), no positional encod-
ing is applied.

To incorporate bonding information within the transformer
layers, let (Aij)0≤i,j≤n ∈ R(n+1)×(n+1) be the computed
self-attention matrix in a layer (for any attention head) cor-
responding to the input sequence (a0, a1, . . . , an). As in
Graphormer (Ying et al., 2021), and similar to the Molecule
Attention Transformer (Maziarka et al., 2019), we augment
the attention matrix A by introducing bond-specific informa-
tion. This is done by adding a learnable bias to the attention
scores before applying the softmax operation. Specifically,
for 0 ≤ i, j ≤ n, the attention score Aij between the i-th
and j-th sequence elements is modified as follows:

Aij ← Aij + bij , (3)

where bij ∈ R is a learnable scalar that only depends on the
bond order Bij for i, j > 0 (and not on the indices i, j). In
particular, for the special bonds involving the virtual atom
(i.e., if i = 0 or j = 0), bij = b is a learnable scalar shared

across all atoms. We note that bij for each bond order is
learned independently across layers and attention heads.

Action distribution The stack of transformer layers
produces a transformed sequence of node embeddings
(e0, e1, . . . , en), where each ei ∈ Rd corresponds to the i-
th atom ai in the original sequence. This sequence is used to
predict three distributions, P (0), P (1), P (2), which together
factorize the full distribution over possible next actions.

Informally, P (0) represents a distribution over whether to
terminate the synthesis, add a new atom, or increase the
bond order between two existing atoms. The distribution
P (1) specifies which atom to select, either as the atom to
bond a newly added atom to, or as the first atom of a pair
for increasing bond order. Finally, P (2) is used in the case
of bond increase to specify the second atom in the pair.
Formally, the unnormalized log-probabilities (logits) for
these distributions are obtained as follows:

• P (0): We compute the logits for P (0) =

(p
(0)
0 , p

(0)
1 , . . . , p

(0)
k , p

(0)
k+1) by projecting the vector e0

using a linear layer g0 : Rd → Rk+2. Here, p(0)0 is the
probability of choosing the action DONTCHANGE. For
1 ≤ j ≤ k, pj represents the probability of adding an
atom of type Σk (i.e., ADDATOM(j, ·) without spec-
ifying the bonding atom yet). Lastly, p

(0)
k+1 is the

probability of increasing the bond between two atoms
(INCBOND(·, ·)) without specifying the atom pair.

• P (1): To obtain P (1) = (p
(1)
1 , . . . , p

(1)
n ), we apply

a linear layer g1 : Rd → R independently to each
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e1, . . . , en. Then, p(1)j represents the probability of
selecting the j-th atom to bond to in ADDATOM(·, ·),
or as the first atom in INCBOND(·, ·).

• P (2): Similarly, for P (2) = (p
(2)
1 , . . . , p

(2)
n ), we ap-

ply another linear layer g2 : Rd → R to compute the
logits for the probability p

(2)
l , representing the likeli-

hood of selecting the l-th atom as the second atom in
INCBOND.

In practice, during inference, we use P (0) and P (1) directly
to choose the first atom for both ADDATOM and INCBOND,
and discard P (2). If INCBOND has been selected from P (0),
we reprocess the molecule through the network, marking
the atom chosen from P (1) by adding a distinct learnable
embedding to its corresponding sequence element. In this
second pass, we use only P (2) to select the second atom for
INCBOND.

This multi-step action prediction allows us to easily mask
actions (i.e., setting their probability to zero in the policy)
that would lead to invalid molecules. While checking for
actions that would violate constraints adds a small amount
of computational overhead, it has a significant benefit: in-
valid molecules can be immediately disregarded, preventing
the network from wasting resources on infeasible designs.
Masking invalid actions not only reduces the search space
but also speeds up training by avoiding the need for the
model to learn through trial and error how to avoid invalid
molecules.

3. Results and Discussion
First, we outline our design tasks, including the objec-
tive functions and property prediction methods. Next, we
describe the experimental setup common to all methods
and outline the specific setup and hyperparameters for our
method, followed by a brief overview of the methods used
for comparison. We then present preliminary baseline objec-
tives obtained from screening a list of available molecules
and discuss our results in relation to those of the other meth-
ods.

