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ABSTRACT

Large language models (LLMs) have achieved great success in many fields, and recent works have
studied exploring LLMs for graph discriminative tasks such as node classification. However, the
abilities of LLMs for graph generation remain unexplored in the literature. Graph generation requires
the LLM to generate graphs with given properties, which has valuable real-world applications such
as drug discovery, while tends to be more challenging. In this paper, we propose LLM4GraphGen
to explore the ability of LLMs for graph generation with systematical task designs and extensive
experiments. Specifically, we propose several tasks tailored with comprehensive experiments to
address key questions regarding LLMs’ understanding of different graph structure rules, their ability
to capture structural type distributions, and their utilization of domain knowledge for property-based
graph generation. Our evaluations demonstrate that LLMs, particularly GPT-4, exhibit preliminary
abilities in graph generation tasks, including rule-based and distribution-based generation. We also
observe that popular prompting methods, such as few-shot and chain-of-thought prompting, do not
consistently enhance performance. Besides, LLMs show potential in generating molecules with
specific properties. These findings may serve as foundations for designing good LLMs based models
for graph generation and provide valuable insights and further research.

1 Introduction

Large language models (LLMs) have experienced remarkable success across various domains Zhao et al. [2023]. In
comparison to their predecessors, LLMs possess a substantial number of parameters, enabling them to exhibit exceptional
capabilities, notably being foundation models Bommasani et al. [2022], in-context learning Brown et al. [2020], Bubeck
et al. [2023], chain-of-thought Wei et al. [2022], etc. The application of LLMs has yielded impressive outcomes in
numerous tasks, such as code generation Ni et al. [2023], Vaithilingam et al. [2022], drug discovery Murakumo et al.
[2023], Chakraborty et al. [2023], knowledge probing Meyer et al. [2023], Sun et al. [2023], etc.

Despite not being explicitly designed for graph-structured data, exploring the potential of LLMs in comprehending and
leveraging graph structures has attracted considerable attention recently Zhang et al. [2023a]. Notably, recent research
endeavors have showcased promising results, demonstrating that LLMs can effectively address various discriminative
tasks associated with graph data Wang et al. [2023a], Ye et al. [2023], Huang et al. [2023], Tang et al. [2023], such
as node classification, link prediction, and graph classification. These studies highlight the inherent capacity of large
language models to grasp the underlying structure of explicitly provided graph data, validating their potential in
graph-related problem-solving.

On the other hand, graph generation has been a prominent and extensively studied research field in recent years Zhu
et al. [2022]. It involves the generation of graphs with specific properties, and its significance extends to various
domains, including drug discovery You et al. [2018]. Deep generative models have shown promising results in graph
generation tasks, particularly in molecular generation. However, current investigations of LLMs for graph-related tasks
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have primarily focused on discriminative tasks. Consequently, whether LLMs possess the abilities of graph generation
remains unexplored in the literature.

LLM

Graphs

Task

Rule description

Output format

(a) General (b) Rule-based 

Answer 1: <graph>
Answer 2: <graph>
......

A tree is an undirected 
graph in which any two 
vertices are connected 
by exactly one path······

Give me 10 examples of 
graphs which is a tree with 
6 nodes. The graphs should 
be distinct from each other.

Task

Input graphs

Output format

(c) Distribution-based 

Answer 1: <graph>
Answer 2: <graph>
......

Graph 1: (6, [(1, 4), (1, 5), 
(2, 4), (2, 6), (3, 5), (3, 6)])
Graph 2: (5, [(1, 2), (1, 3), 
(2, 4), (3, 5), (4, 5)])
……

Your task is to infer the 
value of p and dgenerate
10 graphs using the same 
rules. 

Task

Input molecules

Output format

(d) Property-based 

Answer 1: <molecule>
Answer 2: <molecule>
......

Molecule 1:
NNP(=S)(NN)c1ccccc1
Molecule 2:
S=c1[nH][nH]c(=S)s1
……

You are given some 
molecules that are 
experimentally measured 
to inhibit HIV replication.

Prompt

Task

Input information

Output format

Figure 1: An overview of LLM4GraphGen. Our proposed method designs a prompt tailored to each graph generation
task, which is subsequently used as the input to the LLM to generate the desired graphs. Each prompt encompasses
both the task description and the required output format. In the case of rule-based generation, the prompt contains the
description of the rule. For distribution-based generation, a collection of graphs is provided to facilitate the LLM’s
learning of the underlying distribution. For property-based generation, a collection of molecules is included to enable
the LLM to understand molecular properties.

In this work, we propose LLM4GraphGen to explore the potential of LLMs for graph generation. Specifically, we
construct a pipeline where graph generation tasks are formulated as textual prompts and LLMs are required to output
graphs in a specific format. Within this pipeline, we explore three key questions of applying LLMs to graph generation
tasks. 1) Whether the LLMs can understand the rules of different types of graph structures? Understanding basic
graph structure types through rules, e.g., trees, cycles, regular graphs, and so on, is the foundation of graph generation.
To answer this question, we benchmark LLMs for eight rule-based graph generation. Moreover, we explore the impact
of important parameters and prompt construction methods for rule-based graph generation capabilities. 2) Whether
LLMs can understand the distribution of different types of graph structures? We assess the ability of LLMs
to understand the structural type distribution of given graphs and generate new graphs with the same distribution. 3)
Whether the LLMs can understand domain knowledge of graph generation? We explore LLMs in the task of
property-based graph generation, particularly focusing on generating molecule structures with specific properties. This
task necessitates a comprehensive understanding of both graph structures and the incorporation of domain knowledge.

Moreover, we have conducted extensive experiments and provided detailed results in this paper. By analyzing the results
of the experiment, we derive several valuable observations. Our experiments demonstrate that GPT-4 has reasonably
good abilities in graph generation, including rule-based and distribution-based generation. We also observe that
some popular prompting methods, such as in-context learning and chain-of-thought, do not improve graph generation
performance consistently. Moreover, LLMs show preliminary abilities in generating molecules with certain properties.
The conclusions drawn from our experiments provide reliable and informative insights that can guide future research
and practical applications for graph generation.

The contributions of our work are summarized as:

• We have explored the potential of using LLMs for graph generation. To the best of our knowledge, we are the first
to study this valuable problem.

• We have designed comprehensive experiments to evaluate the graph generation ability of LLMs by proposing
tasks with varying difficulty, including rule-based graph generation, distribution-based graph generation, and
property-based graph generation.
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(e) K-regular graph

(b) Cycle (c) Planar graph (d) Component(a) Tree

(f) Wheel graph (g) Bipartite graph (h) K-color graph

Figure 2: An illustration of graphs with regard to different rules.

• We extensively evaluate the graph generation capability of state-of-the-art LLMs, such as GPT-4, with diverse
prompting methods under three metrics. Our experimental results reveal interesting and insightful observations that
can inspire further research.

2 LLM4GraphGen

In this section, we design three types of tasks to explore the graph generation ability of LLMs from multiple aspects,
including rule-based tasks, distribution-based tasks, and property-based tasks.

2.1 Rule-based graph generation

In this task, we employ rules in natural language to describe the structure of various graphs (e.g., being a tree, or a cycle),
and the model is evaluated by the adherence of its generated graphs to these rules. In order to assess the capacity of
LLMs to comprehend and follow the instructions in graph generation, we formulate the following eight rules. Figure 2
shows the example graphs with regard to different rules.

