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Abstract
Recent advancements in deep learning-based modeling of molecules promise
to accelerate in silico drug discovery. A plethora of generative models is
available, building molecules either atom-by-atom and bond-by-bond or fragmentby-fragment. However, many drug discovery projects require a fixed scaffold to
be present in the generated molecule, and incorporating that constraint has only
recently been explored. In this work, we propose a new graph-based model that
naturally supports scaffolds as initial seed of the generative procedure, which is
possible because our model is not conditioned on the generation history. At the
same time, our generation procedure can flexibly choose between adding individual
atoms and entire fragments. We show that training using a randomized generation
order is necessary for good performance when extending scaffolds, and that the
results are further improved by increasing the fragment vocabulary size. Our model
pushes the state-of-the-art of graph-based molecule generation, while being an
order of magnitude faster to train and sample from than existing approaches.

1

Introduction

The problem of in silico drug discovery requires navigating a vast chemical space in order to find
molecules of interest that satisfy various constraints on their properties and structure. This poses
challenges well beyond those solvable by brute-force search, leading to the development of more
sophisticated approaches. Recently, deep learning models are becoming an increasingly popular
choice, because they can learn a distribution over drug-like molecules from raw data.
While early generative models of molecules relied on the textual SMILES representation and reused
architectures from natural language processing [2, 15, 44, 46], many recent approaches are built
around molecular graphs [4, 7, 12, 16, 17, 27, 29, 45]. Compared to SMILES-based methods, graphbased models that employ a sequential generator enjoy perfect validity of generated molecules, as
they can enforce hard chemical constraints such as valence during generation.
However, even if a molecule does not violate valence constraints, it is merely a sign of syntactic
validity; the molecule can still be semantically incorrect by containing unstable or unsynthesisable
substructures. Intermediate states during atom-by-atom generation may contain atypical chemical
fragments, such as alternating bond patterns corresponding to unfinished aromatic rings [16].
Therefore, some works [16, 17, 38] propose data-driven methods to mine common molecular
fragments – referred to as motifs – which can be used to build molecules fragment-by-fragment
instead of atom-by-atom. When motifs are employed, most partial molecules during generation are
semantically sensible, since they do not contain half-built structures such as partial rings.
Preprint. Correspondence to krzysztof.maziarz@microsoft.com.

A common additional constraint in drug discovery projects is the inclusion of a predefined subgraph,
called a scaffold [42, 43]. Generating molecules that contain a given scaffold can be approached by
drawing many samples and discarding those that do not contain it – while simple, this method is
not scalable, as the number of samples required may grow exponentially with scaffold size. Instead,
recent models can generate molecules that are bound to contain a given scaffold [3, 22, 24, 28].
Extending a generative model to perform
scaffold-based generation is often non-trivial.
Ideally, one would train the model without
explicitly considering scaffolds, and then
constrain the decoding to contain the scaffold
with certainty. This is possible for models
equipped with a sequential graph decoder, which
can be initialized with a scaffold as the starting
partial graph. For this to be feasible, the model
(a) should be trained with a broad range of
generation orders, so that possible scaffolds
naturally occur as partial graphs encountered
during training, and (b) cannot be fully auto- Figure 1: Overview of how an example molecule
regressive by depending on generation history, (top left) is processed, conditioned on the motif
for example by passing along recurrent state, vocabulary (bottom left) to make the motif
as such state is not available if generation is information readily available at the atom level
initialized with a scaffold1 . Current state-of-the- (right). Each atom is associated with a feature
art fragment-based models [16, 17] cannot be vector, which consists of atom features (bottom
initialized with a scaffold, as they violate (a) part) and a motif embedding (top part).
by relying on a deterministic generation order;
some [16] also break (b) by using gated recurrent units (GRUs) [10] which contain recurrent state.
In this work we make the following contributions:
• In Section 3, we present MoLeR, a new graph-based generative model that can start from arbitrary
scaffolds and utilizes motifs. In contrast to prior work [16, 17], our model can generate arbitrary
structures atom-by-atom, removing the need for a motif vocabulary covering all useful rings.
• We show experimentally in Section 4 that MoLeR (a) is able learn to generate molecules matching
the distribution of the training data (b) can be constrained to generate only molecules that contain
a given fixed scaffold, matching the training data distribution otherwise (c) is faster in training
and inference than baseline methods (d) together with an off-the-shelf optimization method
(MSO [47]) can be used for molecular optimization tasks, matching the state of the art methods
in unconstrained optimization, and out-performing them on scaffold-constrained tasks.
• We also perform experiments in Section 4 to analyze two design decisions that are understudied
in the literature: the choice of the generation order and the size of the motif vocabulary. Our
results show how varying these two parameters affects model performance.
We refer to the family of proposed models as the MoLeR models, since in contrast to HierVAE [17]
the next decoding step is conditioned on the current partial graph through a single Molecule-Level
Representation. The motif information is made available at the atom level, and can inform all message
passing steps; we schematically show this in Figure 1 and explain in detail in Section 3.1.