3.1. Example solvent design tasks

Objectives We aim to design solvents for two-phase
aqueous-organic systems used in liquid-liquid extraction.
Our focus is on two examples motivated by biotechnology,
where products are typically produced in an aqueous solu-
tion using microorganisms or enzymes. In such processes,
products are to be extracted using the organic solvents we
aim to design. We assume a spatially uniform temperature
of 298 K in both examples.

The first task focuses on the separation of isobutanol (IBA)
from water, a common liquid-liquid extraction process. The

chosen solvent should be largely immiscible with water (i.e.,
low solubility exhibited for both the solvent in water and
water in the solvent) and possess high affinity for IBA. As
is common practice in chemical engineering, we use the
partition coefficient P∞

IBA at small mole fractions of IBA in
both phases xIBA:

P∞
IBA = lim

xW
IBA→0

xS
IBA

xW
IBA

(4)

where xW
IBA and xS

IBA are the mole fractions of IBA in water
(W) and the solvent (S), respectively. This coefficient serves
as a simple yet effective measure of the relative affinity
of the solvent compared to water. Assuming low mutual
solubility between the solvent and water, P∞

IBA can be well
approximated by the ratio of IBA’s activity coefficients at
infinite dilution, γ∞

IBA,W and γ∞
IBA,S, in water and solvent,

respectively:

P∞
IBA =

γ∞
IBA,W

γ∞
IBA,S

. (5)

To ensure the formation of two phases, i.e., a miscibility
gap between the solvent and water, we use the following
constraint:

γ∞
S,W · γ∞

W,S > exp(4). (6)

This constraint guarantees a phase split between the water
and solvent, assuming that the activity coefficient profiles
follow the two-parameter Margules gE model (Wisniak,
1983). Although the activity coefficients of all conceiv-
able solvent/water mixtures will not necessarily follow this
model, the constraint still serves as a useful indicator for
miscibility gaps.

The partition coefficient and the miscibility gap constraint
are then combined to form the following scalar objective
function:

max
1

γ∞
IBA,S

+
(
tanh

(
γ∞

S,W · γ∞
W,S − exp(4)

)
− 1

)
·10. (7)

Hereby, the solvent-independent constant γ∞
IBA,W is omitted.

Our second task centers on an extraction process presented
by Peters et al. (2008), who carried out a solvent screening
using COSMO-RS as a property predictor. Here, an enzy-
matic reaction in aqueous medium converts 3,5-dimethoxy-
benzaldehyde (DMBA) molecules to (R)-3,3’,5,5’-tetra-
methoxy-benzoin (TMB). The task is to find an organic
solvent that forms a two-phase system with water. Similar
to the IBA task, an optimal solvent should have a high affin-
ity for the product TMB, enabling it to pull TMB out of
the aqueous phase. At the same time, however, the solvent
should have a low affinity for the educt DMBA. Designing
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a suitable solvent for this task is extremely challenging be-
cause DMBA and TMB possess similar chemical structures
and polarities.

Again assuming small concentrations of DMBA and TMB
as well as low mutual solubility between the solvent and
water, we define the following partition coefficients similarly
to our IBA task:

P∞
DMBA =

γ∞
DMBA,W

γ∞
DMBA,S

P∞
TMB =

γ∞
TMB,W

γ∞
TMB,S

.

(8)

Following Peters et al. (2008), we maximize the ratio
P∞

TMB/P
∞
DMBA, while additionally enforcing the miscibil-

ity gap constraint from Equation 6 leading to the following
scalar objective:

max
γ∞

TMB,S

γ∞
DBMA,S

+
(
tanh

(
γ∞

S,W · γ∞
W,S − exp(4)

)
− 1

)
· 10.

(9)
Hereby, we again omitted the constants γ∞

TMB,W and
γ∞

DBMA,W.

Property prediction To obtain activity coefficients at infi-
nite dilution, we use a state-of-the-art graph neural network
(GNN) (Gilmer et al., 2017; Reiser et al., 2022; Rittig
et al., 2023c). Specifically, we employ the Gibbs-Helmholtz
(GH-) GNN that was developed by Medina et al. (2023)
for predicting activity coefficients at infinite dilution of bi-
nary mixtures at varying temperature. The GH-GNN takes
the molecular graphs of the two molecules within a binary
mixture and the temperature as inputs. First, structural infor-
mation from the individual molecular graphs and molecular
(self-)interactions based on a mixture graph are encoded
into a vector representation, the mixture fingerprint. Based
on the mixture fingerprint, a multilayer perceptron (MLP)
then predicts the parameters of the Gibbs-Helmholtz rela-
tionship so that infinite dilution activity coefficients can be
predicted with temperature. The GH-GNN is trained in a
structure-to-property manner, i.e., it directly learns activity
coefficients at infinite dilution as a function of the molecular
graphs. A large data set of experimental activity coefficients
at infinite dilution from the DECHEMA Chemistry Data
Series (Gmehling et al., 2008) was used for training. For
further details on the GH-GNN architecture, we refer to
Medina et al. (2023).