• Trees: The generated graph should be a tree with the specified number of nodes, i.e., an undirected graph where
there is exactly one path between any two nodes.

• Cycles: The generated graph should contain a cycle with the specified number of nodes, and should not contain any
other nodes or edges.

• Planar graphs: The generated graph should be a planar graph with the specified number of nodes and edges, i.e.,
there exists a way to draw the graph on a plane without edge crossings.

• Components: The generated graph should have a specified number of connected components, i.e., there must be a
specified number of connected subgraphs with no edges among them.

• k-regular graphs: Every node of the generated graph should have the same number of neighbors, i.e., the degree of
every node is k.

• Wheel graphs: The generated graph should be formed by connecting a single node to all nodes of a cycle.

• Bipartite graphs: The generated graph should have nodes that are divided into two disjoint and independent sets U
and V with specified sizes.

• k-color graphs: The generated graph should be k-colorable, i.e., each node is assigned a color, and two adjacent
nodes do not have the same color.

Prompt Design We adopt the following four types of prompts for rule-based graph generation:

• Zero-shot: The prompt contains the relevant information about the rules, as well as a specification of the output
format. The model is then asked to generate graphs using the given rules.

• Few-shot: In addition to the zero-shot prompt, the model is given several graph examples that follow the given
rules. The edges of the graphs are sorted by the node ID to facilitate the model understanding.

• Zero-shot+CoT/Few-shot+CoT: In addition to the zero-shot prompt and the few-shot prompt, the model is asked
to give the answer step by step.
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Figure 3: An illustration of distribution-based graph generation.

2.2 Distribution-based graph generation

Learning distributions from the given graphs and then generating new graphs based on the distributions is a necessary
ability for graph generation Zhu et al. [2022]. To this end, we propose distribution-based graph generation tasks, which
define a target graph distribution and the generated set of graphs {Gi} from the target distribution as the input to the
model. The model should infer the parameters of the target distribution from the given graphs, and generate new
graphs from the same distribution. We design several subtasks with increasing difficulties, including the generation of
tree-or-cycles, union of components, and motifs.

Trees or cycles In this subtask, the target distribution is defined as a mixture of trees and cycles, where each graph
has a probability of p to be a tree and 1− p to be a cycle,

P (Gi is a tree) = p, P (Gi is a cycle) = 1− p. (1)

Specifically, the model is given 10 graphs sampled from the target distribution and is asked to infer the value of p
from the graphs and then generate 10 new graphs that follow the same distribution. We evaluate the task with different
settings of p, and all input graphs have a random number of nodes ranging from 5 to 7.

Union of components In this subtask, each graph from the target distribution is the union of two connected compo-
nents, with each component being either a tree or a cycle. There is a probability of p that the two components belong to
the same kind and 1− p that they belong to different kinds, i.e., Gi = G1

i ∪G2
i . The model is asked to generate graphs

with two component types specified by rules, and similarly, the input to the model is 10 random graphs drawn from the
target distribution. The model is expected to infer the value of p and generate 10 new graphs from the target distribution.
Each component has a random number of 5 to 7 nodes. This task is more complex and evaluates the ability of graph
generation in scenarios with multiple correlated factors such as the component types.

Motif In this subtask, each graph from the target distribution consists of a base graph and a motif graph with an
inter-connected edge, where there are three kinds of base graphs (trees, ladders, wheels), and three motif graphs (cycles,
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NNP(=S)(NN)c1ccccc1 O=Nc1ccc(O)c(N=O)c1O S=c1[nH][nH]c(=S)s1

NNC(=O)c1ccccc1SSc1ccccc1C(=O)NN

O=S1c2ccccc2Sc2ccccc21

O=S(c1ccccc1O)S(=O)c1ccccc1O

CCOP(N)(=O)c1ccccc1

…

…
Inhibit HIV 
replication?

NNC(=O)c1ccccc1SSc1ccccc1C(=O)NN

O=S1c2ccccc2Sc2ccccc21

O=S(c1ccccc1O)S(=O)c1ccccc1O
CCOP(N)(=O)c1ccccc1

…

…

Input molecules

Generated molecules

O=P(Nc1ccccc1)(Nc1ccccc1)Nc1ccccc1

O=P(Nc1ccccc1)(Nc1ccccc1)Nc1ccccc1

…

Inhibit HIV replication Can’t inhibit HIV replication

GNN classifier

Figure 4: An illustration of property-based graph generation.

houses, cranes). Inspired by the setting of Spurious-Motif Ying et al. [2019], Wu et al. [2022], Qin et al. [2022], we
construct the distribution as follows. For each graph Gi, the base graph type Si is chosen from a uniform distribution
over three kinds of base graphs, and the motif graph Ci with the same label is chosen with probability p, while the other
two motif graphs are chosen with probability (1− p)/2 respectively, i.e.,

P (Si, Ci) =

{
1
3p Si = Ci, i ∈ {0, 1, 2}
1
6 (1− p) Si ̸= Ci, i ∈ {0, 1, 2} . (2)

We generate 10 random graphs from the target distribution and ask the model to infer the value of p, and generate 10
new graphs from the same distribution. The main purpose of this task is to explore the abilities of LLMs to understand
graph distributions under more complex factors and generate graphs based on inferred distributions.

Prompt Design In zero-shot prompt, we introduce the graph generation task and the target distribution, and provide
a set of graphs sampled from the target distribution as the input. Then, we ask the model to infer the value of p and
generate new graphs. Similarly, we add exemplars in few-shot prompt, and step-by-step thinking in CoT prompt.

2.3 Property-based graph generation

Generating graphs with certain properties is important in real-world applications, e.g., the properties, in the field of
drug discovery, such as inhibiting HIV replication, blood-brain barrier penetration, and toxicity to the human body,
are important for the development of new drugs Guo and Zhao [2023], Zhu et al. [2022]. Though LLMs have learned
expert knowledge like chemistry and medicine through large-scale textual data, it remains unknown whether they can
leverage this information to directly generate graphs with desired properties.

In this task, we evaluate LLMs’ abilities to generate graphs with given properties by adopting the molecular property
prediction dataset OGBG-MolHIV Hu et al. [2020]. We choose the molecules labeled to inhibit HIV replication as
the input graphs and ask the model to generate new molecules with properties similar to these graphs. Following the
common practice in the field of chemistry, we adopt the SMILES Weininger [1988] format to represent the molecule
graphs.
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Table 1: The valid rate for rule-based graph generation with GPT-4. The metric measures the fraction of generated
graphs that are valid under the specified rules. Values after ± denote standard errors.

Prompt Trees Cycles Components Planar k-regular Wheel Bipartite k-color

Zero-shot 100.0± 0.0 91.3± 3.3 30.4± 5.1 47.3± 4.2 64.0± 6.8 13.0± 5.3 60.3± 7.4 50.3± 5.5
Few-shot 98.0± 0.9 85.0± 3.3 63.2± 5.3 4.3± 1.3 86.1± 3.1 88.8± 7.4 57.1± 8.6 62.3± 5.1

Zero-shot+CoT 100.0± 0.0 86.9± 3.6 38.0± 5.1 53.3± 6.0 82.7± 8.6 92.3± 4.7 92.7± 4.4 43.2± 4.9
Few-shot+CoT 97.6± 1.7 97.0± 1.9 40.0± 6.7 20.0± 4.3 91.5± 1.6 90.7± 5.1 98.2± 1.8 58.5± 5.9

Table 2: The unique rate for rule-based graph generation with GPT-4. The metric measures the fraction of valid graphs
that are unique under the specified rules.

