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Abstract

Identifying molecules that exhibit some pre-specified properties is a difficult problem to

solve. In the last few years, deep generative models have been used for molecule gener-

ation. Deep Graph Variational Autoencoders are among the most powerful machine learn-

ing tools with which it is possible to address this problem. However, existing methods

struggle in capturing the true data distribution and tend to be computationally expensive.

In this work, we propose RGCVAE, an efficient and effective Graph Variational Autoen-

coder based on: (i) an encoding network exploiting a new powerful Relational Graph

Isomorphism Network; (ii) a novel probabilistic decoding component. Compared to sev-

eral state-of-the-art VAE methods on two widely adopted datasets, RGCVAE shows

state-of-the-art molecule generation performance while being significantly faster to train.
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1 Introduction

Chemical space is huge, and it contains many
(unknown) molecules which can turn useful in
many industrial and pharmaceutical areas, e.g.
to develop new improved drugs. The problem

is how to search such space in an efficient and
targeted way. Traditional approaches, such as
high throughput screening [8, 31], combinatorial
and evolutionary algorithms [11], are substantially
based on brute force search, possibly improved
using heuristics. More recent approaches are based
on availability of data (e.g., a corpus of molecules
with known properties) to which Machine Learn-
ing approaches are applied. For example, Recur-
sive Neural Networks or graph kernels have been
used to predict properties of pre-defined or com-
mercial compounds [2, 3], and Generative Models
have been used to generate candidate molecules
that are likely to exhibit some pre-specified prop-
erties [4, 27].
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Generation of candidate molecules seems to be
a quite promising approach since, based on a fam-
ily of compounds for which the property of interest
is known, the model should be able to capture
the common features that deliver the property of
interest. If this is the case, the generation process
is also required to produce molecules which are
novel and useful.

Models for the generation of new molecules
mainly represent the molecule structures as:
(i) SMILES strings that describe the molecule
structures, such as in [41–43]; (ii) graph rep-
resentations, in which nodes represent atoms
and edges represent bonds, such as in [24, 25,
33]; (iii) graph representations, in which nodes
represents molecules’ substructures, such as in [16,
17]. Since it is simpler to deal with strings than
graphs, early works adopted the SMILES repre-
sentation, while more recent works use the graph
representation because of its greater expressive-
ness. Both the SMILES representation and the
graph representation of molecules have advantages
and disadvantages. For example, graph represen-
tations are more expressive than the SMILES
representations, but in contrast, are harder to
learn.

Several early works are based on the Vari-
ational Autoencoder (VAE) [20] approach, such
as Character VAE [13] which uses a variational
autoencoder to directly predict the molecule
SMILES representation, Grammar VAE [22]
which adds a context-free grammar to Character
VAE to guide the correct generation of SMILES
strings, and Syntax Directed VAE [9] which adds
a more expressive grammar, the attribute gram-
mar [21], capable of generating a higher number
of valid SMILES strings. The VAE approach has
also been used by models which consider the
graph representation of the molecules, e.g. Junc-
tion Tree VAE [17], Regularized Graph VAE [25],
Constrained Graph VAE (CGVAE) [24], and Con-
ditional CGVAE [33].

Other works are based on recurrent neural
networks [28, 38], adversarial autoencoders [19,
26, 30], generative adversarial networks [1, 14]
and Flow based models [23, 40, 45]. More
recently, some works address the generation of
new molecules starting from a set of reactants
that need to be combined together to form a new

molecule [5, 6]. To evaluate and compare this vari-
ety of models, a systematic model comparison [34]
and some frameworks have been developed, such
as MOSES [29] and GuacaMol [7].

Some of these models, in addition to gener-
ating new molecules, allow to optimize a given
molecule structure towards those that exhibit
a better pre-specified property using: (i) an
ad-hoc optimization process [9, 13, 17, 22, 24],
or (ii) introducing additional terms in the loss
function [10, 25].

However, in this work we mainly focus on the
distribution learning task, which is defined as the
task of learning the probability distribution that
has generated the molecules in the dataset, instead
of the structure optimization task that aims to
optimize a given molecule structure to exhibit a
better pre-specified property.

To solve the distribution learning task we focus
on the VAE approaches, that seem to deliver the
best trade-off between generative capabilities and
ease of training. Indeed, VAE approaches have
been shown to be able to learn distributions even
considering different types of data, such as images
and text, and to be able to generate new examples
that try to follow the same distribution that have
generated the examples in the training set.

Existing VAE approaches, however, present
two main issues: (i) high reconstruction accuracy
of the molecules at the expense of the generation
quality and vice versa; (ii) low computational effi-
ciency. Returning a high reconstruction error for
the molecules belonging to the test set is usually
accepted in favour of the ability of the model to
generate new valid molecules. This, however, is an
index of poor identification of the input molecule
subspace, thus posing doubts on the usefulness
of the new generated molecules. Generation of
valid (and different) molecules is of course a desir-
able property, however recently developed models,
based on deep learning, spend a significant amount
of computation time to guarantee it. In this paper,
we address these two issues by proposing a novel
computationally efficient VAE-based model that is
able to get a low reconstruction error jointly with
a high validity index.

2 Background and Definition

In this section, we recall the basic concepts on
Variational Autoencoders instantiated to graphs.
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We also outline the basic Graph Neural Network
model that we use as a starting point for our
relational variant.

In this paper, we use the following notation:
(i) bold upper case symbols for matrices and
tensors, e.g. A; (ii) bold lower case symbols for
vectors, e.g. a; (iii) italics upper case symbols for
sets, e.g. A; (iv) italics lower case symbols for con-
stant values, e.g. a. (v) the position within a tensor
or vector is indicated with numeric subscripts, e.g.
Ai,j with i, j ∈ N

+; We exploit the graph rep-
resentation of the molecule structure. Let Tr be
the training set of molecules. Then, Θn and Θe

are respectively the set of the atom types and the
set of the edge types extracted from Tr. Each
molecule in Tr exhibits some pre-specified proper-
ties whose set is represented as Θp. Let dn =| Θn |
be the number of atom types, de =| Θe | be
the number of edge types and dp =| Θp | be
the number of properties. A molecule is repre-
sented as a graph G = (V,E,Φe,Φn) in which
V = {v1, . . . , vm} is the set of nodes, E ⊆ {(v, u) |
(v, u) ∈ V 2, v 6= u} is the set of edges, Φe is the
edge labeling function Φe : E → Θe and Φn is
the node labeling function Φn : V → Θn. Given
a node v ∈ V , the set of its neighbors is given
by the function N (v) = {u | u ∈ V, (v, u) ∈ E}.
Given the set of all the graphs G, for each prop-
erty p ∈ Θp, the function Φp : G → R returns
its value for the molecule. Each atom v ∈ V has
a valence number νv ∈ {1, . . . , 8}, where 8 is the
maximum atom valence according to the periodic
table, defined by its atom type Φn(v).

We can equivalently represent a molecule G by
an adjacency matrix A ∈ {0, 1}m×m, an edge type
tensorE ∈ {0, 1}m×m×de, a node attribute matrix
F ∈ {0, 1}m×dn, and a vector of the molecule’s
properties values p ∈ R

dp , such that ∀n1, n2 ∈ V

with indices i, j ∈ {0, ...,m − 1}, ∀e ∈ Θe with
index t ∈ {0, de − 1}, ∀p ∈ Θp with index k ∈
{0, ..., dp − 1}:

[Ai,j = 1 ⇐⇒ (n1, n2) ∈ E], [Ei,j,t = 1 ⇐⇒
(n1, n2) ∈ E ∧ Φe((n1, n2)) = e], [Fi,z = 1 ⇐⇒
Φn(i) = z], [pk = Φp(G)].

Given a molecule, we can define the histogram
of valences as a vector α where, representing with
ν the maximum atom valence number in the Tr,
α[i] with i ∈ {1, .., ν} is the number of atoms with
valence equal to i.

