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Graph neural networks (GNNs) have emerged as powerful tools to accurately predict materials and
molecular properties in computational discovery pipelines. In this article, we exploit the invertible
nature of these neural networks to directly generate molecular structures with desired electronic
properties. Starting from a random graph or an existing molecule, we perform a gradient ascent while
holding the GNN weights fixed in order to optimize its input, the molecular graph, towards the target
property. Valence rules are enforced strictly through a judicious graph construction. The method
relies entirely on the property predictor; no additional training is required on molecular structures.
We demonstrate the application of this method by generating molecules with specific DFT-verified
energy gaps and octanol-water partition coefficients (logP). Our approach hits target properties with
rates comparable to or better than state-of-the-art generative models while consistently generating
more diverse molecules.

One of the ultimate goals of computational materials
science is to be able to rapidly uncover material struc-
tures and compositions with specific properties [1]. This
is particularly true in the fields of pharmacy and ma-
terials for energy and sustainability where time is of
the essence. In the past decades, computational mate-
rials discovery has been achieved by going through large
databases of existing materials and computing proper-
ties from first principles using methods such as density
functional theory (DFT) and molecular dynamics [2, 3].
These methods have proven to be successful in many
cases [4–7], but suffer from two main limitations: (1)
they are computationally expensive and (2) they cover a
small subspace of all possible materials.

In an effort to alleviate the first problem, machine
learning (ML) based property prediction methods have
become an integral part of materials science [8, 9]. Var-
ious models exploit different materials representations
(e.g., graph, fingerprints) [10, 11], model architectures
(e.g., neural networks, random forest) [12] and datasets
(experimental or computed) and their accuracy has been
steadily increasing, often competing with that of DFT [8].
The success and adoption of these models is due largely
to the powerful tools developed by the ML and data sci-
ence communities (such as Pytorch[13], Tensorflow [14],
Pandas [15], etc.). However, despite their promising per-
formance on benchmark datasets, ML property predic-
tors still suffer from poor generalizability [16], exhibiting
much lower performance on out-of-distribution data, i.e.,
materials that are different from what they have been
trained on.

Materials and molecule generation can alleviate the
second limitation: it can theoretically explore the full
space of all possible materials. Traditionally this has
been done using minima hopping [17], metadynamics[18]
and evolutionary approaches [19–21], but machines can
also learn to generate realistic materials [2]. The goal
is no longer to predict properties but to predict realistic
structures [22]. Materials and molecular generation us-

ing ML is a rapidly evolving field with a large body of
recent methods including variational autoencoders [23–
25], flow-based models [26, 27], diffusion models [28, 29],
models based on reinforcement learning (RL) [30, 31] and
many others [32, 33].

In this paper, we exploit one of the most important
and fundamental features of neural networks, their dif-
ferentiability, to directly optimize a target property with
respect to the graph representation itself starting from
a pre-trained predictive model. This concept sometimes
termed gradient ascent, or input optimization, has been
used extensively in other fields [34, 35] and a similar idea
has been applied to molecular generation with SELF-
IES [36]. Here we apply input optimization to molecu-
lar GNNs. We describe how carefully constraining the
molecular representation makes this “naive” approach
possible and show that it can generate molecules with
requested properties as verified with density functional
theory and empirical models. It does so with compa-
rable or better performance than existing methods while
consistently generating the most diverse set of molecules.

RESULTS

Rationale and workflow overview

Our method can technically be applied to any GNN ar-
chitecture that uses molecular graphs. To train our GNN
we use (1) an explicit representation of the adjacency ma-
trix where non-zero elements are the bond orders and (2)
a feature matrix that contains a one-hot representation of
the atoms. These two matrices fully describe the graph
and contain exactly the same information as a SMILES
string. Since all functions in the GNN have well-defined
gradients (allowing it to be trained in the first place),
the adjacency matrix and the feature vector can be opti-
mized through a gradient descent with respect to a target
property as illustrated in Figure 1. This is termed gra-
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FIG. 1. a) Molecular representation for this work using an HCN molecule as an example. b) A visual representation of a
typical training process for a neural network in comparison to an input optimization scheme.

dient ascent–although it does not change the direction
of the gradients but rather, the variable with respect to
which they are taken. This approach could be seen as a
”naive” way to tackle the problem of conditional molec-
ular and materials generation; unconstrained, it would
lead to meaningless results that do not follow the basic
structures of the adjacency matrix (e.g., its symmetry)
and the feature matrix (e.g., one non-zero element per
line). The major contribution of this paper is to enforce
structural and chemical rules such that optimized inputs
can only be valid molecules allowing for direct optimiza-
tion into graph space.