Prompt Trees Cycles Components Planar k-regular Wheel Bipartite k-color

Zero-shot 98.6± 0.9 88.3± 1.6 91.9± 3.0 99.7± 0.3 100.0± 0.0 98.7± 0.8 44.3± 7.0 98.3± 1.6
Few-shot 99.3± 0.5 92.3± 1.3 97.7± 1.1 96.8± 2.5 100.0± 0.0 98.8± 1.1 50.0± 8.2 98.5± 1.5

Zero-shot+CoT 100.0± 0.0 89.0± 4.2 98.5± 0.8 98.6± 0.8 100.0± 0.0 85.0± 5.7 16.9± 4.2 98.6± 1.0
Few-shot+CoT 99.7± 0.3 83.0± 5.1 96.3± 1.5 98.0± 1.4 100.0± 0.0 88.3± 5.1 10.7± 0.7 96.3± 2.6

To evaluate the performance of molecule generation, we measure the fraction of generated molecules that have the same
properties as the input molecules. Since it would be infeasible to check the properties manually using experiments or
expert knowledge, we use a GNN classifier trained on the OGBG-MolHIV dataset to assist in the evaluation of molecule
generation. Specifically, let G1, G2, . . . , Gn be the generated graphs that represent molecules, CM (G) ∈ [0, 1] be the
prediction given by the classifier, e.g., CM (G) = 0.5 means the molecule G is predicted to have the desired property
with 50% probability. Since the classifier may not be exactly accurate, we calculate the rectified predictions C(G) by
taking into consideration the dataset priors as well as the classifier accuracy in the original dataset.

Prompt Design We design a few-shot prompt that the LLM is given a description of the desired property and a
collection of molecules that have the property. Then, the model is asked to generate new molecules with the same
property. For the CoT prompt, the model is also asked to provide a step-by-step explanation of the answer.

3 Experimental Results and Analyses

In this section, we conducted extensive experiments on LLMs for our proposed graph generation tasks. Through
analyzing the results, we derive valuable observations to benefit practical applications.

3.1 Rule-based graph generation

We explore the graph generation abilities of several representative LLMs in this part, including GPT-4, GPT-3.5, and
LLama2-13B. We use the following three metrics to evaluate the graph generation quality:

• Valid rate: The proportion of generated graphs that match the rules.
• Novel rate: The proportion of generated graphs that is different from the given example graph.
• Unique rate: The proportion of generated graphs that are not identical.

Since GPT-4 is the strongest LLM currently available, we perform our main experiments with GPT-4. The valid rate
and unique rate for various rules and prompts are listed in Table 1 and Table 2 respectively. It is worth noting that by
designing appropriate prompts, the novel rate of each experiment is 100% or close to 100% for GPT-4. More details
about the setups and results can be found in the appendix.

Observation 1: GPT-4 has reasonably good abilities for rule-based graph generation.

Table 1 demonstrates that GPT-4 has the ability to generate graphs according to rules in general. Specifically, for simple
rules such as Trees and Cycles, GPT-4 achieves good generation quality. But the generation quality is not good enough
for other rules. A possible reason is that the topological structures of trees and cycles are relatively simple. LLMs can
quickly come up with their generation algorithms according to the massive training data. For more complex rules like
k-regular, wheel, and bipartite, LLMs cannot achieve satisfactory results with zero-shot prompt. Nevertheless, adjusting
prompts such as few-shot and chain-of-thought can improve the generation quality. For components, planar graphs, and
k-color graphs, it is difficult for LLMs to find the accurate generation method from rule descriptions, even in conditions
giving few-shot examples and CoT prompt, resulting in poor generation quality.
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Table 3: A comparison of rule-based graph generation using different LLMs. Reported values are valid rates.
Model Prompt Cycle k-regular k-color

GPT-4

Zero-shot 84.7± 5.9 74.7± 9.9 56.0± 4.5
Few-shot 73.3± 7.1 90.0± 2.9 76.4± 5.3

Zero-shot+CoT 95.3± 3.2 97.1± 1.2 62.0± 6.1
Few-shot+CoT 96.0± 2.8 87.9± 3.4 80.7± 3.2

GPT-3.5

Zero-shot 84.7± 5.6 6.7± 2.4 0.0± 0.0
Few-shot 22.7± 7.4 8.7± 3.6 29.3± 7.0

Zero-shot+CoT 56.7± 8.0 2.7± 2.6 14.3± 8.4
Few-shot+CoT 57.5± 12.1 9.0± 4.6 34.3± 8.0

LLama2

Zero-shot 0.7± 0.7 0.0± 0.0 0.0± 0.0
Few-shot 31.1± 7.8 17.2± 5.0 13.0± 3.7

Zero-shot+CoT 1.1± 1.1 0.0± 0.0 0.0± 0.0
Few-shot+CoT 16.2± 5.2 8.0± 3.1 13.3± 3.7

In order to explore the graph generation effects of different LLMs, we conducted experiments on multiple LLMs and
generated small-size graphs, as shown in Table 3. It can be found that GPT-4 has good generation quality for all three
rules. GPT-3.5 can generate some legitimate cycles, but its performance is poor for more complex rules. LLama2 can
only generate very few graphs that comply with rules given examples.

3.1.1 The impact of prompt on graph generation

It is known that prompts have a significant impact on the performance of LLMs. In this section, we compare the
performance of different prompts for rule-based graph generation with GPT-4. The valid rate and unique rate for
different prompts are listed in Table 1 and Table 2 respectively. We have the following observations.

Observation 2: Providing examples has an inconsistent impact on LLMs in generating different types of graphs.

Giving examples can have an impact on generation quality, but not all have a positive impact. As shown in Table 1, for
trees, the valid rate of few-shot prompt is worse than zero-shot prompt, which is because adding examples may disrupt
the understanding of LLM for rule descriptions. For planar graphs, giving examples greatly reduces the valid rate of
the generated graph, as it is difficult to generalize the properties of the planar graph from the examples, and instead
may lead to some opposite rules. For wheel graphs, the valid rate of few-shot is much better than zero-shot because
the generation of a wheel can actually be divided into two steps: first, generate a cycle, and then add a new node to
connect it to each previous node. LLM can learn about the existence of the cycle from the examples, which strengthens
its understanding of the rules.

Observation 3: CoT prompt has diverse impacts on different evaluation metrics for graph generation.

CoT prompt can have an impact on generation quality, but not all have a positive impact. Making LLM think step by
step can help it better decompose tasks. For example, as mentioned earlier, generating a wheel graph can be divided
into two steps. Generating a bipartite graph can also be divided into two steps: firstly, the nodes are divided into two
subsets, and then the nodes in the two subsets are connected. However, although the valid rate has increased, its unique
rate has greatly decreased because, after step-by-step thinking, it always tends to divide nodes into the same subset.

3.1.2 The impact of parameters on graph generation

Graph generation using LLMs can be sensitive to the choice of parameters. In order to explore the impact of various
parameters on graph generation, we construct the ablation study. We compare the performance of graph generation
when using different graph sizes in Table 4. The “Medium” size in the experiment is the same as the size in the main
experiment. More details of the experiment can be found in the appendix. Through the analysis of the generated results,
we have reached the following conclusion:

Observation 4: As the graph size increases, the performance of LLM in graph generation decreases for most rules,
except for simple cases such as cycles.