2

Background: Graph Neural Networks

We represent a molecule as a graph G = (V, E), where vertices V are atoms, and edges E are
(i)
bonds. Each node v ∈ V is associated with an initial node feature vector hv . Each edge may also
be annotated with extra features such as the bond type. Models acting on molecular graphs often
propagate information using a Graph Neural Network (GNN) [20, 26]. The network is initialized
(i)
with starting node representations {h0v : v ∈ V}; in our case, we set these to linear projections of hv .
1

One could side-step (b) by running through a teacher-forced order to obtain the recurrent state, but the exact
way the scaffold is traversed may bias subsequent generation.
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Each GNN layer propagates node representations {htv : v ∈ V} to compute {ht+1
: v ∈ V} using
v
message passing [14]:
ht+1
= f (htv , a({ml (htv , htu ) : (v, l, u) ∈ E}))
v
where ml computes the message between two nodes connected by an edge of type l, a aggregates the
messages received by a given node, and f computes the new node representation. A common choice
is to use a linear layer for ml , a pointwise sum for a, and a GRU update for f [26], but many other
variants exist [11]. After L layers of message passing we obtain final representations {hL
v : v ∈ V},
with hL
v summarizing the L-hop neighborhood of v. These representations can be pooled to form a
graph-level representation by using any permutation-invariant aggregator, such as a weighted sum.

3

Our Approach

3.1

Molecule Representation

Motifs Training our model relies on a set of fragments M – called the motif vocabulary – which
we infer directly from data. For each training molecule, we decompose it into fragments by breaking
some of the bonds; as breaking rings is chemically challenging, we only consider acyclic bonds, i.e.
bonds that do not lie on a cycle. We break all acyclic bonds adjacent to a cycle (i.e. at least one
endpoint lies on a cycle), as that separates the molecule into cyclic substructures, such as ring systems,
and acyclic substructures, such as functional groups. We then aggregate the resulting fragments over
the entire training set, and define M as the n most common motifs, where n is a hyperparameter.
Having selected M, we pre-process molecules (both for training and inference) by noting which
atoms are covered by motifs belonging to the vocabulary. This is done by applying the same bond
breaking procedure as used for motif vocabulary extraction. During generation, each group of atoms
that make up a motif is generated in one step, while remaining atoms and bonds are generated
one-by-one. This means that MoLeR has the flexibility to generate an arbitrary structure, such as an
unusual ring, even if it does not commonly appear in training data2 .
Finally, note that in contrast to HierVAE [17], we do not decompose ring systems into individual rings.
This means that our motifs are atom-disjoint, while HierVAE allows them to intersect. Consequently,
we do not need to model a motif-specific attachment point vocabulary, as attaching a motif to a partial
graph requires adding only a single bond, and thus there is only one attachment point.
(i)

Atom Features Initial node representations hv are chosen as chemically relevant features [33],
both describing the atom (type, charge, mass, valence, and isotope information) and its local
neighborhood (aromaticity and presence of rings). These features can be readily extracted using the
(i)
RDKit library [21]. Additionally, for atoms that are part of a motif, we concatenate hv with the
motif embedding; for the other atoms we use a special embedding vector to signify the lack of a
motif. We show this in Figure 1. Motif embeddings are learned end-to-end with the rest of the model.
3.2

Molecule Generation Orders

Our model generates molecules by alternating between adding motifs or single atoms and creating
bonds. A single molecule may be generated in a variety of different orders. To define a concrete
generation sequence, we first choose a starting atom, and then for every partial molecule choose the
next atom from its frontier, i.e. atoms adjacent to already generated atoms. After each choice, if the
currently selected atom is part of a motif, we add the entire motif into the partial graph at once. We
formalize this concept as pseudocode in Algorithm 1.
Our formalism permits a variety of orders; in this work, we evaluate orders that are commonly used
in the literature: random, where ValidFirstAtoms returns all atoms and ValidNextAtoms all atoms on
the frontier on the current partial graph, which covers all valid generation orders; canonical, which is
fully deterministic and follows a canonical ordering [41] of the atoms computed using RDKit; and
two variants of breadth-first search (BFS), where we choose the first atom either randomly or as
the first atom in canonical order, and then explore the remaining atoms in BFS order, breaking ties
between equidistant next nodes randomly.
2

In contrast to Jin et al. [16, 17] we do not assume M covers all useful cycles, so setting M = ∅ is valid.
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3.3