The adjacency matrix is constructed from a weight

vector wadj containing
N2−N

2 elements. These elements
are squared and populated in an upper triangular matrix
with zeros on the main diagonal. The resulting matrix is
then added to its transpose to obtain a positive symmet-
ric matrix with zero trace. Elements of the matrix are
then rounded to the nearest integer to obtain the adja-
cency matrix. The key element here is that the adjacency
matrix needs to have non-zero gradients with respect to
wadj, which is not the case when using a conventional
rounding half-up function. To alleviate this problem we
used a sloped rounding function,

[x]sloped = [x] + a(x− [x]) (1)

where [x] is the conventional rounding half-up function
and a is an adjustable hyper-parameter. These steps
guarantee that only valid near-integer filled adjacency
matrices are constructed. However, it does not take into
account any chemistry: atoms are allowed to form as
many bonds as there are rows in the adjacency matrix.
To avoid that, we use two strategies: (1) we penalize va-
lence (sum of bond orders) of more than 4 through the
loss function and (2) we do not allow gradients in the
direction of higher number of bonds when the valence is
already 4.

The feature vector, on the other hand, is constructed
directly from the adjacency matrix. The idea is to define
the atoms from their valence, i.e., the sum of their bond

orders. For example, a node with four edges of value one,
or, in other words, an atom forming four single bonds,
would be defined as a carbon atom, a node forming one
double bond would be defined as an oxygen atom, a node
forming a double bond and a single bond would be de-
fined as a nitrogen atom, etc. In terms of matrices, this
means that the sum of a row (or columns) of the ad-
jacency matrix defines the element associated with that
row (or column).
More details on how constraints on the adjacency ma-

trix and feature vectors are implemented can be found in
the supplemental information.

Energy gap targeting

The first task is to generate molecules with a specific
energy gap µ between their highest occupied molecular
orbital (HOMO) and their lowest unoccupied molecular
orbital (LUMO). The HOMO-LUMO gap is a particu-
larly interesting property because it is relevant to a num-
ber of applications, it is relatively expensive to compute
and it is available in many databases [37–40]. Further-
more, the ability to generate molecules with a specific
emission wavelength is of special interest to our own re-
search on the discovery of efficient blue organic light emit-
ting diodes (OLED) materials [].
We trained a simple GNN on the QM9 dataset [37] and

used our direct inverse design procedure to generate 100
molecules with HOMO-LUMO gaps within 10 meV of 3
different target values: the first percentile of QM9 energy
gaps, 4.1 eV, the median, 6.8 eV, and the 99th percentile,
9.3 eV. As an additional soft target, we aimed for com-
positions close to the average composition in QM9. This
helps guide the generation towards molecules that the
proxy can predict better.
The results are illustrated in Figure 2. Note that all

generated molecules are within the requested range ac-
cording to the proxy model by construction: generation
stops when that criterion is met. The DFT-calculated
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TABLE I. Comparison of generated molecules from our procedure (DIDgen) with those generated with a state-of-the-art
genetic algorithm (JANUS) [33]. The comparison metrics are the number of DFT calculations (ncalcs), the number of molecules
that are within 0.5 eV of the target (n±0.5), the mean absolute error (MAE) to the target property and the diversity (Div.) of
the generated molecules that are within 0.5 eV of the property.

Method 4.1 eV 6.8 eV 9.3 eV
ncalcs n±0.5 MAE Div. ncalcs n±0.5 MAE Div. ncalcs n±0.5 MAE Div.

QM9 3.4% 0.87 24% 0.89 6.0% 0.84
JANUS (DFT) 197 24 (12.2%) 0.96 0.79 392 42 (10.7%) 0.92 0.80 484 26 (5.4%) 1.28 0.81
JANUS (Proxy) 100 36 1.05 0.86 100 46 0.80 0.82 100 37 1.24 0.81

DIDgen 100 46 0.81 0.91 100 50 0.83 0.90 100 34 0.83 0.83

FIG. 2. Generated molecules HOMO-LUMO gap DFT and
proxy predictions. Generated molecules are overlaid on the
proxy model performance on the QM9 dataset (test + train).

energy gap, on the other hand, is distributed around the
requested property with relatively small overlap between
different targets.