Finally, given a training set Tr, the histograms
distribution H is the probability distribution

obtained considering all the histograms of valences
of the molecules in Tr.

For the sake of clarity, Table 1 reports a sum-
mary of the main symbols used in this article.

2.1 Variational Autoencoders

The VAE approach for graphs contemplates three
main components: the encoder, the decoder and
the optimizer.

The encoder learns to encode an input
molecule into a latent space of a fixed dimension.
The encoder can be defined to produce a single
representation for the whole input graph, or one
for each graph node. In the latter case, that we
consider in this paper, the graph representation
is distributed across the nodes. The training pro-
cedure aim is to drive the node encodings to be
normally distributed, i.e. N (0, I), where I is the
identity matrix.

The decoder generates the atoms and their
type starting from the latent representation(s),
and then adding the bonds between them. In some
cases, the decoder is designed to be compliant
to some chemical constraints, e.g. isolated atoms
can be removed. To generate new molecules, it is
possible to sample point(s) from N (0, I) and to
decode them into a (possibly valid) molecule via
the decoder.

VAE can incorporate an optimizer component
which can be used to drive the generation pro-
cess towards molecules that exhibit good values
of some pre-specified properties. This is achieved
including in the training procedure a function that
predicts a pre-specied property. In the generation
phase, it is possible to generate molecules exhibit-
ing good values for the property of interest start-
ing from random points in the latent space and
performing gradient ascent/descent with respect
to the predicted property values.

2.2 Graph Neural Networks

Different graph neural networks have been pro-
posed in literature in the last few years. In this
paper, we focus on one instantiation that has been
shown to perform pretty well in different tasks.
Graph Isomorphism Network (GIN) [44] is a deep
neural network for graphs based on a message-
passing scheme, that is an iterative neighborhood
aggregation scheme in which the representation of
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Table 1 Notation table.

Symbol Description

Tr Training set of molecules.
Θn Set of atom types.
Θe Set of edge types.
Θp Set of molecule properties.
dn Number of atom types.
de Number of edge types.
dp Number of properties.
G = (V,E,Φe,Φn) Graph representation of a molecule.
V Set of nodes.
E Set of edges.
Φe(·) Edge labeling function.
Φn(·) Node labeling function.
Φp(·) Property labelling function for each molecule property p ∈ Θp.
G Set of all the graphs.
N (v) Set of neighbors of node v ∈ V .
ν Max atom’s valence number in Tr.
νv Valence number of atom v ∈ V .
m Number of atoms in a molecule.

F , F̃ Node attribute matrix and predicted node attribute matrix.

A, Ã Adjacency matrix and predicted adjacency matrix.

E, Ẽ Edge type tensor and predicted edge type tensor.
p, p̃ Vector of molecule’s properties and predicted vector of molecule’s properties.
α Histogram of valences.
H Histograms distribution.
N (0, I) Standard Normal Distribution.
I Identity matrix.

ǫ(k) GIN/RGIN hyper-parameter of layer k.

h
(k)
v k − th hidden state for node v ∈ V computed by the k − th GIN/RGIN layer.

sh Size of the vector h
(k)
v .

slt Latent space size.
µv Vector of means of node v ∈ V .
σ2
v Vector of variances of node v ∈ V .

Σv Covariance matrix where all values, except the diagonal, are set to 0.
Z = {zv} Set of latent space vectors.
zv Vector of latent space features for node v ∈ V .
rv Vector of features for node v ∈ V returned by the atom decoding.
sn Size of vector rv.
τv Atom type for node v ∈ V returned by the atom decoding procedure.
φv,u Permutation invariant representation in input to the edge decoding procedure.
Me

v,u Mask not allowing for self loops and edge duplication among nodes v, u ∈ V .
M t

v,l,u Mask enforcing chemical laws among nodes v, u ∈ V considering bond l ∈ Θe.

⊙ Component-wise multiplication.
Concat(·, ·) Concatenation function.
we(·) Function computing the edge weights.
σ(·) Element-wise sigmoid function.
tanh(·) Element-wise hyperbolic tangent function.
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each node v is updated with the contribution of
the information that it receives from its neighbors
N (v). Given a number of layers K, GIN imple-
ments the following update function for each layer
k ∈ {1, ...,K}:

h(k)
v =MLP(k)

(
(

1 + ǫ(k)
)

⊙ h(k−1)
v

+
∑

u∈N (v)

h(k−1)
u

)

,

(1)

where ǫ(k) is a positive small constant, h
(k)
v rep-

resents the hidden state associated to node v

computed by the k-th GIN layer, and MLP(k) is
a multi-layer perceptron. These hidden states are
then used by a readout neural network to gen-
erate the desidered output. In the next section,
we present an extension of GIN that consid-
ers different edge types, that constitutes a novel
contribution.

3 Proposed Model

In this section, we present the main components
(see Fig. 1) of the proposed Relational Graph
Isomorphism VAE model (RGCVAE)1.

3.1 Encoder

Let us consider the input graph representation G

of a molecule with m atoms. The encoder maps
each atom v ∈ V into a vector sampled by a multi-
variate normal probability distribution with mean
µv and variance σ2

v. To generate these encod-
ings, we define a novel relational variant of GIN,
dubbed RGIN, to devise a hidden representation
of each atom that embeds the information of its
neighboring nodes and of the type of bond con-
necting them. Our proposed variant is different
from the Relational Graph Convolutional Model
(R-GCN) presented in [37], as will also be clear
from the experimental results reported in the
ablation study (Section 7).

In order to consider different types of bonds
between atoms, we have changed the original

1Our implementation can be found at: https://github.com/
drigoni/RGCVAE

update function of GIN as:

h(k)
v =MLP(k)

(
(

1 + ǫ(k)
)

h(k−1)
v

+
∑

u∈N (v)

MLP
(k)
Φe((v,u))

(

h(k−1)
u

)
)

,

(2)

where MLP
(k)
Φe((v,u))

is an edge type specific multi-

layer perceptron. The initial hidden representation

state for each v ∈ V is given by h
(1)
v = W (Φn(v)),

whereW : Θn → R
sh is a learnable function which

returns a feature vector of size sh for each atom
type. Given a latent space of size slt, ∀v ∈ V ,
the encoder maps the above hidden states to the
target mean µv ∈ R

slt and variance σ2
v ∈ R

slt

vectors via two different MLPs:

µv = MLPµ

(

h(K)
v

)

, (3)

diag(Σv) = σ2
v = exp

(

MLPσ2

(

h(K)
v

))

, (4)

where Σv defines the covariance matrix where
all values, except the diagonal, are set to 0. It
should be emphasized that this model, similarly
to CGVAE [24], generates a probability distri-
bution for each node in the graph, unlike other
approaches [9, 10, 13, 17, 22, 25] that generate a
probability distribution per molecule.

3.2 Decoder

The decoder is constituted by two main compo-
nents (see Fig. 1). The first component implements
an atom decoding procedure which generates a
set of initially unconnected atoms. The second
component, that constitutes another novel contri-
bution of this paper, implements an edge decoding
procedure, which predicts the presence of an edge
between each pair of atoms and the corresponding
edge type.

3.2.1 Atom Decoding

The atom decoding procedure receives in input
a set of vectors Z = {zv}v∈[1,m], where each
zv represents an atom. At the beginning of the
generation phase, the zv’s are sampled from the
normal distribution N (0, I), where I is the iden-
tity matrix, while in training they are obtained

https://github.com/drigoni/RGCVAE
https://github.com/drigoni/RGCVAE
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Fig. 1 RGCVAE model structure. The encoder feeds the input molecule to a novel relational version of GIN exploiting an
edge-specific neural network E that encodes the molecule in the latent space. The decoder receives in input the sampled
points and the initial histogram α0. It decodes the set of sampled points to the unconnected set of atoms, and then it
decodes the bonds between them. The optimizer computes an optimized set of latent points which, once decoded, should
exhibit better property values.

from the distribution N
(
µv,σ

2
v

)
using the repa-

rameterization trick. The atom decoding returns
for each zv a feature vector rv ∈ R

sn jointly
with its atom type τv, where sn is the dimension
of the features. For atom decoding, we adopted
the procedure provided in [33], where the atom
type assignment process is conditioned by the pre-
viously assigned atom types. However, contrary
to [33], in the generation process we fix the α0 his-
togram for each iteration and we do not sample
a new compatible histogram, because the sam-
pling procedure negatively affects some metrics.
For more details on the decoding of the atoms, we
refer the reader to Appendix D.