The MoLeR Decoder

We model the generation of a target molecule x Algorithm 1 Determining a generation order
given a conditioning input vector z in a partially
Input: Target molecule x, partial mapping A
auto-regressive manner. The current state of
from atoms to motifs that cover them
generation is characterized by a pair (gi , vi ),
t ← 0, V0 ← ∅
where gi ⊆ x is a partial graph of nodes Vi ⊆ V,
while |Vt | < |x| do . Not all atoms visited
and vi ∈ Vi ∪ {⊥} is either a focus node selected
if t = 0 then
in gi or a symbol ⊥ to signal the lack of focus
ct ← ValidFirstAtoms(x)
node. If the state has a focus node vi , it means we
else
are currently generating new edges from vi to the
ct ← ValidNextAtoms(Vt , x)
rest of gi . Once the network predicts that no more
at ∼ U(ct )
. Sample at uniformly
edges should be added, we move to a state with
if at is covered by A then
vi+1 = ⊥, where either a new node is added or
V+ ← A(at ) . Add an entire motif
generation halts.
else
V+ ← {at }
. Add a single atom
At each step i, our decoder first processes (gi , vi )
using a GNN to obtain high-level features hv for
Vt+1 ← Vt ∪ V+
each atom in Vi and an aggregated graph-level
t←t+1
feature vector hmol . It can then take one of three
actions to transition to the next generation state.
Node Prediction If vi = ⊥, the decoder chooses the next atom or motif to add to gi (or that no
more nodes should be added) using a learnable subnetwork fnode (z, hmol ) that predicts logits over
the vocabulary of atoms and motifs.
Motif Attachment Prediction If next node prediction adds a motif A, the decoder next predicts
one of the atoms in the motif as the next focus node. For this we use a learnable scoring subnetwork
fatt (z, hmol , ha ) on each newly added a ∈ A. As motifs are often highly symmetric, we determine
the symmetries using RDKit and only consider one atom per equivalence class.
Bond Prediction If vi 6= ⊥, the decoder predicts new bonds from vi using a scoring subnetwork
fbond (z, hmol , hvi , hu ) on all potential neighbors u ∈ Vi of vi . Similarly to Liu et al. [29], we
employ valence checks to mask out bonds that would lead to chemically invalid molecules. Moreover,
if vi was selected as an attachment point in a motif, we mask out edges to other atoms in the same
motif; for example, if the motif is a ring, we disallow extending it with extra chords.
We implement fnode , fatt and fbond as MLPs. For more details about the architecture see Appendix A.
During training, we use a softmax over the candidates considered by each subnetwork to obtain a
probability distribution. As for many generation orders there are several correct next actions (e.g.,
many atoms could be added next), during training, we use a multi-hot objective that encourages the
model to learn a uniform distribution over all correct choices.
Finally, using p(ai | z, si ) to denote the probability of choosing an action ai at step i of a generation
sequence (∅, ⊥) = s0 , s1 , · · · , sk = (x, ⊥) of a molecule
x using actions a0 , · · · , ak , the probability
Q
of generating x is decomposed as pφ (x | z) = i p(ai | z, si ). Note that the distribution over
next actions ai is conditioned only on the input z and the current partial graph gi . Our decoding is
therefore not fully auto-regressive, as there is no direct dependence of ai on a<i (in particular, this
marginalizes over all different generation sequences yielding the partial graph gi ).
3.4

Training MoLeR

MoLeR is trained in the autoencoder paradigm, and so we extend our decoder from above with an
encoder that computes a single representation for the entire molecule. This encoder GNN operates
directly on the full molecular graph, but is motif-aware through the motif annotations included in
the atom features. These annotations are deterministic functions of the input molecule, and thus
in principle could be learned by the GNN itself, but we found them to be crucial to achieve good
performance. Our model is agnostic to the concrete GNN type; in practice, we use a simple yet
expressive GNN-MLP layer, which computes messages for each edge by passing the states of its
endpoints through an MLP. Similar to Brockschmidt [8], we found that this approach outperforms
commonly used GNN layers such as GCN [20] or GIN [49].
4

We train our overall model to optimize a standard VAE loss [19] with several minor modifications,
resulting in the linear combination λprior · Lprior (x) + Lrec (x) + λprop · Lprop (x). The weights
λprior and λprop are hyperparameters that we tuned empirically. We now elaborate on each of these
loss components.
We define Lprior (x) = −DKL (qθ (z | x)||p(z)), where p(z) is a multivariate Gaussian; as discussed
above, the encoder qθ is implemented as a GNN followed by two heads used to parameterize the
mean and the standard deviation of the latent code z. We found that choosing λprior < 1 and using a
sigmoid annealing schedule [6] was required to make the training stable.
Following our decoder definition above, the reconstruction term Lrec could be written as a sum over
the log probabilities of each action. However, we instead rewrite this term as an expectation with the
step chosen uniformly over the entire generation:
Lrec (x) = Ez∼qθ (z|x) Ei∼U log p(ai | z, si )

(1)

This rewriting makes it explicit that different generation steps for a fixed input molecule do not
depend on each other. This enables two improvements: parallel training on all generation steps at
once, and subsampling the generation steps (i.e. using only a subset of steps per input molecule) to
get a wider variety of molecules within each batch. These enhancements improve training speed and
robustness, and are feasible precisely because our model does not depend on history.
Finally, following prior works [15, 25, 46], we use Lprop (x) to ensure that chemical properties can
be accurately predicted from the latent encoding of a molecule. Concretely, we use an MLP regressor
on top of the sampled latent code z to predict molecular weight, synthetic accessibility (SA) score,
and octanol-water partition coefficient (logP), using MSE on these values as objective. We found that
choosing the weight λprop of this objective to be smaller than 0.1 was necessary to avoid the decoder
ignoring the latent code z. All of these properties can be readily computed from the input molecule x
using the RDKit library, and hence do not require additional annotations in the training data. Note
that due to the inherent stochasticity in the VAE encoding process, obtaining a low value of Lprop is
only possible if the latent space learned by qθ is smooth with respect to the predicted properties.