The generated molecules predictions are overlaid on
the predictions for the QM9 dataset. It is apparent that
the proxy model’s performance is significantly worse on
generated molecules than on the test set. If the model
was generalizing perfectly, we should expect the perfor-
mance to be similar to that of the test set, MAE=0.12eV,
rather than the observed performance of about 0.8 eV.
This highlights the importance of benchmarking gener-
ating schemes on DFT-confirmed properties, not solely
on ML predicted properties.

We compared our method to JANUS [33] an ML

enhanced state-of-the-art genetic algorithm that was
recently tested against several materials generations
schemes on various benchmarks [41]. We chose to com-
pare our method to a genetic algorithm, because of their
prevalence, their performance [42] and because, like our
method they do not require any training other than that
of the proxy model. We ran the algorithm directly with
DFT as an evaluation function and with our proxy model;
the results are presented in Table I and in Figure S7. De-
tails of the calculations and JANUS model parameters
can be found in the SI.

As a measure of performance, for each target, we
counted the number of molecules within 0.5 eV of the
target, the mean absolute distance from the target value
and the average Tanimoto distance between Morgan fin-
gerprints of each pair molecules within 0.5 eV of the tar-
get. In Table I we refer to our method as DIDgen, direct
inverse design generator. DIDgen and JANUS are both
able to significantly increase the proportion of molecules
within the target range compared to a random draw of
QM9 molecules. Our approach nearly matches or outper-
forms the genetic algorithm for all 9 metrics in Table I.

logP targeting

The second task is to target a specific range of octanol-
water partition coefficient (logP) values. It is relevant for
drug discovery where logP can be used as a measure of
cell permeability [43, 44]. Most commercial drugs have a
value between 0 and 5. In more recent studies in the field
of ML, logP and penalized logP have been used exten-
sively as a benchmark for generative models due to the
existence of a cheap empirical model for logP developed
by Wildman and Crippen [43] sometimes called “Crippen
logP” that is readily available in the RDkit [45]. Here we
will use the same target range as [31] which were used in
several recent papers on molecular generation.

We trained ”CrippenNet” a GNN developed specifi-
cally for this task on a subset of the ZINC dataset[24, 46]
and QM9[37]. More details about CrippenNet can be
found in the Methods and in the supplementary infor-
mation. For each of the two target ranges ([-2.5, -2], [5,
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5.5]) we generated 1000 molecules and evaluated their
diversity using the average pairwise Tanimoto distance–
we evaluated the diversity of all generated molecules, not
only the ones in the target range to be consistent with
ref [31]. We limited the molecule size to 85 atoms (includ-
ing hydrogens), again to be consistent with ref [31]. We
initialized the generation with random molecules from
QM9 because CrippenNet performed significantly better
on these molecules.

TABLE II. logP targeting to a certain range. Modified from
Ref. [32].

Method Evaluation −2.5 ≤ logP ≤ −2 5 ≤ logP ≤ 5.5
Success Diversity Success Diversity

ZINC 0.4% 0.919 1.3% 0.901
ORGAN [30] Oracle 0 − 0.2% 0.909
GCPN [31] Oracle 85.5% 0.392 54.7% 0.855
SGDS [32] Oracle 86.0% 0.874 62.2% 0.858
JT-VAE [23] Proxy 11.3% 0.846 7.6% 0.907
LIMO [25] Proxy 10.4% 0.914 − −
DIDgen Proxy 43.5% 0.932 14.4% 0.917

The results are presented in Table II in comparison
with refs. [23, 25, 30–32]. DIDgen generates the most di-
verse molecules of all methods for both target ranges.
When compared to other methods that use a trained
proxy model as a predictor for logP, as opposed to the
ground truth empirical model which we termed “oracle”
in Table II, DIDgen shows the highest performance by
a factor of x4 and x2 respectively. However, it does not
have a higher success rate then GCPN and SGDS which
both use the oracle directly. This is not surprising since
the success rate relies heavily on the proxy model perfor-
mance and generalizability. All methods except JT-VAE
could technically use CrippenNet which would offer a way
to compare the generation schemes themselves separately
of the proxy model’s performance (like we did for the en-
ergy gap task).