We note that many GNN models and other ML models such
as transformers have been developed for activity coefficient
prediction (Rittig et al., 2023a; Winter et al., 2022; Damay
et al., 2021), also considering the composition-dependency
and thermodynamic consistency (Rittig et al., 2023b; Win-
ter et al., 2023; Rittig & Mitsos, 2024; Specht et al., 2024).

We here chose the GH-GNN as it is specialized for ac-
tivity coefficients at infinite dilution and was trained on
a much larger experimental database than the other mod-
els, thus covering a larger chemical space (Medina et al.,
2023), which is desirable for molecular design. This model
has shown high prediction accuracy, outperforming well-
established methods for predicting activity coefficients at
infinite dilution such as UNIFAC (Fredenslund et al., 1975)
or COSMO-RS (Klamt et al., 2010), cf. (Medina et al.,
2023). Future work could investigate further additional
activity coefficient models or directly predicting partition
coefficients with ML (Zamora et al., 2023; Nevolianis et al.,
2024).

3.2. General computational setup

To ensure comparability across methods in the design task,
we restrict the set of available atoms to carbon, nitrogen,
and oxygen (alphabet Σ = (C,N,O)). In the solvent design
tasks we consider, molecules are evaluated using objective
functions based on a surrogate model for predicting activity
coefficients (see Section 3.1). To avoid potential exploitation
of the surrogate model by constructing large molecules that
are beyond the size of typically used solvents and thus likely
to be different from the molecules used to train the surrogate
model, we constrain the design to molecules of a moderate
size, with a maximum of 25 atoms. The runtime of a method
can vary significantly due to differences in implementation
or available hardware. One approach to align computational
resources is to limit the number of calls to the objective
function (Gao et al., 2022). While this method is useful for
comparing sample efficiency, it provides limited insight into
the overall efficiency of a method when objective function
evaluations are relatively inexpensive. Given the efficiency
of the surrogate model, objective function evaluations can be
parallelized and run in batches very quickly. Therefore, we
take a practical approach to align computational resources:
each design run of a method is allocated a time budget of
eight wall-clock hours on identical hardware, utilizing a
single NVIDIA H100 GPU with 80 GB of memory.

3.3. Our method: GraphXForm

Network hyperparameters For all our experiments, we
set the dimension of the latent space Rd to d = 128 (see
Section 2.3). The network consists of eight transformer
layers with ReZero normalization, each with eight heads in
the multi-head attention, and a feed-forward dimension of
512.

Pretraining While it is possible for the agent to learn
without any prior knowledge of existing compounds, we
pretrain the network on known molecules using SMILES
strings from the ChEMBL database (Davies et al., 2015).
We filtered the database to ensure the molecules contain
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only atoms within the alphabet Σ, yielding approximately
370,000 molecules. Each SMILES string is then converted
into an action sequence in our graph formulation. Since this
conversion is not unique, we arbitrarily select one possible
action sequence. The resulting sequences are used to train
the model in a self-supervised way, predicting the next ac-
tion given the previous actions, as outlined in lines 12-14 in
Algorithm 1. Training is conducted with a batch size of 128,
over a total of 2.5 million batches.

Petraining the network on existing molecules establishes
a prior that captures the characteristics of real molecules,
which is crucial for most generative methods such as REIN-
VENT (Olivecrona et al., 2017; Xu et al., 2024) or JT-VAE
(Jin et al., 2018).

Fine-tuning Given an objective function f :M′ → R ∪
{−∞}, we fine-tune the pretrained policy network using the
learning algorithm described in Section 2.2. Unless stated
otherwise, we initialize the molecule m0 as a single carbon
atom. We set s = 500 as the number of top molecules to re-
tain throughout training. In each epoch, we sample between
qmin = 10 · 1024 and maximum of qmax = 50 · 1024 unique
action sequences. At the end of each epoch, we train the
network on 20 batches of size 64, sampled uniformly from
the top 500 molecules. We intentionally keep the number of
training batches per epoch relatively low for the network’s
size to prevent premature overfitting in all considered cases.
However, we observe that in most runs, training on more
batches does not adversely affect performance and can actu-
ally increase the speed of convergence.