Table 4 shows the valid rate and unique rate when using LLM to generate graphs of different sizes for three rules. In
experience, the larger the graph generated, the poorer the generation quality, but this is not the case for cycles. This may
be because the cycle is too simple.
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Table 4: The comparison of different graph sizes for rule-based graph generation with GPT-4. “Valid” denotes fractions
of generated graphs that are valid under specific rules, and “Unique” denotes fractions of generated graphs that are not
duplicates.

Size Prompt Cycles k-regular k-color
Valid Unique Valid Unique Valid Unique

Small

Zero-shot 84.7± 5.9 90.0± 3.1 74.7± 9.9 100.0± 0.0 56.0± 4.5 100.0± 0.0
Few-shot 73.3± 7.1 96.0± 1.8 90.0± 2.9 100.0± 0.0 76.4± 5.3 100.0± 0.0

Zero-shot+CoT 95.3± 3.2 84.7± 4.8 97.1± 1.2 100.0± 0.0 62.0± 6.1 96.7± 3.2
Few-shot+CoT 96.0± 2.8 94.7± 2.1 87.9± 3.4 100.0± 0.0 80.7± 3.2 100.0± 0.0

Medium

Zero-shot 91.3± 3.3 88.3± 1.6 64.0± 6.8 100.0± 0.0 50.3± 5.5 98.3± 1.6
Few-shot 85.0± 3.3 92.3± 1.3 86.1± 3.1 100.0± 0.0 62.3± 5.1 98.5± 1.5

Zero-shot+CoT 86.9± 3.6 89.0± 4.2 82.7± 8.6 100.0± 0.0 43.2± 4.9 98.6± 1.0
Few-shot+CoT 97.0± 1.9 83.0± 5.1 91.5± 1.6 100.0± 0.0 58.5± 5.9 96.3± 2.6

Large

Zero-shot 96.0± 1.6 84.0± 4.4 61.3± 10.6 100.0± 0.0 44.3± 6.8 97.9± 1.5
Few-shot 82.0± 6.7 96.7± 2.0 70.0± 7.4 100.0± 0.0 64.0± 8.8 74.0± 13.7

Zero-shot+CoT 100.0± 0.0 85.6± 9.0 70.0± 21.2 100.0± 0.0 58.9± 6.4 95.6± 4.2
Few-shot+CoT 95.0± 3.6 85.7± 6.2 82.5± 7.1 100.0± 0.0 53.3± 10.8 89.2± 5.5

In addition, we can also observe from Table 4 that the larger the size, the smaller the unique rate, indicating that LLM
tends to generate graphs from smaller sets. This is counterintuitive because the larger the size, the larger the set of
graphs that satisfy the rules. This indicates that LLM can handle a certain amount of information, and the larger the size
of the graph, the smaller the set of graphs.

3.2 Distribution-based graph generation

We use GPT-4 for graph generation tasks, and there are two metrics for evaluating the quality of generation:

• ppred: The value of p represents the distribution of a set of graphs. ppred is the value of p predicted by the LLM using
the set of input graphs.

• pgen: The value of p calculated by the generated graphs.

We adopt three experiment settings (refer to Section 2.2 for more details) with increasing difficulty. The purpose of the
experiments we designed is as follows:

• Trees or cycles: Exploring the distribution of graphs.
• Union of components: Exploring the distribution of subgraph combinations within a graph.
• Motif: Exploring the distribution of subgraph combinations within the graph for more complex situations.

The previous experiments have demonstrated that GPT-4 can generate trees and cycles with high accuracy. Therefore,
our designed experiments on “Trees or cycles” can eliminate the impact of generation quality as much as possible. In
addition, we also constructed a set of experiments to demonstrate the ability of GPT-4 to generate two-component graphs
with trees and cycles as subgraphs, as shown in Table 5. This indicates that our constructed “Union of components”
experiment can eliminate the impact of generation quality as much as possible. The results can be seen in Figure 5,
which provides the ppred and pgen values for the three tasks.

Observation 5: LLMs can understand and generate graphs with simple distributions, but perform poorly in complex
situations.

Figure 5 shows the performance of GPT-4 on different tasks. From the figure, for “Trees or cycles” and “Union of
components”, we can see that although the values of ppred, pgen, and p cannot be completely consistent when using CoT
prompt, the curve trends are similar. Since we generate the graph based on probability rather than strictly proportional,
this error is reasonable. However, for “Motif” tasks, none of the three prompts learned anything useful, and their ppred
always fluctuated around 0.5.

Observation 6: Detailed examples and CoT are helpful for distribution-based graph generation.

From Figure 5, it can be seen that for the first two tasks, the ppred and pgen generated by CoT are relatively accurate,
while zero-shot and few-shot have hardly learned anything. This indicates that providing only examples is not enough,
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Figure 5: Performance of GPT-4 on distribution-based graph generation. p represents the parameter of the distribution
where the graphs are sampled. ppred is the value of p predicted by LLM for the input graphs. pgen is the value of p
calculated by the generated graphs. In this task, the performance of LLMs is better when ppred and pgen are closer to the
ground-truth parameter p.

Table 5: The valid rate of two-component graph generation.
Prompt Tree+Tree Cycle+Cycle Tree+Cycle

Zero-shot 43.0± 8.3 39.0± 6.1 38.0± 11.9
Few-shot 81.0± 6.2 13.0± 6.5 48.0± 11.8

CoT 100.0± 0.0 100.0± 0.0 89.0± 4.4

and it is necessary to demonstrate in detail how to estimate the distribution from the given graph and generate a new set
of graphs based on the given p-value for GPT-4.

3.3 Property-based graph generation

We use GPT-4 for graph generation, and there are four metrics for evaluating the quality of graph generation:

• CM (G): the classifier’s predicted probability of having the desired properties for the generated molecules.

• C(G): the rectified probability of having the desired properties for the generated molecules.

• Novel rate: the fraction of generated molecules that are distinct from the input molecules.

• Unique rate: the fraction of generated molecules that are not duplicates.

From Table 6, we have the following observation.

Observation 7: LLMs show preliminary abilities in generating molecules with certain properties.

As shown in Table 6, both C(G) and CM (G) are greater than 0, indicating that in the classifier’s view, some of the
generated molecules have specified properties. Although some molecules are duplicates of known molecules, there are
still some new molecules that have this property. And it can be found that the generated molecules have relatively high
levels of novel rate and unique rate.
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Table 6: Results of property-based graph generation. CM (G) is the classifier’s predicted probability of having the
desired properties for the generated molecules, while C(G) is the rectified probability. “Novel” denotes generated
molecules that are not the same as the input molecules, while “Unique” denotes molecules that are not duplicated with
other generated molecules.

Prompt CM (G) C(G) Novel Unique

Few-shot 26.4± 7.5 34.8± 16.5 79.1± 10.9 91.8± 6.1
Few-shot+CoT 32.7± 4.7 48.8± 10.2 65.5± 10.9 92.7± 6.0

In addition, we observe that both C(G) and CM (G) increase when using CoT prompt, which indicating that it’s
beneficial for LLM to think step by step, so that the reason abilities of LLM can be activated in these complex graph
generation scenarios.

4 Related Work

We review related work on large language model for graphs and graph generation respectively.