DISCUSSION

Generative methods like ours that use a learned proxy
rely heavily on its performance, especially its ability to
generalize in order to hit target properties. Models that
can directly use an oracle do not always suffer from this
limitation. For example, in the logP targeting task,
the oracle was not computationally limiting and thus
the number of evaluations was not taken into account.
In that case, oracle-based methods had superior success
rates. But since evaluations are not costly, as pointed out
by other groups of authors [25], it would be easy to gen-
erate more molecules and filter out molecules that don’t
meet the criteria.

In reality, application-relevant properties are often
computationally expensive and directly optimizing them

is not an option, this is actually the case with the water-
octanol partition (logP) which is difficult to evaluate pre-
cisely beyond Wildman and Crippen’s model [47]. The
energy gap task is another example of that. In that case,
we have seen that JANUS was able to find significantly
more molecules in the target range when using a proxy
than when using DFT directly. So, even though JANUS
does not require the use of a proxy, it clearly benefits
from its use. This means that in a lot of applications
methods that can use an oracle will also end up being
dependant on the performance and generalizability of an
ML proxy.

In that same vein, inverting a predictive ML model
with our method can be a good way to identify its weak-
nesses. For example, in the energy gap task, many of the
generated molecules for which the proxy model was least
accurate contained an O-O bond. The presence of that
bond is particularly important for the large gaps (9.3 eV).
As illustrated in Figure 2, there is a group of generated
molecules containing O-O bonds around a DFT gap of
8 eV which are all predicted to have a gap of around
9.3 eV. In the future, our method could be used as part of
an active learning loop to iteratively improve the model
generalizability, in this case, by retraining on a set of
molecules containing O-O bonds, for example.

Another way to evaluate the performance of generative
models that is independent of the evaluation method is to
measure their ability to generate diverse molecules. On
that metric, our method performed better than all other
methods we have tested it against. This is important
because for any application, new materials must simulta-
neously meet multiple criteria that can’t all be modeled
and optimized for. For example, molecules for display
applications must emit light of a certain color, but they
must also be synthesizable, bright, stable, cheap, safe,
soluble, etc. Generating a more diverse set of molecules
simply increases the chances that one of the generated
molecules will meet multiple of these criteria.

The inversion procedure presented here can be used
on any GNN architecture that uses molecular 2D graphs
(like SMILES), but it requires modifying them so that
they use an explicit representation of the adjacency ma-
trix which may require retraining. This can be a limiting
factor for the adoption of our procedure. To give an ex-
ample of how this process can be done we make available
on our public repository a version of the popular CGCNN
model [48] using an explicit adjacency matrix.

In conclusion, we demonstrated that by carefully con-
straining the representation of molecules, a property pre-
dicting GNN can be turned into a diverse conditional gen-
erator without any additional training. Our method is a
literal implementation of the inverse design paradigm:
properties are put in and materials are obtained going
backwards through a pipeline that is built to do the op-
posite. Although it is a “naive” way to approach this
problem, we showed that it rivals with complex state-
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of-the-art models. Ultimately, we hope that will help
accelerate the design and discovery of functional materi-
als.

METHODS

Training of the property predictors

Since optimizing the inputs (generating molecules) will
require an explicit representation of the adjacency ma-
trix, sparse matrices and lists of edge indices cannot
be used during training of the property predictor GNN.
Mini-batching using a single adjacency matrix per batch
thus uses a large amount of memory that scales quadrati-
cally with the total number of atoms in a batch. To avoid
that issue we use a fixed graph size (N) instead which al-
lows us to store the adjacency matrices as a B ×N ×N
array where B is the batch size. Empty rows of the ad-
jacency matrix are associated with atoms of type ”no-
atom” in the feature vector one-hot encoding. This al-
lows for molecules of any size smaller than N .
Although sloped rounding and maximum functions

guarantee that the adjacency matrix and the feature vec-
tor are populated with near-integer values, these values
are not exactly integers and these variations around inte-
ger values can have a significant impact on the property
predicated by the GNN. To make the GNN less sensitive
to these variations, we add a small amount of random
noise around integer values of A and F during training.