4

Experiments

Setup We use training data from GuacaMol [9], which released a curated set of ≈1.5M drug-like
molecules, divided into train, validation and test sets. We train MoLeR on the GuacaMol training
set, using the validation set loss as the criterion for early stopping. We construct graph batches so
that the total number of nodes per batch does not exceed 25k. After early stopping is triggered, we
use the single best checkpoint selected based on validation loss to evaluate on downstream tasks.
Moreover, as discussed above, we found that subsampling generation sequence steps to use only
half of the steps per molecule tends to speed up convergence and leads to a lower final loss, as it
yields more variety within each batch. Therefore, we subsample generation steps for all MoLeR
experiments unless noted otherwise. For molecular optimization, we pair MoLeR with Molecular
Swarm Optimization (MSO) [47], which is a black-box latent space optimization method that was
shown to achieve state-of-the-art performance. For more details on the training routine, experimental
setup, and hyperparameters, see Appendix B. We show samples from the model’s prior in Appendix C.
Baselines As baselines, we consider three established graph-based generative models: CGVAE [29],
JT-VAE [16], and HierVAE [17]. Since the publicly released code of Liu et al. [29] does not scale
to datasets as large as GuacaMol, for the sake of a fair comparison we re-implemented CGVAE
following the released code to make it more efficient. For JT-VAE, we used the open-source code,
but implemented multithreaded decoding, which made sampling 8x faster. For HierVAE, we used the
released code with no changes. Due to the high cost of training JT-VAE and HierVAE, we did not
tune their hyperparameters and instead used the default values.
4.1

Quantitative Results

Efficiency We measure how efficient our architecture is, both in terms of training and inference,
quantified by the number of molecules processed per second. Note that we do not subsample
generation steps for this comparison, so that every model processes all the steps, even though MoLeR
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Figure 2: Frechet ChemNet Distance (lower is better) for different generation orders and vocabulary
sizes. We consider generation from scratch (left), and generation starting from a scaffold (right).
can learn from only a subset of them. We compare these results in Table 1. We see that, thanks to
a simpler formulation and parallel training on all generation steps, MoLeR is much faster than all
baselines for both training and inference.
Unconstrained Generation Similarly Table 1: Training and sampling speed for our model and
to Brown et al. [9], we use Frechet the baselines, all measured on a single Tesla K80 GPU.
ChemNet Distance (FCD) [34] to measure
Model
Train (mol/sec) Sample (mol/sec)
how well the molecules sampled from
a trained model resemble those in the
CGVAE
57.0
1.4
training data. We first consider sampling
JT-VAE
3.2
3.4
molecules from the prior, where we decode
HierVAE
17.0
12.3
random latent samples from the VAE prior
MoLeR
95.2
34.2
and compare them to a random sample
from the data. We show the results in
Figure 2 (left). We see that random order performs poorly, as it models a much harder problem of
generation under a wide range of orders, and this does not seem to benefit the downstream sampling
task. We get the best results with orders that choose the starting point deterministically. Moreover, all
orders improve when the vocabulary size is increased, showing that motif-based generation is widely
beneficial. Finally, MoLeR with a large vocabulary size outperforms all baselines, despite being
much faster to train and sample from, and having support for scaffold-constrained generation.
Unlike some prior work [9, 12], we do not compare validity, uniqueness and novelty, as our models get
near-perfect results on these metrics, making comparison meaningless. Concretely, we obtain 100%
validity by design (due to the use of valence checks), uniqueness above 99%, and novelty above 97%.
Scaffold-constrained Generation Next, we consider scaffold-constrained sampling and check if
the model can recover the subspace of the training distribution consisting of molecules that contain a
particular scaffold. We first choose a chemically relevant scaffold Σ [35] that commonly appears in
GuacaMol training data. We then estimate the posterior distribution on latent codes induced by Σ by
encoding all training molecules that contain it and approximating the result with a Gaussian Mixture
Model (GMM) with 50 mixture components. Finally, we draw latent codes from the GMM, decode
them starting the generation process from Σ, and compare the resulting molecules with molecules
from the data that contain Σ. By using samples from the GMM-approximated posterior, as opposed
to samples from the prior, we ensure that we use latent codes which are compatible with the scaffold
Σ, which we found to dramatically improve the downstream metrics. Intuitively, constraining the
decoding restricts the latent codes of output molecules to a manifold defined by the scaffold constraint;
using an approximate posterior ensures that the projected samples lie close to that manifold.
In Figure 2 (right) we show the resulting FCD. We find that the relative performance of different
generation orders is largely reversed: since the models trained with canonical order can only complete
prefixes of that order, they are not well equipped to complete arbitrary scaffolds. On the other hand,
models trained with randomized orders are more flexible and handle the task well. As with generation
from scratch, using a larger motif vocabulary tends to help, especially if motifs happen to decompose
the scaffold into smaller fragments (or even the entire scaffold may appear in the vocabulary). Finally,
6

Table 2: Optimization results on 20 original Guacamol tasks (left)
and 4 additional scaffold-based tasks (right).