3.2.2 Edge Decoding

The edge decoding procedure predicts the pres-
ence and type of an edge between each pair of
atoms. This procedure receives in input, for each
node v, the feature vector rv with its atom type
τv returned by the atom decoding step. The pro-
cess is illustrated in Fig. 2. Given a pair of atoms
(u, v) extracted from the set of initially uncon-
nected atoms and their representations ru and
rv (Fig. 2-(i)), two neural networks are used to
predict the probability that the two atoms are
connected with a bond and the bond type, respec-
tively (Fig. 2-(ii)). Specifically, using the compact

notation ↔ and
l
↔ in order to represent the exis-

tence of an edge and the existence of an edge of
type l, respectively, the probability distribution

P
(

v
l
↔ u | φv,u

)

is:

P
(

v
l
↔ u | φv,u, v ↔ u

)

︸ ︷︷ ︸

Edge type probability

P (v ↔ u | φv,u)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

Edge probability

, (5)

where

φv,u = Concat

(

sv + su, sv ⊙ su,

m−1∑

i=0

si

)

, (6)

sv = Concat (rv,W (τv)) (7)

su = Concat (ru,W (τu)) (8)

with ⊙ the component-wise multiplication and
Concat(·, ·) is the concatenation function.

Note that
∑m−1

i=0 si is a global order-invariant
representation of all the atoms involved in the
sum, and that the obtained matrix containing
all the final probabilities is symmetric. In fact,
this property is obtained thanks to φv,u which is
defined by only using order invariant representa-
tions of the couple of atoms v and u. We define
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Fig. 2 Edge decoder. (i) The atom representations are fed to (ii) a neural network that computes the probability for each
pair of atoms to be connected with an edge. Then, (iii) the edges are sorted in descending probability order and are (iv)
iteratively added to the partial molecule according to their sampled edge type. (v) The process finishes when all the bonds
are added to the molecule.

the above probability functions as:

P (v ↔ u | φv,u) =

=
Me

v,u ⊙ exp [C (φv,u)]

Me
v,u ⊙ exp [C (φv,u)] + 1

,
(9)

P
(

v
l
↔ u | φv,u, v ↔ u

)

=

=
M t

v,l,u ⊙ exp [Ll (φv,u)]
∑

k M
t
v,k,u ⊙ exp [Lk (φv,u)]

,
(10)

where both C (φ) and Ll (φ) are MLP neural net-
works and both Me

v,u ∈ {0, 1}m×m and M t
v,k,u ∈

{0, 1}m×de×m are binary masks. Specifically,Me
v,u

is a mask not allowing for self loops and edge
duplication, while M t

v,l,u is a mask designated to
remove the edges that do not respect the valences
law. Let νv and νu be the valences of atoms v and
u, respectively, and let we(l) with l ∈ Θe be the
function computing the edge weights as follows: 1
for single bonds, 2 for double bonds, and 3 for triple

bonds. Then M t
v,l,u is defined as:

M t
v,l,u = 1 ⇐⇒ Me

v,u = 1 ∧ νu ≥ we(l)

∧ νv ≥ we(l).
(11)

At this point, all the pairs of atoms
(u, v), where their probabilities satisfy
P (v ↔ u | φv,u) > 0.5, are ordered from the
highest to the lowest probability value. Then, the
edges are iteratively added one at a time to the
atoms according to the type of edge sampled from

the distribution P
(

v
l
↔ u | φv,u, v ↔ u

)

.

If an edge that needs to be added does not
respect the chemical constraints, then the model
samples, without replacement, a new bond. An
edge is discarded only when all the bond types
violate the chemical constraints.

At the end of the process (Fig. 2-(v)), all the
bonds necessary for the validity of the molecule are
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completed by adding hydrogen atoms connected
to all the atoms whose valences are not correct 2.

Note that our encoder and edges decoder
exhibit the invariant permutation property, while
the atom decoder follows the canonical SMILES
node order in order to fully exploit the con-
ditioning on valence histograms, which allows
to improve the performances on the considered
metrics, as demonstrated in the ablation study
described in Section 7. It should be stressed that
this dependence on the canonical SMILES node
order does not affect the capability of the model
since the task of generating new molecules does
not incur in the graph isomorphism problem.
In fact, during the evaluation of the generated
molecules, we compare canonical SMILES.

3.3 Property Optimizer

VAE models can incorporate an optimization com-
ponent to tackle the structure optimization task,
which aims to drive the exploration of the latent
space towards molecules that exhibit better prop-
erties. In the search for new drugs this is very
useful as it allows, given a molecule in input, to
optimize its structure towards the desired prop-
erty. Given the set of m sampled latent points
Z = {zv}v∈[1,m] and the histogram α0, the opti-
mizer Op(Z,α0) predicts the property p ∈ Θp of
the molecule. Specifically, the input points Z and
the histogram α0 are used as input in the first
part of the decoder process to generate, for each
node v, the feature vector rv with its atom type
τv. Then the optimizer predicts the property value
as:

Op(Z,α0) =σ

(
m−1∑

v=0

σ
(
Q1

p(xv)
)

⊙ tanh
(
Q2

p(xv)
)

)

,

(12)

where xv = F (Concat(rv, τv)), F is a single layer
neural network with Leaky-ReLU activation func-
tion, Q1

p and Q2
p are linear neural networks with a

single layer specific for the property p, σ() is the
sigmoid function and tanh() is the hyperbolic tan-
gent function. At test time, we sample an initial
set of latent points Z and an histogram α0 accord-
ing to the training set distribution, then we use

2We use a public online software (RDKit) for the construc-
tion of the molecules.

gradient ascent to reach a set Z ′ of local optimal
points.

4 Training

Let us define the graph reconstructed by the
decoder as G̃ = (Ṽ , Ẽ, Φ̃e, Φ̃n), which can be
represented by the predicted adjacency matrix
Ã ∈ R

m×m
[0,1] , edge type tensor Ẽ ∈ R

m×m×de

[0,1] ,

node attribute matrix F̃ ∈ R
m×dn

[0,1] and vector

of molecule properties p̃ ∈ R
dp . During genera-

tion, these matrices are obtained sampling from
the decoder’s output probabilities, while during
training they are obtained using the argmax func-
tion. The order in which the vertices appear in the
matrices is given by the ordering imposed by the
SMILES [41] coding.
Let µ and σ2 be the matrices formed respec-
tively by the m means {µv}v∈[1,m] and variances
{σ2

v}v∈[1,m] predicted by the encoder. Let Z ∼

N
(
µ,σ2

)
be the matrix formed by the m latent

space sampled points Z = {zv}v∈[1,m], then

the loss function to minimize is L(G, G̃,µ,σ2),
defined as:

L(G, G̃,µ,σ2) =Lrec(G, G̃) + λ1Llt(µ,σ
2)

+ λ2Lopt(p, p̃),
(13)

where λ1 and λ2 are trade-off hyper-parameters,
Lrec is the reconstruction loss, Llt is the vari-
ational autoencoder Kullback–Leibler (KL) loss,
and Lopt is the loss defined on the basis of the
property to predict, referred to as optimization
loss in the literature since it can be used to drive
the generation of molecules towards molecules
with better values for the property of choice. In
more detail, Lrec is defined as:

Lrec(G, G̃) =La(F , F̃ ) + Lb(A, Ã)

+ Ltb(E, Ẽ),
(14)

where La, Ltb, and Lb are cross-entropy losses:

La(F , F̃ ) = −
m−1∑

v=0

dn−1∑

t=0

log(F̃v,t)⊙ Fv,t, (15)
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Ltb(E, Ẽ) =−
m−1∑

v=0

m−1∑

u=0

Av,u
︸ ︷︷ ︸

Teacher forcing

⊙

(
de−1∑

t=0

log(Ẽv,u,t)⊙Ev,u,t

)
(16)

Lb(A, Ã) =−
m−1∑

v=0

m−1∑

u=0

(

log(1 − Ãv,u)

⊙ (1 −Av,u) + log(Ãv,u)

) (17)

Note that the loss Ltb uses teacher forcing to cal-
culate the bond-type loss only where the bond
exists in the molecule. The variational autoen-
coder loss Kullback–Leibler is defined as:

Llt(µ,σ
2) =−

1

2

m−1∑

i=0

slt−1∑

j=0

1 + log(σ2
i,j)

− µ2
i,j − σ2

i,j ,

(18)

while the optimization loss Lopt is defined as:

Lopt(p, p̃) =

dp∑

p=1

(p̃p − pp)
2

2
. (19)

5 Related Works

Follow related works that tackle the distribution
learning task.