For the energy gap task, we used a simple graph con-
volutional network (GCN) with an adjustable number
of convolutions, a pooling layer and an adjustable num-
ber of linear layers. We trained this model on the QM9
dataset containing approximately 130000 small molecules
for which the energy gap was calculated with density
functional theory (DFT). With manual hyperparameter
tuning, we obtain a mean absolute error of about 0.12 eV
on the test set which is on par with other models using
the same amount of information (2D graphs, no coordi-
nates) [37]. More details on this model can be found in
the SI.

For the LogP task, we use CrippenNet a graph neu-
ral network that we developed based on the structure of
Crippen’s empirical model. CrippenNet classifies atoms
inside molecules as one of 69 classes associated with a
logP value and then sums the individual contributions
of each atom to obtain the total logP of the molecules.
In the empirical model, each of these classes is defined
by certain properties described by SMARTS string. For
example, class #18 is an aromatic carbon atom and its
associated logP is 0.1581 [43]. In CrippenNet the classes
are learned from the graph of the molecule by training
on a subset of the ZINC dataset [46] containing 250,000
molecules (the same subset used in Ref. [24]) and QM9.
More details on CrippenNet can be found in the supple-

mental information. Our goal was to get a model that
resembles the ground truth model as much as possible in
order to be as close as possible to directly inverting it.
Note that it may be possible to obtain a perfect classifi-
cation from the graph representation of the molecule in
which case DIDgen’s success rate would be 100%. This
would require a careful analysis of the SMARTS classes
and their resulting convolutions.

DFT validation of the energy gap

For each generated molecule, we obtained the confor-
mation (3D atomic positions) using the RDKit. In some
cases no conformation could be obtained from the gen-
erated molecule. In those cases, the molecule was dis-
carded and a new molecule was generated until a total of
100 molecules with conformation were obtained for each
target.

For all 300 molecules, we performed density functional
theory calculations to obtain the ”true” HOMO-LUMO
gap. For consistency, we used DFT parameters as close
as possible to Ramakrishnan et al. [37]. We fully relaxed
the molecules and obtained the HOMO-LUMO gap with
B3LYP/6-31G(2df,2p) as implemented in ORCA [49].

Loss function for the inversion procedure

Since chemically valid molecules are not always realis-
tic (they don’t necessarily have a stable conformation),
in order to guide the generation towards more realistic
molecules, we added an additional term to the loss func-
tion. We used the average composition, Ci, in QM9 for
each element i as an objective. The total loss for this
task was the following:

L =
λlL2

l + λsL2
s + λcL2

c

λl + λs + λc
, (2)

where

Lc =
∑
i

∑
j Fij∑
ij Fij

− Ci, (3)

Ll is the root mean square error with respect to the target
p, Ls is the loss associated with the maximum valence
defined in equation 4 of the supplementary information
and λl,s,c are adjustable hyperparameters.

CODE AVAILABILITY

The code used for the experiments presented in this
paper is available at github.com/ftherrien/inv-design.

https://github.com/ftherrien/inv-design
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Supplemental Information

Limiting the number of bonds

In this section we present two strategies to prevent generated adjacency matrices to contain atoms that form an
unrealistic number of bonds. For the scope of this paper, we consider that no atom should form more than 4 bonds
(e.g., a triple bond and a single bond would count as 4 bonds). In other words, the maximum permitted valence for
an atom is 4.

The first strategy adds an additional penalty to the loss function as follows.

Ls =
∑
Ω

Aik with Ω = {(i, k)|
∑
k′

aik′ > 4.5} (4)

The second strategy prevents gradients in the direction of higher bonding when there are already 4 bonds. After each
epoch, wadj

(t) is updated by the optimizer and the adjacency matrix A(t+1) is computed from wadj
(t+1). Consider

the matrix I mapping the indices of wadj to the elements of A such that Ai,j = [wadj
2
Ii,j

]sloped. We can build the

following list of indices:

l = {Ii,j |A(t+1)
i,j > A

(t)
i,j ∧

∑
k′

A
(t+1)
i,k′ > 4.5} (5)

In essence, l is a list of wadj indices for which the corresponding bond (or element) in the adjacency matrix increased
in the last epoch and is part of an atom (or row) that has already formed more than 4 bonds. Finally, we set

wadj
(t+1)
i∈l = wadj

(t)
i manually. The advantage of this method as opposed to modifying the gradient directly is that it

can be applied to any optimizer.
Not all indices of l are necessary to prevent valence higher than 4. For example, if an atom went from forming 1

bond to 5 bonds in one epoch, the increase from 1 bond to 4 bonds is perfectly allowable. In practice, indices are
added to l until the number of bonds of a specific atom (or row) is 4 or less, but not further.