N
OH

N

Guacamol

Scaffolds

Method

Score

Quality

Score

Quality

Best of dataset [9]
SMILES LSTM [9]
SMILES GA [9]
GRAPH MCTS [9]
GRAPH GA [9]

0.61
0.87
0.72
0.45
0.90

0.77
0.77
0.36
0.22
0.40

0.17
0.24
0.45
0.20
0.79

0.94
0.80
0.22
0.64
0.64

CDDD + MSO [47]
MNCE-RL [48]

0.90
0.92

0.58
0.54

0.92
-

0.59
-

MoLeR + MSO

0.82

0.75

0.93

0.61
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Figure 3: Scaffold from a
Guacamol benchmark (top) and
a scaffold from our additional
benchmark (bottom).

we note that BFS order using a random starting point gives the best results for this task, while still
showing good performance for unconstrained sampling.
Unconstrained Optimization As a sanity check, we first test on Guacamol optimization
benchmarks [9]. Following [9], we investigate two metrics: raw performance score, and quality,
defined as absence of undesirable substructures. We show the results in Table 2 (left), comparing
with various results published in the literature. We find that MoLeR achieves good results in terms of
raw score, while also producing molecules of high quality. Note that the quality filters are not directly
available to the models during optimization, and rather are evaluated post-hoc on the optimized
molecules. This ensures that the high quality rate is caused by the model being biased towards
reasonable molecules, and not by optimization learning to exploit and "slip through" the quality
filters, similarly to what has been shown for property predictors [39]. We see that the best performing
models often produce unreasonable molecules [47, 48]. While the SMILES LSTM baseline of Brown
et al. [9] also gets good results on both score and quality, as we will see below, it struggles to complete
arbitrary scaffolds. Note that, out of 20 tasks in this suite, only one tests optimization from a scaffold,
and that task uses a small scaffold (Figure 3 (top)), making it relatively easy (even simple models
get near-perfect results). In contrast, scaffolds typically used in drug discovery are much more
complex [42, 43]. We conclude that while MoLeR shows good performance on Guacamol tasks,
these tasks do not properly evaluate the ability to complete realistic scaffolds.
Scaffold-constrained Optimization To evaluate scaffold-constrained optimization, we extend the
Guacamol benchmarks with 4 new scaffold-based tasks, using larger scaffolds extracted from or
inspired by clinical candidate molecules or marketed drugs, which are more representative of realworld drug discovery (e.g. Figure 3 (bottom)). The task is then to perform exploration around a
scaffold to reach a target property profile; since the different components of the scoring functions
are aggregated via the geometric mean, and presence of the scaffold is binary, molecules that do not
contain the scaffold receive a total score of 0. We show the results in Table 2 (right). We see that on
these tasks MoLeR performs best, while most baseline approaches struggle to maintain the scaffold.
Finally, we run the tasks of [28], where the aim is to generate 100 distinct decorations of large
scaffolds to match one or several property targets: molecular weight, logp and TPSA. While the
model of Lim et al. [28] is specially designed to produce samples conditioned on the values of these
three properties in one-shot, we convert the target property values into a single objective that we
can optimize with MSO. Concretely, for each property we compute the absolute difference to the
target value, which we divide by the result of Lim et al. [28] for a given task, and then average
over all properties of interest; under the resulting metric, the model of Lim et al. [28] gets a score
of 1.0 by design. We show the results in Figure 4. Despite not seeing this task during training,
MoLeR outperforms the baseline on all benchmarks. These results show that MoLeR can match the
capabilities of existing scaffold-based models out-of-the-box. To verify that the scaffolds used in
these tasks are indeed challenging for unconstrained models, we also benchmark CDDD. We find that
CDDD often produces invalid molecules or molecules that do not contain the scaffold; MoLeR avoids
both of these problems thanks to valence constraints and scaffold-constrained generation. As a result,
7
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Figure 4: Comparison on tasks from Lim et al. [28]. We run both the single-property control tasks as
well as a task where all properties must be optimized for simultaneously. We plot an average over 20
runs for each of the four tasks; each run uses a different scaffold and property targets. Shaded area
shows standard error of the mean.

Figure 5: Interpolation between latent encodings of two molecules; unconstrained decoding (top),
constrained with scaffold (bottom). The scaffold is highlighted in each molecule that contains it.

for some runs CDDD discovers 100 different decorations only after many steps or does not discover
them at all during the experiment; having 100 decorations is needed to compare the average result to
Lim et al. [28]. For the sake of comparison, for CDDD we plot an optimistic score by duplicating
the worst score an appropriate number of times; this was not needed for MoLeR, as it always finds
enough decorations in the first few steps. Note that while MoLeR could also be extended to perform
the generation in one-shot similarly to Lim et al. [28], in real-world drug discovery the properties
of interest evolve over time and often are only known for very small subsets (tens to hundreds of
molecules) of the training data.
4.2