Focusing on VAE approaches, Character
VAE [13] exploits, in input and output, SMILES
strings describing the structure of the molecule.
The encoder uses a convolutional network and
the decoder uses a gated recurrent unit (GRU).
Grammar VAE [22] adds to Character VAE a
context-free grammar, to guide the correct genera-
tion of SMILES strings. Syntax Directed VAE [9]
improves Grammar VAE using a more expres-
sive grammar,the attribute grammar [21], which
aims to generate strings that not only are syn-
tactically valid, but also semantically reasonable.
Junction Tree VAE [17] represents molecules using
graphs, composed of chemical substructures that
are extracted from the training set. New molecular
graphs are obtained by first generating a tree-
structured scaffold formed by substructures, and
then combining the substructures together using
a graph message passing network. HierVAE [16]

uses a hierarchical graph encoder-decoder that
employs large and flexible graph motifs as basic
building blocks to encode and decode a molecule.
[28] generates molecules fragment by fragment
instead of atom by atom, using a language model
based on the SMILES representation of molecules.
Regularized Graph VAE [25] casts the molecule
generation problem as a constrained optimization
problem, where chemical constraints are encoded
in the VAE loss function. Constrained Graph VAE
(CGVAE) [24] encodes in the latent space single
atoms rather than whole molecules. To generate a
molecule, first the model samples several nodes in
the latent space and assigns them an atom type
using a linear classifier; then it connects them
using a constrained breadth first algorithm. Both
the encoder and decoder are implemented by a
gated graph sequence neural network, that makes
the model computationally heavy to train. CCG-
VAE [33] extends CGVAE conditioning only the
decoder with the histogram of valences of the
molecule’s atoms. In particular, the decoder takes
in input several nodes sampled in the latent space
together with a histogram of valence, and for each
of those points, it assigns its atom type apply-
ing an iterative procedure that depends on the
histogram of valences.

CCGVAE model is the one most related to our
proposal as we also condition the decoder with
the histogram of valence information. However,
our RGCVAE architecture is completely different
from that of CCGVAE. In fact, in our model, we
have an encoder that exploits the newly defined
representations of molecules using the new rela-
tional GIN component. Furthermore, the decoder
does not contain a convolutional operator which
is instead present in CCGVAE. Finally, our opti-
mization component does not optimize points
directly from latent space, but predicts scores from
the internal states of the decoder component.

Focusing on the generative adversarial
approach, MolGAN [10], learns via reinforcement
learning to directly reconstruct small organic
molecules, by predicting directly the atoms type,
and the existence of bonds (and their types).
NeVAE [36] predicts the spatial coordinates of the
atoms of the generated molecules, and optimizes
them to improve its structures.

Focusing on the Flow-based models,
GraphAF [39] combines the advantages of both
autoregressive and flow-based approaches in
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order to model the data density estimation,
while MolGrow [23] uses a hierarchical normal-
izing flow-based model for generating molecular
graphs. MoFlow [45] generates molecular graphs
by first generating bonds through a Glow based
model, then by generating atoms given bonds by
a novel graph conditional flow-based model.

Regarding the evaluation process adopted in
this work, we embrace the same testbed environ-
ment defined in [34] to compare our results with
many other state-of-the-art models objectively.

6 Experiments

Following [33, 34], we compared our RGCVAE
to several state-of-the-art Variational Autoen-
coder proposals considering different metrics on
two widely adopted datasets. Specifically, focusing
on the distribution learning task, for each model
we assessed the ability to reconstruct the input
molecules and the ability to generate new ones.

6.1 Experimental setup

Following [34], we evaluated our model on two
widely used datasets: QM9 [32, 35], which includes
∼134,000 organic molecules with at most 9 atoms,
and ZINC [15], which includes 250,000 drug-like
molecules with at most 38 atoms. More details on
the datasets are reported in Appendix A. We use
for each model the same training, validation and
test splits as in [34].

We considered the following metrics: (i) Recon-
struction that, given an input molecule and a set
of generated molecules, computes the percentage
of generated molecules that are equal to the one in
input. This is calculated on the test set ; (ii) Valid-
ity that, given a set of generated molecules, repre-
sents the percentage of them that is valid, i.e. that
represent actual molecules; (iii) Novelty that rep-
resents the percentage of generated molecules not
in the training set; (iv) Uniqueness that represents
(in percentage) the ability of the model to gener-
ate different molecules in output, and is computed
as the size of the unique set of valid generated
molecules divided by the total number of valid
generated molecules; (v) Diversity that measures
how much the generated molecules are different
from those in the training set (comparing ran-
domly selected substructures). (vi) Quantitative
Estimation Drug-likeness (QED) which indicates

in percentage how likely it is that the molecule
is a good candidate to become a drug. We used
this metric to evaluate the optimization proce-
dure. Reconstruction is computed on 5, 000 test
set molecules encoded and decoded 20 times, while
the other metrics are computed sampling 20, 000
points from the standard normal distribution and
decoding each point once.

Notice that in our model we deal with
molecules defined with stereochemistry informa-
tion, and for this reason, during the evaluation
of the Reconstruction metric, we always com-
pare the canonical SMILES representation. Some
works in literature compare graph representations
that do not contain such information or they clean
the SMILES representation before training/eval-
uation phase. We refer the reader to Section 7 to
more details.

The experiments on the QM9 dataset were per-
formed on a PC with an Intel(R) i9 9900k CPU, 32
GB of RAM and a Quadro RTX 4000 GPU with
8GB of memory. For the experiments on the ZINC
dataset we used a server with 2 Intel(R) Xeon(R)
E5-2650a CPUs, 160 GB of RAM and a Tesla T4
GPU with 15GB of memory. Regarding the model
selection process, we started from a model where
each neural network component of RGCVAE was
implemented as a linear transformation and then,
according to the obtained reconstruction error on
the validation set, we iteratively added hidden lay-
ers to each neural network. When adding depth to
the networks did not improve the reconstruction
metric anymore, we used a grid search to find the
best value for the λ1 parameter which controls the
importance of the Kullback–Leibler divergence in
the model loss. The network, as shown in Section
7, is sensitive with respect to this parameter that
trades off between reconstruction on one hand,
and uniqueness and novelty on the other hand.

Due to limitations in the available computa-
tional resources, we did not fine-tune the other
parameters. The results presented in this section
are computed on the test set with the best
model obtained in the model selection process.
More details on the model selection procedure are
reported in Appendix E.

The approaches proposed in literature are eval-
uated using different metrics and on different
datasets or variations of them.

For this reason, it was necessary to reproduce
the baseline results to calculate all the metrics in
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the datasets considered in this paper. For each
baseline model, we used the official code and set
the hyper-parameters to the values specified by
the authors. Consequentially, we have trained and
tested each baseline only on the datasets origi-
nally considered by the authors and adopted in
this work. In Appendix B, we report for a refer-
ence the results obtained by the baseline models
in the datasets considered in this paper that
where originally not considered by the authors,
while Appendix C presents results considering the
molecules properties.