4.1 Large Language Model for Graphs

Recently, there have been several works about utilizing large language models (LLMs) for solving problems on graphs.
He et al. [2023] propose to utilize LLMs to generate textural explanations on academic networks, and the explanations
are further leveraged to enhance the node features for conducting node classification. Besides enhancing the models
with LLM-generated features, Chen et al. [2023] and Ye et al. [2023] further propose to directly adopt LLMs for
predicting node categories on text-attributed graphs. Wang et al. [2023a] introduce a benchmark framework to evaluate
the performance of LLMs with several graph algorithmic tasks, including topological sort, maximum flows, etc. Guo
et al. [2023] is another benchmark to evaluate LLMs’ abilities to tackle structural information, and several factors, such
as the role of graph description languages, are taken into consideration in the evaluation process. Zhang et al. [2023b]
further considers evaluating the LLMs’ abilities to handle spatial-temporal information on dynamic graphs. Several
other works explore the applications of LLMs in graph tool learning Zhang [2023], Jiang et al. [2023], knowledge
graphs Pan et al. [2023], etc. However, most existing works mainly focus on graph discriminative tasks, and we explore
the potential of LLMs on graph generation, which remains under-explored in the literature.

4.2 Graph generation

Graph generation is a highly anticipated research field that is crucial for areas such as code generation and new drug
discovery Zhu et al. [2022]. Recently, deep graph generation methods have achieved remarkable results, which can be
roughly classified into auto-regressive models Wang et al. [2023b], Bacciu and Podda [2021], variational autoencoder
models Du et al., Jin et al. [2018], normalizing flow models Zang and Wang [2020], Luo et al. [2021], generative
adversarial network Gamage et al. [2020], Maziarka et al. [2020], diffusion models Jo et al. [2022], Vignac et al.
[2023]. However, these methods mainly focus on learning the distribution of graphs from existing graphs for generation,
ignoring the complex yet rich domain knowledge in practical applications. Inspired by the recent progress of LLMs in
leveraging expert knowledge, in this paper, we systematically explore the graph generation capabilities of LLMs for the
first time by proposing various tasks, including rule-based generation, distribution-based generation, and property-based
generation.

5 Conclusion

In this paper, we explore the potential of large language models (LLMs) for graph generation tasks, which remains
unexplored in the literature. We propose LLM4GraphGen to systematically assess LLMs’ capabilities in understanding
and applying various graph structure rules, capturing structural type distributions, and leveraging domain knowledge
in property-based graph generation. Our findings indicate that while LLMs show promising preliminary abilities in
rule-based and distribution-based graph generation, the effectiveness of popular prompting methods like few-shot and
chain-of-thought prompting is not consistent. Additionally, the potential of LLMs to generate molecules with specific
properties is a notable outcome. These insights open new avenues for future research in graph generation, highlighting
the evolving capabilities as well as the limitations of LLMs in graph generation tasks.
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A Experimental setup

A.1 Rule-based generation

For the rule-based graph generation experiments, we configure the tasks with the problem settings listed in Table 7
unless otherwise specified. The task settings are chosen to be challenging for LLMs. Additionally, to produce the
results in the comparison of different graph sizes, the parameters for the three different sizes are listed in Table 8; note
that the “Medium” size is the same as the default settings. In the comparison of different LLMs, since models other than
GPT-4 are relatively weak, we use the “Small” settings from Table 8 in the experiments. Unless otherwise specified, we
use the sampling temperature t = 0.8.

It is worth noting that the number of edges have a significant effect on the difficulty of “Planar” and “k-color” tasks, as
graphs with few edges are easily planar or k-colorable. The parameters in the experiments are chosen such that random
graphs with the specified number of nodes and edges have around 20% probability to be valid.

Table 7: Problem settings for different rule-based tasks.
Task Settings

Trees 15 nodes
Cycles 15 nodes

Components 15 nodes, 5 components
Planar 15 nodes, 24 edges

k-regular 16 nodes, k = 3
Wheel 15 nodes

Bipartite 5 nodes in each partition
k-color 15 nodes, 32 edges, k = 3

Table 8: Problem settings for rule-based tasks with different sizes.
Task Settings

Cycles
Small 10 nodes

Medium 15 nodes
Large 20 nodes

k-regular
Small 12 nodes, k = 3

Medium 16 nodes, k = 3
Large 20 nodes, k = 3

k-color
Small 10 nodes, 20 edges, k = 3

Medium 15 nodes, 32 edges, k = 3
Large 18 nodes, 39 edges, k = 3

A.2 Distribution-based generation

For the “Trees or cycles” task, the number of nodes for each tree or cycle is randomly selected between 5 and 7. For the
“Union of components” task, each of the two components for each graph has between 5 and 7 nodes. For the “Motif”
task, we define the three kinds of base graphs and motif graphs in the same way as Spurious-Motif, and the description
is given in Table 9. All experiments use the sampling temperature t = 0.5.

A.3 Property-based generation

For property-based graph generation, we generate molecules using GPT-4 with sampling temperature set to t = 0.5. To
evaluate the performance of molecule generation, we measure the fraction of generated molecules that have the desired
property using a GNN classifier trained on the OGBG-MolHIV dataset. More specifically, let G1, G2, . . . , Gn be the
generate graphs that represent molecules. Let CT (G) ∈ {0, 1} be the ground-truth label of graph G, with CT (G) = 1
meaning the molecule G has the desired property (e.g. can inhibit HIV replication), and CT (G) = 0 meaning otherwise.
Similarly, let CM (G) be the predicted label of G. These values are related using the law of total probability:

p(CM (G) = 1) = p(CT (G) = 0)p(CM (G) = 1 | CT (G) = 0) + p(CT (G) = 1)p(CM (G) = 1 | CT (G) = 1).

14



Exploring the Potential of Large Language Models in Graph Generation A PREPRINT

Table 9: The definition of base graphs and motif graphs for the “Motif” task. The definition of motif graphs are given
by first listing the number of nodes, then listing the endpoints of all edges, which is in the same format as the input to
LLMs.

Graph Description

Trees Full binary or ternary tree
Ladders Two paths of same length with edge connections between pairs of nodes
Wheels A single node connected to all nodes of a cycle

Cycle (5, [(1, 2), (1, 5), (2, 3), (3, 4), (4, 5)])
House (5, [(1, 2), (1, 5), (2, 3), (2, 5), (3, 4), (4, 5)])
Crane (5, [(1, 2), (1, 3), (1, 4), (1, 5), (2, 3), (3, 4), (4, 5)])

Table 10: The confusion matrix of the molecule classifier used in the experiments of property-based graph generation.
C(G) denotes the ground-truth label, CM (G) denotes the predicted label, and the numbers represent the amount of
molecules that fall into this category.

CM (G) = 0 CM (G) = 1

C(G) = 0 35539 4145
C(G) = 1 633 810

where the conditional probability can be computed from the confusion matrix of the classifier as given in Table 10. By
rearranging the equations, we can compute rectified predictions C(G) that are closer to CT (G):

p(C(G) = 1) =
p(CM (G) = 1)− p(CM (G) = 1 | CT (G) = 0)

p(CM (G) = 1 | CT (G) = 1)− p(CM (G) = 1 | CT (G) = 0)
.

B Extended experimental results

We provide complete experimental results that include valid rates, novel rates, and unique rates for rule-based generation
tasks in Table 14, Table 15, and Table 16. Additionally, we compare the effect of different sampling temperatures for
rule-based generation in Table 17, and the effect of different amounts of generated graphs in Table 18. From the two
tables, we find that it is necessary to set appropriate sampling temperature and amount of generated graphs for different
tasks.