Qualitative Results

Unconstrained and constrained interpolation To test the smoothness of our latent space and
analyze how adding the scaffold constraint impacts decoding, we select a chemically relevant
scaffold [37] and two dissimilar molecules m1 and m2 that contain it. We then linearly interpolate
between the latent encodings of m1 and m2 , and select those intermediate points at which the
corresponding decoded molecule changes. We show the result in Figure 5 (top). We see that MoLeR
correctly identifies a smooth transition from m1 to m2 . Most of the differences between m1 and m2
stem from the latter containing two additional rings, and we see that rings are consistently added
during the interpolation. For example, in the third step, the molecule grows by one extra ring, but of a
type that does not appear in m2 ; in the next step, this ring transforms into the correct type, and is then
present in all subsequent steps (a similar pattern can be observed for the other ring). However, we see
that some intermediate molecules do not contain the scaffold: although all of the scaffold’s building
blocks are present, the interpolation goes through a region in which the model decides to move the
NH group to a different location, thus breaking the integrity of the scaffold. This shows that while
latent space distance strongly correlates with structural similarity, relying on latent space smoothness
alone cannot guarantee the presence of a scaffold, which necessitates scaffold-based generation.
In contrast, in Figure 5 (bottom), we show the same sequence of latent codes decoded with a scaffold
constraint. We see that the constraint keeps the NH group locked in place, so that all intermediate
molecules contain the scaffold. The molecule decoded under a scaffold constraint is typically very
similar to the one decoded without, showing that constrained decoding preserves chemical features
that are not related to the presence of the scaffold. However, when trying to include the scaffold, our
model does not have to resort to a simple rearrangement of existing building blocks: for example,
in the 7th step, adding a constraint also modifies one of the ring types, which results in a smoother
8

interpolation in comparison to the unconstrained case. Finally, while the interpolation points were
chosen to remove duplicates from the unconstrained path, we see that the last two latent points both
get mapped to m2 when the constraint is introduced. This is because the last step of the unconstrained
interpolation merely rearranges the motifs, moving back the NH group to its initial location, and
restoring the scaffold. This modification is not needed if the scaffold is already present, and therefore
our model chooses to project both latent codes to the same point on the scaffold-constrained manifold.
Latent space neighborhood To analyze the structure of our scaffold-constrained latent space, we
select another scaffold and perform scaffold-constrained decoding of a group of neighboring latent
points. We find that close-by latent codes decode to related molecules, often using the same motifs
but differing in their alignment, mirroring the observation of Jin et al. [16]. Moreover, we find that
some latent space directions track simple chemical properties. For the decoded molecules together
with further analysis of this result see Appendix D.
Learned motif representations To better understand how MoLeR uses motifs, we extract learned
motif representations from a trained model. We found that, despite the weights having no direct access
to molecular structure or features of motifs, nearest neighbors in the representation space correspond
to pairs of nearly identical motifs. See Appendix E for visualization and further discussion.

5

Related Work

Our work naturally relates to the rich family of in silico drug discovery methods. However, it is most
related to works that perform iterative generation of molecular graphs, works that employ fragments
or motifs, and works that explicitly consider scaffolds.
Iterative generation of molecular graphs Many graph-based models for molecule generation
employ some form of iterative decoding. Often a single arbitrary ordering is chosen: Liu et al. [29]
first generate all atoms in a one-shot manner, and then generate bonds in BFS order; Jin et al. [16, 17]
generate a coarsened tree-structured form of the molecular graph in a deterministic DFS order; finally,
You et al. [50] use random order. Mercado et al. [31] try both random and canonical orders, and
find the latter produces better samples, which is consistent with our unconstrained generation results.
Sacha et al. [40] generate graph edits with the goal of modelling reactions, and evaluate a range of
editing orders. Although the task in their work is different, the results are surprisingly close to ours: a
fully random order performs badly, and the optimal amount of non-determinism is task-dependent.
Motif extraction Several other works make use of motif extraction approaches related to the one
described in Section 3.1. Jin et al. [17] propose a very similar strategy, but additionally do not
break leaf bonds, i.e. bonds incident to an atom of degree 1, which we found produces many motifs
that are variations of the same underlying structure (e.g. ring) with different combinations of leaf
atoms; for simplicity, we chose to omit that rule in our extraction strategy. More complex molecular
fragmentation approaches also exist [13], and we plan to explore them in future work.
Motif-based generation Our work is closely related to the work of Jin et al. [16, 17], which
also uses motifs to generate molecular graphs. However, these works cannot be easily extended to
scaffold-based generation, and cannot generate molecules which use building blocks not covered by
the motif vocabulary. While HierVAE [17] does include individual atoms and bonds in the vocabulary,
their motifs are still assembled in a tree-like manner, meaning that their model cannot generate an
arbitrary cyclic structure if its base cycles are not present in the vocabulary.
Scaffold-conditioned generation Several prior works can construct molecules under a hard
scaffold constraint. Lim et al. [28] proposes a graph-based model that uses persistent state; scaffoldbased generation is possible because the model is explicitly trained on (scaffold, molecule) pairs.
In contrast, MoLeR treats every intermediate partial graph as if it were a scaffold to be completed.
Li et al. [23] use a soft constraint, where the scaffold is part of the input, but is not guaranteed to
be present in the generated molecule. Finally, Arús-Pous et al. [3], Langevin et al. [22] rely on
SMILES-based models adapted to scaffolds, which cannot guarantee validity of generated molecules.
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6

Conclusion

In this work, we presented a novel graph-based model for molecular generation. As our model does
not depend on history, it can complete arbitrary scaffolds, while still outperforming state-of-the-art
graph-based generative models in unconstrained generation. Our quantitative and qualitative results
show that our model retains desirable properties of generative models - such as smooth interpolation while respecting the scaffold constraint. Finally, we show that our model exhibits good performance
in unconstrained optimization, while excelling in scaffold-constrained optimization.