3.4. Benchmark methods

We compare our proposed approach with four diverse molec-
ular design methods: Graph GA (Jensen, 2019) (a genetic
algorithm (GA) applied to molecular graphs), REINVENT-
Transformer (Xu et al., 2024) (a transformer model that gen-
erates SMILES strings), Junction Tree VAE (Jin et al., 2018)
combined with a GA for optimization in latent molecular
space, and STONED (Nigam et al., 2021) (which performs
string mutations on the SELFIES (Krenn et al., 2020) rep-
resentation). For benchmarking, we use the source code
provided by Gao et al. (2022). Although these methods
employ different paradigms, we apply the same objective
function across all methods to guide the design process.

Graph GA and STONED Graph GA (Jensen, 2019) uses
a GA that directly operates on the molecular graph by mu-
tating atoms and fragments, using crossover rules derived
from graph matching. It is a strong non-learning method
that has been shown to outperform several SMILES-based
learning approaches (Jensen, 2019; Gao et al., 2022). In
contrast, STONED (Nigam et al., 2021) employs a GA that
operates on the string level and manipulates tokens within

the SELFIES molecular representation (Krenn et al., 2020).

REINVENT-Transformer REINVENT-Transformer (Xu
et al., 2024) is a recent state-of-the-art method for designing
molecules by synthesizing SMILES strings in an autore-
gressive way. The approach involves a transformer network
that is pretrained in a self-supervised manner on known
molecules and then fine-tuned with reinforcement learning
using a variant of the REINFORCE algorithm (Williams,
1992). REINVENT-Transformer is similar to GraphX-
Form in that both rely on pretrained transformers and gen-
erate molecules autoregressively. However, REINVENT-
Transformer constructs molecules in a language-like man-
ner by building a string token by token from an allowed
vocabulary, whereas GraphXForm operates directly on the
molecular graph by adding atoms and bonds.

This direct manipulation of the molecular graph allows
GraphXForm to guarantee the design of feasible molecules
by construction, whereas REINVENT-Transformer must
learn the SMILES grammar to avoid invalid structures. Ad-
ditionally, our approach can start from arbitrary structures,
unlike the left-to-right string construction in REINVENT-
Transformer, making it straightforward to encode specific
constraints to limit the search space. For a fair comparison,
we pretrain the policy for REINVENT-Transformer using
the same dataset as GraphXForm.

Junction Tree VAE We further use variational autoen-
coders (VAEs) that have been widely used as a genera-
tive model in ML-guided molecular design, cf. overviews
in Refs. (Sanchez-Lengeling & Aspuru-Guzik, 2018;
Bilodeau et al., 2022; Anstine & Isayev, 2023). VAEs use
an encoder-decoder structure: The encoder maps molecules
to a continuous vector representation, referred to as latent
space, from which the decoder reconstructs these molecules.
The molecular latent space can facilitate exploration of the
molecular space. That is, different optimization strategies
can be employed to discover points in the latent space that
correspond to promising novel molecules. These strategies
include random sampling, Bayesian optimization, and GAs
(Sanchez-Lengeling & Aspuru-Guzik, 2018; Rittig et al.,
2023d; Anstine & Isayev, 2023).

We herein use the Junction Tree VAE (JT-VAE) (Jin et al.,
2018) in combination with GAs. The JT-VAE operates on
molecular graphs and their non-cyclic abstractions (junction
trees), and has shown a high rate of decoding vectors from its
latent space to chemically valid molecules. For the solvent
design task, we only consider molecules that conform to the
alphabet Σ. We therefore train JT-VAE on a subset of the
QM9 data set, which consists of about 128,000 molecules
containing at most nine heavy atoms. We use GAs to opti-
mize within the JT-VAE latent space because they enable
exploring a large number of latent vectors, hence molecules,

9



due to the linear scaling with the number of sampling points.

3.5. Design results

The goal for all methods is to find suitable solvents with
respect to the two objectives from Equations 7 and 9 for the
two example problems, using the general setup outlined in
Section 3.2.

Screening list To contextualize the results of all methods,
we selected all 6,098 compounds from the COSMObase
2020 database that conform to the alphabet Σ. We calculated
the objective functions for those compounds that also meet
the miscibility gap requirements, cf. (6). The top three
compounds based on their objective values are shown in
the first column in Figures 3 and 4. For the IBA task, the
best molecule in this list achieves an objective value of 5.57,
while for the TMB/DMBA task, the highest objective value
is 3.03.