6.2 Reconstruction and Generation

Table 2 and Table 3 report the average and stan-
dard deviation of the results obtained by the mod-
els on the QM9 and ZINC datasets, respectively 3.
Moreover, they report the computational time
required to perform one training epoch. In general,
all the metrics adopted in this work, capture dif-
ferent but important aspects of the molecule gen-
eration process. Ideally, a model should perform
well in all such metrics. Having even only one of
them very low indicates a strong limitation of such
model. In particular, VAE models usually trade-
off the capability of the model of reconstructing
the molecule in input with the capability of the
model of generating new valid, novel and useful
molecules. For instance, MOSES [29], that does
not adopt the reconstruction metric in its evalua-
tion process, presents very high validity, novelty,
and uniqueness values for Character VAE [13]
and AAE [18]. However, our evaluation of recon-
struction4 for the models released by MOSES’
authors returned values very close to zero for each
of these two models. In fact, authors report in
the official MOSES’s GitHub repository that the
obtained models suffer by the posterior collapse
problem. This means that the encoding process is
not contributing to the generation process, which
raises many doubts on how much the generated
molecules follow the training set distribution.

3Notice that distributions are skewed, which implies that it
is possible to obtain high average values with large standard
deviations.

4We implemented the reconstruction function and evaluated
it on the MOSES official code.

In our evaluation process, for each model,
we have used the official code and the hyper-
parameter values provided by the authors. How-
ever, we could not reproduce the 76.7% recon-
struction of the JTVAE model. Many users
pointed out bugs in the code, and they also
claimed not being able to achieve the values
reported in the original work. We thus consider
the results in the JTVAE paper not reproducible.

Considering our results, we notice that meth-
ods that are based on SMILES strings instead of
graphs (i.e. Character VAE, Grammar VAE and
Syntax Directed VAE) perform poorly. Specifi-
cally, the validity of the generated strings is very
low, i.e. the networks struggle to generate strings
that are valid SMILES. Thus, even though on
some metrics these models perform pretty well,
they are not well suited for the task of molecule
generation. Methods that use the graph repre-
sentation of molecules show higher performance.
Among them, our model (RGCVAE) presents
very good results in both the QM9 and ZINC
datasets. In particular, on the QM9 dataset, when
compared to the best baseline model (CCGVAE
considering all the metrics), RGCVAE improves
its Reconstruction by almost 39%. On the ZINC
dataset, RGCVAE reconstruction is 29.5% higher
than JTVAE (3% considering the original results
reported by the authors) and 55.5% higher than
CCGVAE. Notwithstanding the good Reconstruc-
tion results, RGCVAE also shows high values in
the Validity, Novelty, Uniqueness and Diversity
metrics on both the datasets. The only metric
where RGCVAE is not among the best performing
methods is the Uniqueness on the ZINC dataset,
which is lower compared to JTVAE and CCG-
VAE. We argue that this relatively low Uniqueness
value is a consequence of the well-formed latent
space of the model amenable to the high Recon-
struction value. In Section 7, we show that sac-
rificing the model Reconstruction capabilities the
model reaches higher Uniqueness values. Notice,
however, that both CCGVAE and JTVAE show
a much lower Diversity compared to RGCVAE,
which indicates that the generated molecules are
built with really (98.9% on ZINC) different sub-
structures than those that form the molecule’s
training set.

Concerning the computational efficiency, we
can observe that the models that use the SMILES
representation, i.e. the first three models in each
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Table 2 Average and standard deviation (where applicable) of different evaluation metrics on the QM9 datasets.

Model Reconstruction Validity Novelty Uniqueness Diversity Time

Graph VAE
13.6 80.1 45.6

88.1
66.2

01m
±34.3 ±32.4 ±49.8 ±28.0

Reg. GVAE
7.3 91.8 49.8

77.1
68.7

01m
±26.0 ±27.5 ±50.0 ±25.6

CGVAE
24.5 100 92.8

98.3
76.1

21m
±27.9 ±0 ±19.1 ±22.6

CCGVAE
55.4 100 88.5

93.2
79.2

1.5h
±49.7 ±0 ±31.9 ±22.0

RGCVAE (ours)
94.8 99.9 96.4

94
87.7

01m
±22.2 ±3.5 ±18.7 ±19.2

Table 3 Average and standard deviation (where applicable) of different evaluation metrics on the ZINC dataset.

Model Reconstruction Validity Novelty Uniqueness Diversity Time

Char. VAE
25.3 0.9 100

91.4
98.2

07m
±43.5 ±9.6 ±0 ±7.0

Gram. VAE
55.8 5.1 100

94.6
99.2

21m
±49.7 ±23.0 ±0 ±4.5

SD VAE
77.4 19.0 100 93.6

24m
±41.8 ±39.2 ±0

100
±18.5

JT VAE
50.2 99.6 99.9

99.7
33.0

55m
±50.0 ±6.35 ±1.2 ±21.78

CGVAE
0.4 100 100

99.9
66.0

15.5h
±5.9 ±0 ±0 ±22.8

CCGVAE
22.2 100 100

92.8
80.0

21.5h
±41.5 ±0 ±0 ±16.7

RGCVAE (ours)
79.7 99.9 100

61.1
98.9

12m
±40.2 ±1.2 ±0 ±5.0

table, tend to be faster to train than the ones
that use the molecular graph representation, i.e.
all the others. However, as stated before, their
predictive performances are generally low. The
high computational time and resources required
by some models for completing a training epoch,
e.g. CGVAE and CCGVAE, limits the number of
epochs that can be performed for training them
in a reasonable amount of time. This may hurt
their predictive performances. While Graph VAE,
Regularized GVAE

tend to be fast, Graph VAE and Regularized
GVAE present low Reconstruction and Novelty
values.

From these tables, we can notice that our pro-
posed RGCVAE model is among the fastest

methods. Overall, our proposed model is very effi-
cient while being at the-state-of-the-art in several
metrics.

6.3 Property Optimization

This task aims to optimizing molecules structures
towards desired properties. Following [17], start-
ing from a set of points sampled in the latent
space and an initial histogram of valences, the
optimization algorithm performs gradient ascent
moving the representations toward molecules that
maximizes the QED property, as described in
Section 3.3.

In Fig. 3, we present an example of QED
optimization on the ZINC dataset. Starting from
left, we can see the sampled molecule and the
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molecules obtained at each optimization time step.
We report the realQED values, from which we can
see that the model is able to improve the molecule
structure towards those that improve the QED
value.

7 Ablation Study

In this section, we present an ablation study to
validate the different components of RGCVAE.
Specifically, we analyze the impact on the predic-
tive performance of the atom encoding (different
choices are possible), of the Relational GIN over a
standard GIN and the R-GCN [37] in the encoder
(Section 3.1), and of the use of the histograms of
valence (Section 3.2).

In our work, we deal with molecules
that include the stereochemistry relative spa-
tial arrangement of atoms in the molecules. For
this reason, when the molecule is converted as
a graph representation, it is necessary to store,
learn, and predict these information to build back
the original molecule, otherwise sometimes it is
not possible to reconstruct the original molecule.
This makes the learning process more difficult.
Notice that many models in literature do not
consider this information, and they just compare
molecules using their graph representations or
SMILES strings [45], where the stereochemistry
information is removed, leading to higher Recon-
struction values than those reported in this work.
Moreover, this information is often only reported
in the code, not in the paper. In order to reach the
maximum Reconstruction value and do not occur
in low values due to the lack of information in
the molecule’s graph representation, we have con-
sidered three atom representations: 1. atom type,
e.g. “C” for carbon; 2. atom type, total valence
and formal charge, e.g. “C4(0)” for carbon atom
with total valence 4 and formal charge 0; 3. atom
type, total valence, formal charge, presence of chi-
ral property, e.g. “O3(1)0” for an oxygen atom
with valence 3, formal charge 1 and without the
chiral property.