For distribution-based generation, we provide numerical results in Table 11, Table 12 and Table 13.

Table 11: Metrics for distribution-based graph generation on the “Trees or cycles” task. p represents the parameter of
the distribution where the graphs are sampled. ppred is the value of p predicted by LLM for the input graphs. pgen is
the value of p calculated by the generated graphs. “Valid” denotes fractions of generated graphs that are valid under
specific rules.

p Prompt ppred pgen Valid

p = 0.2
Zero-shot 62.0± 1.8 54.3± 17.8 72.0± 7.2
Few-shot 60.0± 0.0 32.2± 14.9 86.0± 6.1

CoT 45.0± 3.5 50.4± 6.7 83.3± 9.8

p = 0.4
Zero-shot 60.0± 2.8 74.3± 12.7 84.0± 5.4
Few-shot 62.0± 1.8 68.9± 16.1 98.0± 1.8

CoT 43.3± 2.7 59.0± 4.8 83.3± 7.2

p = 0.6
Zero-shot 58.0± 1.8 48.1± 15.1 88.0± 5.2
Few-shot 62.0± 1.8 16.0± 10.4 92.0± 5.2

CoT 53.3± 5.4 86.3± 7.1 96.7± 2.7

p = 0.8
Zero-shot 60.0± 0.0 90.0± 8.9 92.0± 5.2
Few-shot 64.0± 2.2 62.1± 12.1 88.0± 5.2

CoT 76.7± 5.4 92.6± 6.0 93.3± 2.7
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Table 12: Metrics for distribution-based graph generation on the “Union of components” task. p represents the parameter
of the distribution where the graphs are sampled. ppred is the value of p predicted by LLM for the input graphs. pgen is
the value of p calculated by the generated graphs. “Valid” denotes fractions of generated graphs that are valid under
specific rules.

p Prompt ppred pgen Valid

p = 0.2
Zero-shot 62.0± 1.8 58.2± 16.2 82.0± 4.4
Few-shot 60.0± 0.0 40.3± 14.9 70.0± 11.7

CoT 30.0± 8.5 25.0± 10.0 46.0± 8.8

p = 0.4
Zero-shot 58.0± 1.8 57.2± 16.3 70.0± 13.3
Few-shot 60.0± 0.0 62.2± 12.8 84.0± 6.1

CoT 36.0± 3.6 42.0± 7.9 68.0± 4.4

p = 0.6
Zero-shot 62.0± 1.8 49.2± 16.1 72.0± 14.8
Few-shot 60.0± 0.0 52.8± 14.8 86.0± 4.6

CoT 53.4± 7.0 70.6± 8.6 72.0± 9.5

p = 0.8
Zero-shot 58.0± 1.8 72.0± 11.1 54.0± 16.9
Few-shot 60.0± 0.0 45.0± 15.2 86.0± 3.6

CoT 59.2± 5.0 62.9± 9.7 78.0± 5.2

Table 13: Metrics for distribution-based graph generation on the “Motif” task. p represents the parameter of the
distribution where the graphs are sampled. ppred is the value of p predicted by LLM for the input graphs. pgen is the
value of p calculated by the generated graphs. “Valid” denotes fractions of generated graphs that are valid under specific
rules.

p Prompt ppred pgen Valid

p = 0.2
Zero-shot 60.0± 0.0 18.7± 7.6 56.0± 18.9
Few-shot 48.0± 5.0 42.0± 14.8 100.0± 0.0

CoT 42.0± 3.3 42.1± 2.4 90.0± 4.9

p = 0.4
Zero-shot 58.0± 1.8 22.9± 5.9 98.0± 1.8
Few-shot 42.0± 4.4 33.7± 10.5 94.0± 5.4

CoT 30.0± 2.8 55.6± 9.0 98.0± 1.8

p = 0.6
Zero-shot 52.0± 1.8 24.2± 7.3 90.0± 6.9
Few-shot 48.0± 8.2 38.9± 10.0 98.0± 1.8

CoT 40.0± 2.4 52.2± 6.1 95.0± 3.1

p = 0.8
Zero-shot 56.0± 2.2 35.1± 11.2 98.0± 1.8
Few-shot 56.0± 6.7 38.0± 8.2 100.0± 0.0

CoT 41.4± 3.7 63.3± 7.7 94.0± 3.6

Table 14: The novel rate for rule-based graph generation with GPT-4. The metric measures the fraction of generated
graphs that are different from the given example graphs. Values after ± denote standard errors.

Metric Prompt Trees Cycles Components Planar k-regular Wheel Bipartite k-color

Valid

Zero-shot 100.0± 0.0 91.3± 3.3 30.4± 5.1 47.3± 4.2 64.0± 6.8 13.0± 5.3 60.3± 7.4 50.3± 5.5
Few-shot 98.0± 0.9 85.0± 3.3 63.2± 5.3 4.3± 1.3 86.1± 3.1 88.8± 7.4 57.1± 8.6 62.3± 5.1

Zero-shot+CoT 100.0± 0.0 86.9± 3.6 38.0± 5.1 53.3± 6.0 82.7± 8.6 92.3± 4.7 92.7± 4.4 43.2± 4.9
Few-shot+CoT 97.6± 1.7 97.0± 1.9 40.0± 6.7 20.0± 4.3 91.5± 1.6 90.7± 5.1 98.2± 1.8 58.5± 5.9

Unique

Zero-shot 98.6± 0.9 88.3± 1.6 91.9± 3.0 99.7± 0.3 100.0± 0.0 98.7± 0.8 44.3± 7.0 98.3± 1.6
Few-shot 99.3± 0.5 92.3± 1.3 97.7± 1.1 96.8± 2.5 100.0± 0.0 98.8± 1.1 50.0± 8.2 98.5± 1.5

Zero-shot+CoT 100.0± 0.0 89.0± 4.2 98.5± 0.8 98.6± 0.8 100.0± 0.0 85.0± 5.7 16.9± 4.2 98.6± 1.0
Few-shot+CoT 99.7± 0.3 83.0± 5.1 96.3± 1.5 98.0± 1.4 100.0± 0.0 88.3± 5.1 10.7± 0.7 96.3± 2.6

Novel

Zero-shot 100.0± 0.0 100.0± 0.0 100.0± 0.0 100.0± 0.0 100.0± 0.0 100.0± 0.0 100.0± 0.0 100.0± 0.0
Few-shot 100.0± 0.0 100.0± 0.0 100.0± 0.0 100.0± 0.0 100.0± 0.0 100.0± 0.0 95.8± 4.1 100.0± 0.0

Zero-shot+CoT 100.0± 0.0 100.0± 0.0 100.0± 0.0 100.0± 0.0 100.0± 0.0 100.0± 0.0 100.0± 0.0 100.0± 0.0
Few-shot+CoT 100.0± 0.0 100.0± 0.0 100.0± 0.0 100.0± 0.0 100.0± 0.0 100.0± 0.0 96.4± 3.5 100.0± 0.0
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Table 15: Metrics about the comparison of different graph sizes for rule-based graph generation with GPT-4. “Valid”
denotes fractions of generated graphs that are valid under specific rules, “Unique” denotes fractions of generated graphs
that are not duplicates, and “Novel“ denotes fractions of generated graphs that are different from the given example
graphs.