Model results Table 1 compares the performance of the
different molecular design methods for the two solvent
design tasks. We report the objective value of the best
molecule found by each method, as well as the average
objective values of the top 20 molecules. We also present
results averaged over multiple runs with different random
seeds, providing insight into the robustness of each method.
Additionally, Figures 3 and 4 display the structural formulas
of the top three molecules identified by each method.

In the IBA task, GraphXForm, REINVENT-Transformer,
and Graph GA all identified the same best molecule, which
has an objective value of 8.87. However, GraphXForm
consistently found this molecule in every run, highlighting
its stability. For example, in contrast, while Graph GA
achieved the same average value for the top 20 molecules,
its mean best objective was only 7.13.

For the more challenging TMB/DMBA task, GraphXForm
significantly outperforms all others across every metric.
Notably, Graph GA performs better overall than the re-
cent REINVENT-Transformer, likely due to REINVENT-
Transformer’s sensitivity to initialization during RL fine-
tuning. This is also reflected in its relatively high standard
deviation compared to the other methods.

Interestingly, the JT-VAE and STONED methods identi-
fied molecules with significantly lower objective values for
the TMB/DMBA task when compared to other methods,
with maximum values of approximately 2.16 and 2.39, re-
spectively. However, their results for the IBA task (6.85 and
7.53) were closer to those of the other methods. We attribute
this discrepancy to the nature of the tasks: The TMB/DMBA
task is inherently more challenging and requires larger, more
complex molecules, while the best-performing molecules
in the IBA task were smaller. As JT-VAE was trained only

on molecules with up to nine heavy atoms, its ability to ex-
plore larger molecules seems limited. Similarly, STONED
struggled to effectively explore larger molecular structures.

In summary, GraphXForm demonstrates highly promising
results in both solvent design tasks, outperforming state-of-
the-art molecular design methods in terms of identifying the
best candidates and ensuring robustness in the design pro-
cess. In the following sections, we further explore the flex-
ibility of GraphXForm by imposing structural constraints
on the designed molecules and starting the design process
from initial molecular structures.

3.6. Including structural constraints in molecular design

In addition to optimizing an objective, such as a physical
property, it is often desirable to enforce specific structural
characteristics in the generated molecular candidates. These
structural constraints can include limitations on ring size or
specific bonding patterns between atom types, which can
improve chemical feasibility, such as enhancing synthesiz-
ability and stability or reducing toxic moieties. For instance,
in the TMB/DMBA task, although the top molecules gener-
ated by GraphXForm exhibit high objective values, they pos-
sess several characteristics that pose challenges for solvent
design. Notably, the presence of single nitrogen-nitrogen
bonds often leads to instability (hyd, 2024), resulting in
reactive compounds that are unsuitable for liquid-liquid ex-
traction. Additionally, the existence of a nine-member ring
could pose significant challenges to the solvent’s synthesiz-
ability (Steinborn et al., 2023).

As noted in Section 2.1, string-based molecular design meth-
ods cannot directly enforce such structural constraints. Typ-
ically, this is managed by assigning a very low objective
value to molecules that violate these constraints. In contrast,
by operating directly on the molecular graph, GraphXForm
allows us to restrict the search space for many constraints
by simply masking actions that would lead to constraint-
violating molecules. To examine how structural constraints
affect the performance of GraphXForm in finding molecules
with high objective values, we impose the following con-
straints: We limit the ring size to a maximum of six atoms
and disallow any bonds between two oxygen atoms as well
as single bonds between two nitrogen atoms. We note that
these constraints of course do not cover all possibilities for
maintaining synthetic accessibility and chemical stability;
instead, they serve as examples to illustrate the capabilities
of GraphXForm.