7

Acknowledgments

We would like to thank Hubert Misztela, Michał Pikusa and William Jose Godinez Navarro for work
on the JT-VAE baseline. Moreover, we want to acknowledge the larger team (Ashok Thillaisundaram,
Jessica Lanini, Megan Stanley, Nikolas Fechner, Paweł Czyż, Richard Lewis and Qurrat Ul Ain) for
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A

Architecture

The backbone of our architecture consists of two GNNs: one used to encode the input molecule, and
the other used to encode the current partial graph. Both GNNs have the same architecture, but are
otherwise completely separate i.e. they do not share any parameters.
To implement our GNNs, we employ the GNN-MLP layer [8]. We use 12 layers with separate
parameters, Leaky ReLU non-linearities [30], and LayerNorm [5] after every GNN layer. After
featurizing the atoms, we concatenate the atom features with a motif embedding of size 64, and
then linearly project the result back into 64 dimensions, which we maintain as the hidden dimension
throughout all GNN layers. Moreover, to improve the flow of gradients in the GNNs, we produce the
final node-level feature vectors by concatenating both initial and intermediate node representations
across all layers, resulting in feature vectors of size 64 · 13 = 832. Intuitively, this concatenation
serves as a skip connection that shortens the path from the node features to the final representation.
To pool node-level representations into a graph-level representation, we use an expressive multiheaded aggregation scheme. Each aggregation head consists of two MLPs that compute (for each
node) a scalar score and a transformed version of the node representation:
Hi = {(si (fv ), ti (fv )) : v ∈ V}

(2)

We then normalize all scores across the graph, and use them to construct a weighted sum of the
transformed representations. To normalize the scores, we consider either passing them through a
softmax (which results in a head that implements a weighted mean) or a sigmoid (weighted sum). We
use 32 heads for the encoder GNN, and 16 heads for the partial graphs GNN. In both cases, half of
the heads use a softmax normalization, while the other half uses sigmoid.
Our node aggregation layer allows to construct a powerful graph-level representation; its
dimensionality can be adjusted by varying the number of heads and the output dimension of the
transformations ti . For input graphs we use a 512-dimensional graph-level representation (which is
then transformed to produce the mean and standard deviation of a 512-dimensional latent code z),
and for partial graphs we use 256 dimensions.
For fnode , fatt and fbond we use simple multilayer perceptrons (MLPs). As fnode has to output a
distribution over all atom and motif types, we use hidden layers which maintain high dimensionality
(two hidden layers with dimension 256). In contrast, fatt and fbond are used as scorers (i.e. need to
output a single value), therefore we use hidden layers that gradually reduce dimensionality (concretely,
three hidden layers with dimension 128, 64, 32, respectively). Predicting the first node type would
require encoding an empty partial graph to obtain hmol ; to side-step this technicality, we simply use
0
a separate MLP fnode to predict the first node type, which takes as input the latent encoding z alone.
Finally, after predicting the existence of a bond, we also need to predict one of three bond types; for
that we use an additional MLP fbondtype with the same architecture as fbond .

B

Training and Inference

We train our model using the Adam optimizer [18]. We found that adding an initial warm-up phase
for the β coefficient (i.e. increasing it from 0 to a target value over the course of training) helps to
stabilize the model. However, our warm-up phase is relatively short: we reach the target β in 5000
training steps, whereas full convergence requires around 200 000 steps. This is in contrast to Jin
et al. [16], which varies β uniformly over the entire training. A short warm-up phase is beneficial,
as it allows to perform early stopping based on reaching a plateau in validation loss; this cannot be
done while β is being varied, as there is no clear notion of improvement if the training objective is
changing.
B.1

Hyperparameter Tuning

Due to a very large design space of GNNs, we performed only limited hyperparameter tuning during
preliminary experiments. In our experience, improving the modeling (e.g. changing the motif
vocabulary or generation order) tends to have a larger impact than tuning low-level GNN architectural
choices. For hyperparameters describing the expressiveness of the model, such as the number of
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layers or hidden representation size, we set them to reasonably high values, which is feasible as our
model is very efficient to train. We did not make an attempt to reduce model size; it is likely that a
smaller model would give equivalent downstream performance.
One parameter that we found to be tricky to tune is the β coefficient that weighs the Lprior term of the
VAE loss. An additional complication stems from the fact that we compute Lrec as an average over
the generation steps, instead of a sum. While we made this design choice to make the loss scaling
robust to training steps subsampling (i.e. β does not have to be adjusted if we use only a subset of
steps at training time), it led to decreased robustness when the difficulty of an average step varies
between experiments. Concretely, when a larger motif vocabulary is used, generating a molecule
entails fewer steps, but those steps are harder on average, since the underlying classification tasks
need to distinguish between more classes. In preliminary experiments, we noticed the optimal value
of β increased with vocabulary size, very closely following a logarithmic trend: doubling the motif
vocabulary size translated to the optimum β increasing by 0.005. For the smallest vocabulary sizes
(up to 32) we used β = 0.01, and then followed the logarithmic trend described here. Note that, due
to the differences in the loss definitions, our value of β is not directly comparable to other β-VAE
works.
B.2