Size Prompt Cycles k-regular k-color
Valid Unique Novel Valid Unique Novel Valid Unique Novel

Small

Zero-shot 84.7± 5.9 90.0± 3.1 100.0± 0.0 74.7± 9.9 100.0± 0.0 100.0± 0.0 56.0± 4.5 100.0± 0.0 100.0± 0.0
Few-shot 73.3± 7.1 96.0± 1.8 100.0± 0.0 90.0± 2.9 100.0± 0.0 100.0± 0.0 76.4± 5.3 100.0± 0.0 100.0± 0.0

Zero-shot+CoT 95.3± 3.2 84.7± 4.8 100.0± 0.0 97.1± 1.2 100.0± 0.0 100.0± 0.0 62.0± 6.1 96.7± 3.2 100.0± 0.0
Few-shot+CoT 96.0± 2.8 94.7± 2.1 100.0± 0.0 87.9± 3.4 100.0± 0.0 100.0± 0.0 80.7± 3.2 100.0± 0.0 100.0± 0.0

Medium

Zero-shot 91.3± 3.3 88.3± 1.6 100.0± 0.0 64.0± 6.8 100.0± 0.0 100.0± 0.0 50.3± 5.5 98.3± 1.6 100.0± 0.0
Few-shot 85.0± 3.3 92.3± 1.3 100.0± 0.0 86.1± 3.1 100.0± 0.0 100.0± 0.0 62.3± 5.1 98.5± 1.5 100.0± 0.0

Zero-shot+CoT 86.9± 3.6 89.0± 4.2 100.0± 0.0 82.7± 8.6 100.0± 0.0 100.0± 0.0 43.2± 4.9 98.6± 1.0 100.0± 0.0
Few-shot+CoT 97.0± 1.9 83.0± 5.1 100.0± 0.0 91.5± 1.6 100.0± 0.0 100.0± 0.0 58.5± 5.9 96.3± 2.6 100.0± 0.0

Large

Zero-shot 96.0± 1.6 84.0± 4.4 100.0± 0.0 61.3± 10.6 100.0± 0.0 100.0± 0.0 44.3± 6.8 97.9± 1.5 100.0± 0.0
Few-shot 82.0± 6.7 96.7± 2.0 100.0± 0.0 70.0± 7.4 100.0± 0.0 100.0± 0.0 64.0± 8.8 74.0± 13.7 100.0± 0.0

Zero-shot+CoT 100.0± 0.0 85.6± 9.0 100.0± 0.0 70.0± 21.2 100.0± 0.0 100.0± 0.0 58.9± 6.4 95.6± 4.2 100.0± 0.0
Few-shot+CoT 95.0± 3.6 85.7± 6.2 100.0± 0.0 82.5± 7.1 100.0± 0.0 100.0± 0.0 53.3± 10.8 89.2± 5.5 100.0± 0.0

Table 16: Metrics about the comparison of rule-based graph generation using different LLMs. “Valid” denotes fractions
of generated graphs that are valid under specific rules, “Unique” denotes fractions of generated graphs that are not
duplicates, and “Novel“ denotes fractions of generated graphs that are different from the given example graphs.

Model Prompt Cycles k-regular k-color
Valid Unique Novel Valid Unique Novel Valid Unique Novel

GPT-4

Zero-shot 84.7± 5.9 90.0± 3.1 100.0± 0.0 74.7± 9.9 100.0± 0.0 100.0± 0.0 56.0± 4.5 100.0± 0.0 100.0± 0.0
Few-shot 73.3± 7.1 96.0± 1.8 100.0± 0.0 90.0± 2.9 100.0± 0.0 100.0± 0.0 76.4± 5.3 100.0± 0.0 100.0± 0.0

Zero-shot+CoT 95.3± 3.2 84.7± 4.8 100.0± 0.0 97.1± 1.2 100.0± 0.0 100.0± 0.0 62.0± 6.1 96.7± 3.2 100.0± 0.0
Few-shot+CoT 96.0± 2.8 94.7± 2.1 100.0± 0.0 87.9± 3.4 100.0± 0.0 100.0± 0.0 80.7± 3.2 100.0± 0.0 100.0± 0.0

GPT-3.5

Zero-shot 84.7± 5.6 84.0± 2.8 100.0± 0.0 6.7± 2.4 64.0± 9.9 100.0± 0.0 0.0± 0.0 72.0± 8.1 100.0± 0.0
Few-shot 22.7± 7.4 86.0± 5.6 100.0± 0.0 8.7± 3.6 98.7± 1.3 96.7± 2.6 29.3± 7.0 91.3± 6.0 100.0± 0.0

Zero-shot+CoT 56.7± 8.0 88.0± 3.3 100.0± 0.0 2.7± 2.6 78.2± 9.9 100.0± 0.0 14.3± 8.4 81.4± 6.7 100.0± 0.0
Few-shot+CoT 57.5± 12.1 75.8± 9.0 100.0± 0.0 9.0± 4.6 96.0± 3.8 97.0± 2.8 34.3± 8.0 98.6± 1.4 100.0± 0.0

LLama2

Zero-shot 0.7± 0.7 90.7± 2.6 100.0± 0.0 0.0± 0.0 89.2± 3.8 100.0± 0.0 0.0± 0.0 78.0± 5.2 100.0± 0.0
Few-shot 31.1± 7.8 100.0± 0.0 70.4± 8.0 17.2± 5.0 100.0± 0.0 82.8± 5.0 13.0± 3.7 100.0± 0.0 92.6± 2.6

Zero-shot+CoT 1.1± 1.1 90.4± 1.9 100.0± 0.0 0.0± 0.0 87.0± 4.9 100.0± 0.0 0.0± 0.0 70.9± 5.0 100.0± 0.0
Few-shot+CoT 16.2± 5.2 100.0± 0.0 87.2± 5.2 8.0± 3.1 100.0± 0.0 92.3± 3.1 13.3± 3.7 98.3± 1.1 91.7± 3.3

Table 17: The effect of different sampling temperatures on rule-based graph generation with GPT-4. “Valid” denotes
fractions of generated graphs that are valid under specific rules, “Unique” denotes fractions of generated graphs that are
not duplicates, and “Novel“ denotes fractions of generated graphs that are different from the given example graphs.

Temperature Prompt Cycles k-regular k-color
Valid Unique Novel Valid Unique Novel Valid Unique Novel

t = 0

Zero-shot 100.0± 0.0 90.0± 0.0 100.0± 0.0 53.3± 11.1 98.7± 0.9 100.0± 0.0 33.3± 6.3 98.0± 1.9 100.0± 0.0
Few-shot 76.0± 4.0 89.3± 1.8 100.0± 0.0 90.8± 3.0 96.9± 3.0 100.0± 0.0 72.1± 9.0 90.7± 4.0 100.0± 0.0

Zero-shot+CoT 91.3± 4.6 88.7± 5.6 100.0± 0.0 80.0± 10.1 100.0± 0.0 100.0± 0.0 49.3± 7.9 96.4± 2.8 100.0± 0.0
Few-shot+CoT 96.7± 3.2 62.0± 9.8 100.0± 0.0 85.0± 6.9 100.0± 0.0 100.0± 0.0 52.7± 8.9 96.0± 3.9 100.0± 0.0

t = 0.2

Zero-shot 100.0± 0.0 90.0± 0.0 100.0± 0.0 34.7± 9.9 100.0± 0.0 100.0± 0.0 49.3± 5.4 100.0± 0.0 100.0± 0.0
Few-shot 79.3± 4.5 88.7± 2.3 100.0± 0.0 91.5± 3.7 100.0± 0.0 100.0± 0.0 70.0± 8.1 91.3± 5.1 100.0± 0.0