Table 4 reports the minimum Reconstruction
error that is possible to achieve using these rep-
resentations on the two adopted datasets. It is
clear that the third representation is the one that
better captures the molecule structure informa-
tion (including the stereochemistry information).
In fact, the third representation provided the best

performance for our model. Moreover, we verified
the importance of using the Relational GIN in
the encoder, and the histograms in the decoding
procedure.

Table 5 reports the results obtained by differ-
ent versions of our model, including or not the
histogram of valences, the use of a standard GIN
network or a standard R-GCN network over the
novel Relational GIN for the encoder, and using
either representation 1 or 3, i.e. the simplest and
the most sophisticated representation.

We evaluated the effectiveness of the Rela-
tional GIN only on the best performing repre-
sentation 3. To make a fair comparison, we have
selected the model that has the higher Reconstruc-
tion value on the validation set among 200 epochs
for each dataset.

From tables it is evident that using the his-
togram of valences to condition the decoder
improves the model ability in both the reconstruc-
tion and the generation tasks. In fact, on the QM9
dataset, it improves the Reconstruction values by
∼7% when using representation 1, and above 8%
when using representation 3. A similar improve-
ment is observed also for the Uniqueness metric,
although in a reduced form for representation 1.
We can observe the same behaviour on the ZINC
dataset.

Notice that, using both representation 1 and
3, if the model does not use the histogram of
valences, the Uniqueness values are very low. We
argue that these improvements are due to the fact
that using the histogram of valences: (i) in recon-
struction, drives the generation process toward
molecules with a valence distribution closer to
the ones of the molecules in the training set; (ii)
in generation, drastically decreases the KL diver-
gence loss, which means that the latent space is
closer to the standard normal distribution, i.e.
the distribution from which the generated latent
representations are sampled.

From the results, it is also clear that the
Relational GIN dramatically improves the per-
formance over the versions using the standard
GIN and the R-GCN. Regarding the expressive-
ness of the different types of atom representation,
as it was expected, the results improve with atom
representation 3.

Finally, in Table 6 we report the results of
our model when changing value of the λ1 hyper-
parameter. As expected, increasing the value leads
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(i) 0.447 (ii) 0.497 (iii) 0.526 (iv) 0.583

Fig. 3 Example of QED-directed optimization performed in the model latent space trained on the ZINC dataset. (i) is the
initially sampled molecule, while (ii)-(iv) are the molecules obtained at each optimization step.

Table 4 Minimum reconstruction errors that is possible to achieve with different graph representations.

Representation Atom Valence Charge Chiral %QM9 %ZINC

1 " $ $ $ 22.83 72.32

2 " " " $ 1.70 63.08

3 " " " " 1.70 7.76

to lower values of Reconstruction while improving
in many cases the other metrics.

8 Conclusions and Future
Works

This paper introduced RGCVAE, a VAE deep
generative model for molecule generation. The
main features of RGCVAE are: (i) an improved
reconstruction error with respect to state-of-the-
art VAE models; (ii) a very efficient runtime, both
in training and in generation. These features are
obtained thanks to the novel contributions of this
paper, i.e. an extension of the GIN model for
relational data, RGIN, exploited during the encod-
ing phase, and a new and efficient decoder which
allows to effectively generate novel molecules. In
order to validate the usefulness of the differ-
ent information sources exploited by the model,
we have performed an ablation study that con-
firmed the goodness of the choices made. We
have compared our model results against several
VAE models in literature, considering many met-
rics on two widely adopted datasets. Results show
that RGCVAE perform state-of-the-art molecule
generation performance while being significantly
faster to train.

Future works will aim at improving the model
by understanding how to embed further knowl-
edge priors into both the encoder and decoder.
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Table 5 This table reports the ablation study results obtained by our RGCVAE model.

QM9 ZINC

Rep. Hist. Encoding Network Rec. Val. Nov. Uniq. Div. Rec. Val. Nov. Uniq. Div.

1 $ RGIN
68.8 100 77.9

84.1
69.95 20.11 99.9 100

1.9
100

±46.3 ±0 ±41.5 ±27.6 ±40.1 ±1.7 ±0 ±0.1

1 " RGIN
76.2 99.9 95.8

90.4
87.7 27.1 97.0 100

90.3
96.5

±42.6 ±3.2 ±20.1 ±19.4 ±44.5 ±17.0 ±0 ±9.2

3 $ RGIN
85.9 100 78.1

83.9
69.6 47.4 100 100

2.4
100

±34.8 ±0 ±41.4 ±28.2 ±49.9 ±0 ±0 ±0

3 " RGIN
94.8 99.9 96.36

94.0
87.7 79.7 99.9 100

61.1
98.9

±22.21 ±3.5 ±18.7 ±19.2 ±40.2 ±1.2 ±0 ±4.98

3 " GIN
41.6 99.3 94.1

87.2
87.47 54.0 100 100

42.2
99.8

±49.3 ±8.5 ±23.5 ±19.9 ±49.8 ±0 ±0 ±2.14

3 " R-GCN
86.0 99.8 95.5

89.1
88.5 64.9 100 100

81.53
96.44

±34.7 ±4.1 ±20.76 ±19.41 ±47.7 ±0 ±0 ±9.41
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Table 6 This table reports the ablation study results obtained by our RGCVAE model as the λ1

hyper-parameter value changes.

QM9 ZINC

λ1 Rec. Val. Nov. Uniq. Div. Rec. Val. Nov. Uniq. Div.

0.01
96.5 99.5 95.4

90.9
79.9 79.7 99.9 100

61.1
98.9

±18.3 ±7.9 ±20.9 ±23.2 ±40.2 ±1.2 ±0 ±5.0

0.05
94.8 99.9 96.4

94.0
87.7 62.2 99.9 100

99.8
92.9

±22.2 ±3.5 ±18.7 ±19.2 ±48.5 ±1.9 ±0 ±13.0

0.1
93.3 99.9 97.1

95.2
90.4 55.62 99.9 100

86.5
97.9

±25.0 ±3.0 ±16.7 ±17.4 ±49.7 ±0.7 ±0 ±7.0

0.2
83.5 99.9 96.6

87.3
93.0 40.0 99.9 100

99.9
94.9

±37.18 ±3.4 ±18.2 ±15.2 ±49.0 ±1.0 ±0 ±10.2
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Appendix A

A.1 Dataset Details

As presented in the main article, Table A1 syn-
thetically reports the main characteristics of the
QM9 and ZINC datasets used for the evaluations.
Both use the same number of bond types, but they
differ in the number of atom types, i.e. 4 for QM9
and 9 for ZINC, and atom per molecules, i.e. at
maximum 9 for QM9 and 38 for ZINC.
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Table A1 Statistics about the QM9 and ZINC datasets.

Dataset #Molecules #Atoms #Atom Types #Bond Types

QM9 134K 9 4 3

ZINC 250K 38 9 3

Appendix B

B.1 Model Results

As explained in the main document, very often the
models in the literature do not use all the same
datasets and metrics considered in this work, and
for this reason, it was necessary to reproduce the
baseline results to calculate all the metrics. For
each model, we always used the official code with
the hyper-parameters specified by the authors to
reproduce the baselines’ results. In Table B2 we
have reported all the results obtained also in the
datasets not originally considered by the authors.
Notice that we did not perform an extensive
hyper-parameter search in these new datasets.

Appendix C

C.1 Evaluating Molecule

Properties

We have performed additional evaluations on
the presented RGCVAE. Specifically, we have
explored the properties of the molecules gener-
ated by the model as done for [33, 34] using some
common metrics used in this area of research:
1. Natural Product (NP) which indicates how

much the generated molecules structural
space is similar to the one covered by natural
products [12];

2. Solubility (Sol.) which indicates how much
a molecule is soluble in water, an important
property for drugs;

3. Synthetic Accessibility Score (SAS) which
represents how easy (0) or difficult (100) it is
to synthesize a molecule;

4. Quantitative Estimation Drug-likeness
(QED) which indicates in percentage how
likely it is that the molecule is a good
candidate to become a drug.