For the IBA task, the best molecule identified in Table 1
with objective value of 8.87 contains multiple nitrogen-
nitrogen single bonds. We therefore rerun the design task
with the additional structural constraints. The top three
molecules designed by GraphXForm in these runs are shown
in the top row of Figure 5. With constraints, we achieve
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CC(C)N(CCO)C(C)C
Obj: 5.57

CCN(CC)CCCO
Obj: 5.25

CCN(CC)CCCC(C)N
Obj: 4.34

CNC(C)(C)N(C)C(C)C
Obj: 6.85

CN(CCC)N(C)N(NC)C
Obj: 8.31

CN(CCCN(C)N(NC)C)C
Obj: 7.74

CN(CCC)N(CN(NC)C)C
Obj: 7.65

CNN(N(C)C)N(C)CN(C)C
Obj: 8.87

CNN(C)CN(N(C)C)N(C)C
Obj: 8.84

CNN(C)CN(C)N(C)N(C)C
Obj: 8.83

CNN(N(C)C)N(C)CN(C)C
Obj: 8.87

CNN(C)CN(N(C)C)N(C)C
Obj: 8.84

CNN(C)CN(C)N(C)N(C)C
Obj: 8.83

CNN(N(C)C)N(C)CN(C)C
Obj: 8.87

CNN(C)CN(N(C)C)N(C)C
Obj: 8.84

CNN(C)CN(C)N(C)N(C)C
Obj: 8.83

CC(C)NC(C)(C)N(C)C
Obj: 6.72

CNC1(N(C)C(C)C)CCC1
Obj: 6.70

List screen JT-VAE STONED Graph GA REINVENT-Transformer Our method

Figure 3. IBA task: Top three molecules (with their corresponding SMILES string and objective value) identified by each method across
all runs.

CCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCO
Obj: 3.03

CCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCO
Obj: 2.72

CCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCO
Obj: 2.62

CC(C)C1C(C)(C)C2(CCN2)C1(C)C
Obj: 2.16

CCC(CCNOC)C(C)(C)CCCC
Obj: 2.39

CCC(CCNOC)C(C)(CCCC)C
Obj: 2.39

CCC(CCNOCC(C)(C)C)CCC
Obj: 2.15

CC(O)CC(C)(C)CC(C)(CC(C)
(C)C)N(C(C)C)C(C)C

Obj: 8.40

CC(C)N(C(C)C)C(C)(C)CC(C)
(C)CC(O)CC(C)(C)C

Obj: 8.37

CC(O)CC(C)(C)CC(C)(C)CC(C)
(C)N(C(C)C)C(C)C

Obj: 8.32

CC1CC(C)CC(C)
(CNC2(C)CC(OC(C)C)C2)CC(C)C1

Obj: 7.41

CC1CC(C)CC(C)
(NCC2(C)CC(OC(C)C)C2)CC(C)C1

Obj: 7.41

CC1CC(C)CC(C)
(CCC2(C)CC(OC(C)C)N2)CC(C)C1

Obj: 7.37

CN1N(C)C(C)(C)N(C)C(C)(C(C)
(C)C)NC(C)(C)N(C)C1(C)C

Obj: 9.41

CN1N(C)C(C)(C)N(C)C(C)
(C)N(C)C(C)(C(C)(C)C)NC1(C)C

Obj: 9.40

CN1N(C)C(C)(C(C)(C)C)NC(C)
(C)N(C)C(C)(C)N(C)C1(C)C

Obj: 9.40

CC(C)C1(C(C)C)C2(CC2)CC12CNC2
Obj: 1.70

CC(C)C1(C(C)C)CC2(CNC2)C12CC2
Obj: 1.68

List screen JT-VAE STONED Graph GA REINVENT-Transformer Our method

Figure 4. TMB/DMBA task: Top three molecules (with their corresponding SMILES string and objective value) identified by each
method across all runs.
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Table 1. Performance of different molecular design methods for the two example tasks. Each method is run across three different random
seeds, with a time budget of 8 hours. We report the objective function evaluation of the best molecule found over all runs (‘max best’),
best averaged over all the three runs ± standard deviation (‘mean best’), the average of the top 20 molecules of the best run (‘max top
20’), and the mean of the top 20 over all three runs ± standard deviation (‘mean top 20’).