Zero-shot+CoT 87.3± 4.8 92.7± 1.8 100.0± 0.0 83.0± 9.2 98.0± 1.9 100.0± 0.0 50.7± 9.1 98.0± 1.9 100.0± 0.0
Few-shot+CoT 100.0± 0.0 77.3± 8.8 100.0± 0.0 91.3± 2.8 100.0± 0.0 100.0± 0.0 62.0± 7.8 88.7± 6.5 100.0± 0.0

t = 0.4

Zero-shot 100.0± 0.0 90.0± 0.0 100.0± 0.0 56.0± 10.9 99.3± 0.6 100.0± 0.0 52.0± 7.0 99.3± 0.6 100.0± 0.0
Few-shot 70.7± 4.8 84.0± 2.8 100.0± 0.0 89.2± 4.1 95.4± 4.4 100.0± 0.0 56.9± 8.7 86.2± 7.6 100.0± 0.0

Zero-shot+CoT 98.7± 1.3 84.7± 5.2 100.0± 0.0 76.0± 9.1 98.0± 1.3 100.0± 0.0 44.6± 7.0 94.6± 3.7 100.0± 0.0
Few-shot+CoT 97.9± 2.1 91.4± 1.7 100.0± 0.0 90.0± 3.8 100.0± 0.0 100.0± 0.0 58.7± 10.6 90.0± 6.1 100.0± 0.0

t = 0.6

Zero-shot 100.0± 0.0 90.7± 1.1 100.0± 0.0 50.7± 10.9 100.0± 0.0 100.0± 0.0 59.3± 6.1 90.7± 5.8 100.0± 0.0
Few-shot 77.3± 6.4 90.7± 2.9 100.0± 0.0 91.7± 3.1 100.0± 0.0 100.0± 0.0 64.0± 8.2 94.7± 5.2 100.0± 0.0

Zero-shot+CoT 90.0± 5.7 86.0± 5.5 100.0± 0.0 92.5± 3.9 100.0± 0.0 100.0± 0.0 45.7± 6.8 99.3± 0.7 100.0± 0.0
Few-shot+CoT 96.0± 3.2 75.3± 8.6 100.0± 0.0 82.9± 6.6 100.0± 0.0 100.0± 0.0 63.3± 8.1 100.0± 0.0 100.0± 0.0

t = 0.8

Zero-shot 91.3± 3.3 88.3± 1.6 100.0± 0.0 64.0± 6.8 100.0± 0.0 100.0± 0.0 50.3± 5.5 98.3± 1.6 100.0± 0.0
Few-shot 85.0± 3.3 92.3± 1.3 100.0± 0.0 86.1± 3.1 100.0± 0.0 100.0± 0.0 62.3± 5.1 98.5± 1.5 100.0± 0.0

Zero-shot+CoT 86.9± 3.6 89.0± 4.2 100.0± 0.0 82.7± 8.6 100.0± 0.0 100.0± 0.0 43.2± 4.9 98.6± 1.0 100.0± 0.0
Few-shot+CoT 97.0± 1.9 83.0± 5.1 100.0± 0.0 91.5± 1.6 100.0± 0.0 100.0± 0.0 58.5± 5.9 96.3± 2.6 100.0± 0.0

t = 1

Zero-shot 94.0± 3.9 88.0± 3.0 100.0± 0.0 60.0± 10.5 100.0± 0.0 100.0± 0.0 40.7± 7.5 100.0± 0.0 100.0± 0.0
Few-shot 64.0± 6.2 96.0± 1.6 100.0± 0.0 86.7± 4.1 100.0± 0.0 100.0± 0.0 49.2± 8.9 95.8± 4.0 100.0± 0.0

Zero-shot+CoT 95.0± 2.2 86.4± 5.9 100.0± 0.0 78.6± 11.1 98.6± 1.3 100.0± 0.0 57.1± 6.9 100.0± 0.0 100.0± 0.0
Few-shot+CoT 80.7± 6.6 91.3± 2.5 100.0± 0.0 81.5± 4.2 100.0± 0.0 100.0± 0.0 45.0± 9.4 100.0± 0.0 100.0± 0.0
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Table 18: The effect of different amounts of generated graphs on rule-based graph generation with GPT-4. “Valid”
denotes fractions of generated graphs that are valid under specific rules, “Unique” denotes fractions of generated graphs
that are not duplicates, and “Novel“ denotes fractions of generated graphs that are different from the given example
graphs. Items marked with “—” denote experiments where the model is unable to generate enough graphs with the
required format.

Amount Prompt Cycles k-regular k-color
Valid Unique Novel Valid Unique Novel Valid Unique Novel

5

Zero-shot 90.7± 4.2 81.3± 2.3 100.0± 0.0 57.3± 11.1 100.0± 0.0 100.0± 0.0 50.7± 7.0 100.0± 0.0 100.0± 0.0
Few-shot 72.0± 4.1 97.3± 1.8 100.0± 0.0 92.9± 2.6 100.0± 0.0 100.0± 0.0 69.3± 5.3 100.0± 0.0 100.0± 0.0

Zero-shot+CoT 86.7± 4.5 85.3± 5.2 100.0± 0.0 85.0± 7.5 100.0± 0.0 100.0± 0.0 44.0± 4.7 100.0± 0.0 100.0± 0.0
Few-shot+CoT 92.9± 3.8 82.9± 7.2 100.0± 0.0 93.3± 3.1 100.0± 0.0 100.0± 0.0 44.0± 9.3 100.0± 0.0 100.0± 0.0

10

Zero-shot 91.3± 3.3 88.3± 1.6 100.0± 0.0 64.0± 6.8 100.0± 0.0 100.0± 0.0 50.3± 5.5 98.3± 1.6 100.0± 0.0
Few-shot 85.0± 3.3 92.3± 1.3 100.0± 0.0 86.1± 3.1 100.0± 0.0 100.0± 0.0 62.3± 5.1 98.5± 1.5 100.0± 0.0

Zero-shot+CoT 86.9± 3.6 89.0± 4.2 100.0± 0.0 82.7± 8.6 100.0± 0.0 100.0± 0.0 43.2± 4.9 98.6± 1.0 100.0± 0.0
Few-shot+CoT 97.0± 1.9 83.0± 5.1 100.0± 0.0 91.5± 1.6 100.0± 0.0 100.0± 0.0 58.5± 5.9 96.3± 2.6 100.0± 0.0

20

Zero-shot 98.2± 1.1 92.1± 1.6 100.0± 0.0 53.7± 10.1 99.0± 0.5 100.0± 0.0 56.7± 5.9 92.3± 4.9 100.0± 0.0
Few-shot 83.7± 4.7 88.0± 2.9 100.0± 0.0 93.0± 1.6 100.0± 0.0 100.0± 0.0 65.0± 8.3 96.8± 3.1 100.0± 0.0

Zero-shot+CoT 95.0± 3.2 85.4± 6.9 100.0± 0.0 — — — — — —
Few-shot+CoT 96.3± 2.0 93.7± 2.2 100.0± 0.0 95.0± 1.4 100.0± 0.0 100.0± 0.0 80.0± 6.2 82.9± 8.6 100.0± 0.0
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