We report the results about our experiments
in Table C3. The table reports the evaluations of
the properties and the number of epochs used for
the training of each model. Moreover, the last row

reports the average values of the properties for
each dataset.

On the QM9 dataset, the properties evaluation
performed on the molecules generated by RGC-
VAE returned results close to those calculated on
the dataset, supporting again the fact that our
model does learn well the probably distributions
of the input dataset molecules. When considering
the ZINC dataset, RGCVAE still shows good val-
ues according to those calculated on the dataset.
NP and QED are far from the values exhibited
by the molecule in the dataset, probably because
of the high Diversity of its generated molecules
(see Table 1 in the main paper). Since our model
generates structures very dissimilar from the ones
in training, the generated molecules are dissimi-
lar also in their properties. This behavior can be
adjusted reducing the expressiveness of the model.
We will explore this aspect in future works.

Table C4 follows the format of Table C3,
reporting the property metrics results obtained in
the ablation study, using either representation 1
or 3.

For the sake of interpretability, we report in
the first column of the table the numerical ids
corresponding to the three atoms representations:
1. atom type, e.g. “C” for carbon;
2. atom type, total valence and formal charge,

e.g. “C4(0)” for carbon atom with total
valence 4 and formal charge 0.

3. atom type, total valence, formal charge, pres-
ence of chiral property e.g. “O3(1)0” for
an oxygen atom with total valence 3, formal
charge 1 and without the chiral property.

It is interesting to notice that the use of the
histogram of valences drives the generation of
molecules towards those that are simpler to syn-
thesize (lower SAS) and it increases Reconstruc-
tion, Novelty and Uniqueness (see Table 3 in the
main paper). However, it seems that the use of
histograms slightly decrease QED values.

We report the molecules’ properties results
of our model as the λ1 hyper-parameter values
changes in Table C5. From these results, we can
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Table B2 Average and standard deviation (where applicable) of different evaluation metrics on the QM9 and ZINC data-sets. The symbols ’‡’ and
’†’ denote models where we used values for the hyper-parameters tuned by the authors. Specifically, ’‡’ refers to the QM9 dataset, while ’†’ refers to
the ZINC dataset.

QM9 dataset ZINC dataset

Model Rec. Val. Nov. Uniq. Div. Time Rec. Val. Nov. Uniq. Div. Time

Char. VAE† 49.9 5.9 92.2
94.8

91.3
02m

25.3 0.9 100
91.4

98.2
07m

±50.0 ±23.5 ±26.8 ±18.9 ±43.5 ±9.6 ±0 ±7.0

Gram. VAE† 86.2 12.6 84.0
59.3

98.7
07m

55.8 5.1 100
94.6

99.2
21m

±34.5 ±33.2 ±36.7 ±6.7 ±49.7 ±23.0 ±0 ±4.5

SD VAE† 97.5 16.0 100 99.6
04m

77.4 19.0 100 93.6
24m

±16.0 ±36.7 ±0
100

±1.1 ±41.8 ±39.2 ±0
100

±18.5

Graph VAE‡ 13.6 80.1 45.6
88.1

66.2
01m

0.3 62.6 100 71.5
18m

±34.3 ±32.4 ±49.8 ±28.0 ±4.6 ±48.4 ±0
100

±25.4

Reg. GVAE‡ 7.3 91.8 49.8
77.1

68.7
01m

0.0 86.5 100
90.3

97.9
19m

±26.0 ±27.5 ±50.0 ±25.6 ±0.8 ±34.2 ±0 ±7.0

JT VAE† 23.7 99.9 87.7
89.5

60.9
1.7h

50.2 99.6 99.9
99.7

33.0
55m

±42.5 ±2.7 ±32.8 ±29.5 ±50.0 ±6.35 ±1.2 ±21.78

CGVAE‡, † 24.5 100 92.8
98.3

76.1
21m

0.4 100 100
99.9

66.0
15.5h

±27.9 ±0 ±19.1 ±22.6 ±5.9 ±0 ±0 ±22.8

CCGVAE‡, † 55.4 100 88.5
93.2

79.2
1.5h

22.2 100 100
92.8

80.0
21.5h

±49.7 ±0 ±31.9 ±22.0 ±41.5 ±0 ±0 ±16.7

RGCVAE (ours)
94.8 99.9 96.4

94
87.7

01m
79.7 99.9 100

61.1
98.9

12m
±22.2 ±3.5 ±18.7 ±19.2 ±40.2 ±1.2 ±0 ±5.0
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Table C3 Average and standard deviation (where applicable) of different evaluation metrics on the QM9 and
ZINC data-sets. The symbols ’‡’ and ’†’ denote models where we used values for the hyper-parameters tuned by
the authors. Specifically, ’‡’ refers to the QM9 dataset, while ’†’ refers to the ZINC dataset.

Model trained on QM9 ↑%NP ↑%Sol. ↓%SAS ↑%QED T.*Epoch N.Epochs

Character VAE
88.79 46.55 29.10 30.02

00h:02m 100
±11.74 ±32.71 ±28.52 ±19.55

Grammar VAE
83.34 35.85 52.3 35.18

00h:07m 100
±15.45 ±19.46 ±31.63 ±11.53

Syntax Directed VAE
88.89 26.2 14.65 31.37

00h:04m 500
±10.64 ±22.26 ±35.15 ±11.18

Graph VAE‡ 94.71 35.92 29.72 48.25
00h:01m 200

±10.82 ±13.49 ±28.27 ±9.53

Regularized GVAE‡ 95.77 39.38 30.58 48.79
00h:01m 150

±9.26 ±14.52 ±24.69 ±7.83

Junction Tree VAE
90.77 27.25 19.62 46.89

01h:40m 10
±16.00 ±13.17 ±21.18 ±7.73

CGVAE‡ 93.80 28.62 10.28 47.91
00h:21m 10

±5.62 ±12.38 ±16.11 ±7.04

CCGVAE‡ 96.13 35.58 17.08 46.62
01h:30m 10

±8.64 ±11.91 ±22.96 ±7.51

RGCVAE (ours)
86.93 25.4 11.17 40.92

00h:01m 200
±13.68 ±14.03 ±20.34 ±9.55

88.52 27.91 21.86 46.12
QM9 Properties’ Scores

±17.75 ±13.76 ±22.88 ±7.76

Model trained on ZINC ↑%NP ↑%Sol. ↓%SAS ↑%QED T.*Epoch N.Epochs

Character VAE† 80.82 29.60 31.11 38.70
00h:07m 100

±12.83 ±17.60 ±30.14 ±10.63

Grammar VAE† 80.99 50.24 26.75 25.42
00h:21m 100

±11.40 ±33.65 ±33.14 ±14.91

Syntax Directed VAE† 77.84 55.94 14.46 39.45
00h:24m 500

±19.76 ±27.51 ±24.14 ±20.98

Graph VAE
90.68 80.79 28.07 45.96

00h:18m 400
±11.71 ±17.33 ±20.14 ±18.69

Regularized GVAE
95.88 94.42 44.64 34.41

00h:19m 300
±6.84 ±9.61 ±25.14 ±13.26

Junction Tree VAE† 52.20 48.06 44.74 75.05
07h:55m 10

±17.12 ±18.48 ±24.39 ±13.40

CGVAE† 81.38 57.76 16.25 65.14
15h:30m 3

±15.98 ±20.04 ±21.63 ±16.39

CCGVAE† 94.28 63.54 19.95 52.41
21h:30m 3

±10.08 ±20.11 ±23.10 ±16.52

RGCVAE (ours)
86.62 40.74 36.59 43.01

00h:12m 200
±13.13 ±12.37 ±32.22 ±7.56

42.08 56.11 55.95 73.18
ZINC Properties’ Scores

±18.37 ±17.44 ±22.90 ±13.86
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Table C4 This table presents the ablation study results obtained by RGCVAE model. Notation and format are the same used in Table C3