Method
IBA (cf. (7)) TMB/DMBA (cf. (9))

max best mean best max top 20 mean top 20 max best mean best max top 20 mean top 20

JT-VAE (Jin et al., 2018) 6.85 6.41 ± 0.66 6.04 5.68 ± 0.57 2.16 1.56 ± 0.54 1.44 1.20 ± 0.23
STONED (Nigam et al., 2021) 8.31 7.42 ± 0.94 6.72 6.28 ± 0.41 2.39 1.68 ± 0.65 1.91 1.45 ± 0.49
Graph GA (Jensen, 2019) 8.87 7.13 ± 3.01 8.67 6.80 ± 3.22 8.40 8.14 ± 0.27 8.07 7.95 ± 0.32
REINVENT-Transformer (Xu et al., 2024) 8.87 8.32 ± 0.52 8.66 8.09 ± 0.45 7.41 6.52 ± 1.17 7.22 6.42 ± 0.96
GraphXForm (ours) 8.87 8.87 ± 0.00 8.67 8.67 ± 0.00 9.41 9.33 ± 0.12 9.23 9.14 ± 0.11

Structural constraints

TMB/DMBA

IBA

CC(C)N(C(C)C)C(O)CC(C)(CC(C)(C)C)CC(C)
(C)C

Obj: 8.65

CC(C)N(C(C)C)C(O)CC(C)(C)CC(C)(C)CC(C)
(C)C

Obj: 8.63

CC(C)N(C(C)O)C(C)CC(C)(CC(C)(C)C)CC(C)
(C)C

Obj: 8.56

CNC1(N(C)C)N(C)C2(CC2)N1C
Obj: 8.14

CNC1(N(C)C)N(C)CC(C)N1C
Obj: 8.06

CNC12CCC(N(C)C)(N1C)N2C
Obj: 8.23

Figure 5. Top three molecules designed by GraphXForm where:
ring size is limited to a maximum of six atoms, any bond between
oxygen atoms is disallowed, and single bonds between nitrogen
atoms are disallowed.

a ‘mean best’ value of 8.23 ± 0.00 and a ‘mean top 20’
value 7.98 ± 0.02, which are only slightly lower than the
values obtained without structural constraints. We also
repeated these constrained design runs with REINVENT-
Transformer, given its conceptual similarity to GraphXForm.
However, REINVENT-Transformer only reached a ‘mean
best’ value of 7.03 ± 1.14, with its overall best molecule
having an objective value of 7.87.

The top three molecules identified by GraphXForm with the
structural constraints for the TMB/DMBA task are shown
in the bottom row of Figure 5. Under these constraints,
GraphXForm achieves a ‘mean best’ value of 8.65± 0.00
and a ‘mean top 20’ value of 8.42 ± 0.03. Notably, these
results remain superior to those of the other methods that do
not impose structural constraints listed in Table 1.

This further demonstrates GraphXForm’s flexibility and its
ability to consistently design promising molecules.

CC(C)CCCC=CCC=CCCCC(C)
(CCC(C)O)N(C)C

Obj: 6.09

CC1CCC(C)(N(C)C)N1CCO
Obj: 6.75

CC(C)N1C(N(C)C)C(O)N(C)C1(C)C
Obj: 6.88

CC(O)CCCCCCCCCCCCCCC(C)
(C)N(C)C
Obj: 4.88

Initial structure

CCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCO
Obj: 3.03

CCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCO
Obj: 3.03

CC(C)N(CCO)C(C)C
Obj: 5.57

CC(C)N1C(N(C)C)C(O)N(C)C1(C)C
Obj: 6.88

Max 3 atoms Max 5 atoms Max 7 atoms

TMB/DMBA

IBA

Start from initial stucture

Figure 6. Best molecule designed by GraphXForm when adding a
maximum of 3, 5, and 7 atoms to a specific initial structure. We
note that increasing the order of a bond within the initial structure
is allowed. For TMB/DMBA, we also enforce that the designed
molecule stays an alcohol.

3.7. Starting molecule design from initial structures

One advantage of GraphXForm, which is not feasible when
constructing SMILES strings via next-token prediction due
to the linear construction, is the ability to start the molecule
design process from a predefined structure. This feature
is particularly useful when a known candidate, potentially
in practical use, possesses desirable properties but could
benefit from slight modifications to improve the objective
function. To demonstrate this, we consider the IBA task
and begin with the best molecule from COSMObase 2020,
which has an objective value of 5.57 (see Figure 4). We
conduct three individual experiment runs, allowing GraphX-
Form to add up to 3, 5, and 7 atoms to the initial structure
(and alter bond orders as needed). We also maintain the
structural constraints outlined in Section 3.6. The original
molecule, along with the best molecule from each of the
three runs, is shown in the first row of Figure 6. In all
cases, the designed molecules exhibit improvements in the
objective value.