Software and Hardware

We performed all experiments on a single GPU. For all measurements in Table 1, we used a
machine with a single Tesla K80 GPU. Our own implementations (MoLeR, CGVAE) are based
on TensorFlow 2 [1], while the models of Jin et al. [16, 17] (JT-VAE, HierVAE) use PyTorch [32].
Training MoLeR requires first preprocessing the data, which takes up to one CPU day for Guacamol,
followed by training itself, which takes up to a few GPU days. While the generation benchmarks
are cheap to run, optimization benchmarks are typically expensive. Each individual optimization
benchmark takes between 6 and 80 hours of GPU time, depending on the details of the scoring
function and size of the molecules that the algorithm ends up exploring.
B.3

Optimization

To perform optimization we used the original MSO code of Winter et al. [47]; we found that the
default hyperparameters already resulted in good performance. However, we made two modifications
to the algorithms to make the interplay of MSO and MoLeR smoother.
Deterministic encoding Despite being a black-box optimization method, MSO does use the
encoder part of the generative model: first, to encode the seed molecules, but more interestingly,
to re-encode molecules found in each step of optimization, adjusting the particle positions as
x ← encode(decode(x)); we hypothesise that the latter was introduced to "snap back" the particles
to the latent space region "preferred" by the encoder. Unlike CDDD, MoLeR is a variational
autoencoder, thus by design the encoding is non-deterministic; this randomness interacts badly with
MSO’s re-encoding. Therefore, for all of our optimization experiments we made the MoLeR encoder
deterministic by always returning the maximum likelihood latent code z (which coincides with the
mean of the predicted Gaussian).
Latent code clipping One detail of MSO that we adapted to MoLeR is clipping of the particles’
latent coordinates. Winter et al. [47] clip to a hypercube [−1, 1]D where D = 512 is the latent space
dimension; while this makes sense for an unregularized autoencoder such as CDDD, the output
from the MoLeR’s encoder is regularized through the Lprior loss term. Concretely, the mean of the
distribution predicted by the encoder is penalized proportionally to its norm. This suggests that a
ball may better approximate the encoder’s distribution than a hypercube, which we indeed found to
hold in practice. Therefore, for MoLeR we clip to a ball of fixed radius R = 10; on the Guacamol
benchmarks [9] this modification alone improved MoLeR’s score from 0.77 to 0.82, while also
improving quality from 0.74 to 0.76. We chose the radius R so that almost all encodings of training
set molecules land within the corresponding ball.
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Figure 6: Samples from the prior of a trained MoLeR model.
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D

Latent Space Neighborhood

In this section, we present more details on the latent space neighborhood learned by MoLeR. For the
purpose of this analysis we fixed a scaffold [36], and chose an arbitrary molecule m that contains it.
In order to visualize the neighborhood of m, we encode it, and then decode a 5 x 5 grid of neighboring
latent codes centered at the encoding of m. To produce the grid, we choose two random orthogonal
directions in the latent space, and then use binary search to select the smallest step size which results
in all 25 latent points decoding to distinct molecules. We show the resulting latent neighborhood
in Figure 7, where the scaffold is highlighted in each molecule. We see that the model is able to
produce reasonable variations of m, while maintaining local smoothness, as most adjacent pairs of
molecules are very similar. Moreover, we notice that the left-to-right direction is correlated with
size, showing that the latent space respects basic chemical properties. If the same 25 latent codes
are decoded without the scaffold constraint, only 9 of them end up containing the scaffold, while the
other 16 contain similar but different substructures.
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Figure 7: Latent space neighborhood of a fixed molecule containing a chemically relevant scaffold.
Each latent code is decoded under a scaffold constraint, so that the desired scaffold (highlighted in
red) is present in each molecule.

E

Learned Motif Representations

To extract learned motif representations from a trained MoLeR model, we could use any of its weights
that are motif-specific. We start with the embedding layer in the encoder, which is used to construct
atom features. Interestingly, we find that these embeddings do not cluster in any way, and even very
similar motifs are assigned distant embeddings. We hypothesize that this is due to the use of a simple
classification loss function used for reconstruction, which asks to recover the exact motif type, and
does not give a smaller penalty for predicting an incorrect but similar motif. Therefore, for two motifs
that are similar on the atom level, it may be beneficial to place their embeddings further apart, since
otherwise it would be hard for the GNN to differentiate them at all. We hope this observation can
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Figure 8: Six pairs of similar motifs (one per column), as extracted from weights of a trained MoLeR
model.
inspire future work to scale to very large motif vocabularies, but use domain knowledge to craft a soft
reconstruction loss that respects motif similarity.
Now, we turn to a different set of motif embeddings, which we extract from the last layer of the next
node prediction MLP in the decoder. This results in one weight vector per every output class (i.e.
atom and motif types); in contrast to the encoder-side embeddings, the role of these weight vectors
is prediction rather than encoding. We find that pairs of motif embeddings that have high cosine
similarity indeed correspond to very similar motifs, which often differ in very subtle details of the
molecular graph. We show some of the closest pairs in Figure 8.
Finally, note that the motif embeddings discussed here (both encoder side and decoder side) were
trained end-to-end with the rest of the model, and did not have direct access to graph structure or
chemical features of motifs. Therefore, there is no bias that would make embeddings of similar motifs
close, and this can only arise as a consequence of training.
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