QM9 ZINC

Atom Rep. Hist. Encoding Network ↑%NP ↑%Sol. ↓%SAS ↑%QED ↑%NP ↑%Sol. ↓%SAS ↑%QED

1 $ RGIN
94.09 34.66 28.48 46.93 78.43 32.77 51.89 37.41
±10.49 ±13.31 ±28.58 ±7.07 ±7.87 ±8.54 ±27.15 ±2.39

1 " RGIN
85.07 29.57 17.65 42.36 93.05 42.69 21.15 46.93
±14.57 ±12.78 ±23.61 ±9.66 ±10.77 ±14.56 ±25.66 ±9.93

3 $ RGIN
94.30 31.48 25.13 45.25 78.27 33.0 49.78 37.21
±9.63 ±14.87 ±28.88 ±7.75 ±8.01 ±8.65 ±28.21 ±2.43

3 " RGIN
86.93 25.40 11.17 40.92 86.62 40.74 36.59 43.01
±3.53 ±14.03 ±20.34 ±9.55 ±13.13 ±12.37 ±32.33 ±7.56

3 " GIN
91.48 26.77 16.25 41.77 83.6 41.21 36.91 42.46
±11.32 ±13.81 ±24.26 ±8.49 ±11.46 ±10.92 ±34.96 ±6.98

3 " RGCNC
85.30 29.16 16.85 41.28 90.54 41.04 26.01 45.24
±14.31 ±13.60 ±23.26 ±9.60 ±11.37 ±14.27 ±29.85 ±9.68

88.52 27.91 21.86 46.12 42.08 56.11 55.95 73.18
Properties’ Scores

±17.75 ±13.76 ±22.88 ±7.76 ±18.37 ±17.44 ±22.90 ±13.86
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Table C5 This table presents the ablation study results obtained by RGCVAE model. Notation and format are the same
used in Table C3

QM9 ZINC

λ1 ↑%NP ↑%Sol. ↓%SAS ↑%QED ↑%NP ↑%Sol. ↓%SAS ↑%QED

0.01
91.47 28.58 13.07 42.74 86.62 40.74 36.59 43.01

±11.87 ±13.77 ±21.33 ±8.94 ±13.13 ±12.37 ±32.22 ±7.56

0.05
86.93 25.04 11.17 40.92 92.72 44.53 6.16 43.22

±13.68 ±14.03 ±20.34 ±9.55 ±9.21 ±18.12 ±14.83 ±13.43

0.1
84.27 25.75 11.77 40.12 87.51 45.79 18.69 42.36

±14.1 ±13.67 ±20.02 ±10.08 ±11.72 ±16.13 ±26.78 ±10.92

0.2
78.67 29.49 17.85 40.57 88.68 47.82 4.03 39.82

±14.87 ±14.19 ±23.09 ±10.08 ±10.2 ±19.31 ±12.79 ±14.69

88.52 27.91 21.86 46.12 42.08 56.11 55.95 73.18
Properties’ Scores

±17.75 ±13.76 ±22.88 ±7.76 ±18.37 ±17.44 ±22.90 ±13.86

see that in both QM9 and ZINC datasets, the
QED values tends to decrease as the λ1 hyper-
parameter values increase.

Appendix D

D.1 Implementation Details

In the following, we report the implementation
details of our model. When it is not explicitly indi-
cated, all the neural networks use the leaky ReLU
activation function.

D.2 Encoder

In our implemented model we used the following
values for the encoder parameters: K = 5, sh =
70, slt = 70, dp = 1, ǫ(k) = 0 ∀k ∈ [1,K].

Moreover, MLP
(k)
Φe(u,v)

is implemented as a

linear layer followed by leaky ReLU, MLP(k) is
a multi-layer perceptron5 (MLP) with only one
hidden layer and batch normalization before the
leaky ReLU activation, while MLPµ and MLPΣ

are feed-forward neural networks with leaky ReLU
activation. In particular, MLPΣ clamps the acti-
vation to be at maximum 2.5.

D.3 Decoder

As explained in the main paper, we adopted
the procedure provided in [33], where the atom
type assignment process is conditioned by the

5It preserves the input dimension.

previously assigned atom types. Let αu
0 be the

histogram where all the valences are 0, and
t ∈ {1, . . . ,m}, then each atom type τt is predicted
according to the following equations:

αd
t = αt−1 −αu

t−1, (D1)

et = K(zt,α
d
t ,α

u
t−1), (D2)

rt = Concat(zt, et), (D3)

τt = Sampletype(F (rt),α
d
t ), (D4)

αu
t = Update(τt,α

u
t−1), (D5)

αt = Sampledistr(H,αu
t ), (D6)

where αd
t is the difference histogram, αu

t is
the updated histogram, K(zt,α

d
t ,α

u
t ) is a func-

tion that maps the inputs to a new represen-
tation et, Concat(zt, et) is the concatenation
function, F (rt) is a function that computes
a probability distribution on the atom types,
Sampletype(F (rt),α

d
t ) samples the atom type

from the probabilities computed by F masking all
the atoms whose valences have a zero-value in the
histogram αd

t . Update(τt,α
u
t ) is a function that

updates the histogram αu
t with the valence of the

sampled Sampledistr(H,αu
t ): at training time this

function returns the histogram αv
0 . At generation

time, it samples from H a new histogram αt+1

with at least m atoms, such that αu
t is compati-

ble with αt+1. Notice that in our implementation,
in generation we have kept the same training
behaviour for the function Sampledistr(H,αu

t ).
In our atom decoding implementation, the

function K is a linear transformation followed by



Article Title 25

a tanh activation function, F is an MLP with one
hidden layer of the same size of the input and leaky
ReLU as activation function, and Sn = 120.

We apply a batch normalization layer to all
the nodes representation at the end of the atoms
decoding.

Regarding the edge decoding implementation,
we use the following parameter values: dim(sv) =
190 and dim(φ(u,v)) = 570. C and L are imple-
mented as two MLP networks with two hidden
layers of dimension 590 and 190, respectively, and
leaky ReLU as activation function. In particular,
C uses the sigmoid activation as last activation
function, while L uses softmax activation function
in output.

D.4 Optimization

The optimization function F is implemented as a
feed-forward neural network without hidden layers
and with Leaky ReLU activation function. Q1

p and
Q2

p are both feed-forward networks without hidden
layers for each p ∈ Θp. Regarding the optimization
search on ZINC, we set the gradient ascent step
to 0.01, we always fix the histogram α0 for each
node decoding iteration and we use the softmax

function to predict the type of edges and nodes.

Appendix E

E.1 Hyper-parameter Optimization

We performed a grid search on the λ1

hyper-parameter with the following values:
{0.2, 0.1, 0.05, 0.01} for both QM9, and ZINC
datasets. Specifically, we have noticed that the
reconstruction performance of the model increases
with low λ1 values, but at the same time, unique-
ness and novelty decrease. The opposite behavior
has been observed for values of λ1 close to 1.

We did not tune the hyper-parameter λ2

that we fix at 10, while we selected the learn-
ing rate from the following set of values:
{0.005, 0.001, 0.0005}. The batch size is fixed at
100 for both datasets, while the maximum training
epochs are 200 for ZINC and 300 for QM9, respec-
tively. We have obtained the best performance in
the validation set using λ1 = 0.05, λ2 = 10, and
0.001 as learning rate for QM9, and λ1 = 0.001,
λ2 = 10, and 0.001 as learning rate for ZINC.

During the generation of new molecules, we
sample the atoms and bonds according to the pre-
dicted probabilities, while during reconstruction
of an input molecule, we have used the argmax

function on the returned probabilities.

E.2 Qualitative Examples

We report in Fig. E1 some qualitative examples
obtained in generation on the ZINC dataset.
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Fig. E1 Examples of generated molecules.
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