We repeat a similar experiment for the TMB/DMBA task.
During the list screening, we observed that the top three
structures were all long-chain alcohols. However, long-
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chain alcohols tend to have melting points above room
temperature, making them unsuitable as solvents for the
processes under consideration. The melting point can be
lowered by adding branches and increasing bond orders.
Thus, we initiate three runs starting from the best molecule
identified in the list screening, allowing the addition of up
to 3, 5, or 7 atoms, respectively. Additionally, we constrain
the design process to ensure the resulting molecule remains
an alcohol by preventing any actions from being taken on
the hydroxy group (one oxygen bonded to one hydrogen).
The results are shown in the second row of Figure 6. While
no better molecule is found when adding only up to 3 atoms,
a notable improvement occurs when allowing to add 5 or 7
atoms.

This approach provides a powerful tool for situations where
it is preferable not to start the design process from scratch
but to make targeted modifications to existing molecules.

We note that allowing the agent to remove atoms or bonds
would not provide any benefit when starting the design from
scratch, i.e., from a single atom. In fact, it would introduce
additional redundancies into the search space. However,
in the discussed scenarios where the design begins with
an existing molecule, enabling the agent to remove atoms
or bonds could in fact offer an advantage, as it allows for
greater flexibility and deviations from the initial structure.
We leave the exploration of this possibility for future work.

Conclusion
We presented GraphXForm, a method for molecular design
that follows the successful paradigm of self-supervised pre-
training followed by (RL-based) fine-tuning, but operates
directly on molecular graphs. By doing so, we addressed
challenges faced by string-based methods, such as chemical
validity or accomodating structural constraints. We intro-
duced a technique derived from self-improvement learning
to stably fine-tune a deep graph-transformer model with
eight layers. On two solvent design tasks, we showed that
GraphXForm can outperform state-of-the-art molecule de-
sign techniques. Additionally, our approach can flexibly
adhere to specified structural constraints, such as bond types
and functional groups, and can adaptively start the design
process from existing molecular structures.

Looking ahead, several promising avenues for future de-
velopment exist. First, we could expand GraphXForm to
include more atoms and ionization states, as well as pretrain
the network on much larger databases. We note that these
features can already be integrated within our current frame-
work; however, we restricted the set of possible atoms to
ensure comparibility between our and other methods. We
could further evaluate GraphXForm on additional solvent
design tasks, as well as more extensively researched drug

design tasks.

We also aim to incorporate more constraints to ensure the
suitability of solvents for liquid-liquid separation processes,
recognizing that numerous factors – such as boiling and
melting points – are critical to a solvent’s effectiveness.
This, however, will depend on the availability of reliable
property predictors.

Finally, since many structural constraints (e.g., presence of
certain atoms, bonds, or formal groups) on the molecular
graph can be flexibly formulated and implemented in a gen-
eral manner within the current framework, we envision inte-
grating GraphXForm with large language models to create a
user-friendly design interface. This would allow researchers
to formulate constraints in natural language, which would
then be translated into the appropriate configuration for the
model.
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bal, L., Ruiz, R., Ràfols, C., and Luque, F. J. Predic-
tion of toluene/water partition coefficients in the sampl9
blind challenge: assessment of machine learning and ief-
pcm/mst continuum solvation models. Physical Chem-
istry Chemical Physics, pp. 10.1039/D3CP01428B, 2023.
doi: 10.1039/D3CP01428B. URL http://dx.doi.
org/10.1039/D3CP01428B.

Zang, C. and Wang, F. Moflow: an invertible flow model for
generating molecular graphs. In Proceedings of the 26th
ACM SIGKDD international conference on knowledge
discovery & data mining, pp. 617–626, 2020.

Zhang, X., Wang, L., Helwig, J., Luo, Y., Fu, C., Xie, Y.,
Liu, M., Lin, Y., Xu, Z., Yan, K., et al. Artificial intelli-
gence for science in quantum, atomistic, and continuum
systems. arXiv preprint arXiv:2307.08423, 2023a.

Zhang, Z., Liu, Q., Lee, C.-K., Hsieh, C.-Y., and Chen,
E. An equivariant generative framework for molecular
graph-structure co-design. Chemical Science, 14(31):
8380–8392, 2023b.

Zhou, Z., Kearnes, S., Li, L., Zare, R. N., and Riley, P. Op-
timization of molecules via deep reinforcement learning.
Scientific reports, 9(1):10752, 2019.

17

https://openreview.net/forum?id=XykiSFid41
https://openreview.net/forum?id=XykiSFid41
http://dx.doi.org/10.1039/D3CP01428B
http://dx.doi.org/10.1039/D3CP01428B