In principle, either approach is sufficient on its own. However, the first approach makes the optimization more
difficult by adding an additional objective and the second approach cannot handle cases where the starting weights
create high valences, which is almost always the case when starting from random weights. When starting from existing
molecules, only the second approach is used.

Feature vector construction

We construct the feature vector with the following function,

Fij = fj(
∑
k

Ai,k)wfea
(ij) (6)

where Ai,j and Fi,j are the elements of the adjacency matrix and the feature vector respectively. Each column of
the one-hot-encoded feature matrix is associated with a specific element, function fj defined by a bell-shaped function
centered around the number of bonds that an element can form (here index j determines that element). It is described
by the following expression:

fj(x) =


c0e

−
x−bj

σ2 + c1, if bj − x0 < x < bj + x0

±2
c0
σ2

e−
x0
σ2

(
x0x± x2

0 − bj + σ2
)
+ c1,

if ∓ x > x0 ∓ bj

(7)

Where x0 = σ
√
−ln(c2), c0,1,2 and σ are adjustable parameters, bj is the number of bonds associated with each atom

(e.g., H:1, C:4, O:2) and wfea are the trainable weights of the feature vector. Therefore, if an atom forms 3 bonds for
example, only the columns corresponding to elements with a valence of 3 will have sizable values. The shape of fj
for each valance j is plotted in Figure 3. The trainable weights wfea are only used to differentiate between elements



9

Sl
op

pe
d 

m
ax

 o
f

FIG. 3. a) Graphical representation of equation 7 b) Graphical representation of 7 after applying the sloped maximum
function. It shows how the one hot encoding of the feature vector is constructed from the number of bonds (x) in the adjacency
matrix.

forming the same number of bonds. For example, H and F both form a single bond (valence of 1), in that case wfea

is a single weight that determines if the element is H (0) or F (1). Finally, to ensure that the one-hot encoding are as
close as possible to binary with normalized rows, we use a sloped maximum function defined as:

(sloped max x)i =

{
1− a(1− xi), if xi = max x

bxi, otherwise
(8)

Single component graphs

With our current implementation, there is no implicit guarantee that the generated graph will be a single molecule.
To circumvent this problem, when the stopping criterion is met for the property being optimized, if there is more
than one component in the generated graph (i.e., more than one molecule), only the largest component is kept and
all other components are removed. The property is then recomputed. If the criterion is still met the generation stops,
otherwise, a small amount of random noise is added to the weights to avoid returning to the previous state and the
generation continues.

Details about the energy gap predictor

The energy gap predictor is a convolutional graph neural network composed of an embedding layer of width 256, 6
convolutional layers, a learned pooling layer and 3 fully connected layers of width 256, 256 and 128.

The learned pooling layer is described by:

Hpooled = (σ(HW ))TH (9)

If B is the batch size, N is the maximum number of atoms and F is the number of atomic features, then H is a
B × N × F hidden layer, W is a F × 1 weight matrix and Hpooled is a B × F pooled hidden layer. This is akin to
a single transformer block. The activation function σ is a sigmoid function for the convolution layer and a softplus
function for all other layers.

During training, convolution layers were batch normalized and a dropout of 10% was applied before every fully
connected layer (including in the convolutions). We chose a maximum number of atoms of 25 and a batch size of
1000. Atoms were described by a one hot encoding of length 5 plus a sixth number representing their number of
valence electrons which could be easily calculated from the one hot encoding. Therefore, each batch was composed of
a 1000×25×25 adjacency matrix and a 1000×25×6 feature vector. A random noise factor with a normal distribution
of standard deviation 0.05 was added to both of these matrices at every batch iteration in order to make the network
less sensitive to near integers. The model was trained on an 80-20 split of the QM9 dataset for 1000 epochs with the
Adam optimizer [50] using the mean absolute error as a loss function. Its prediction accuracy is illustrated in Figure 4.
It is similar to the performance of other models trained on this dataset using the same amount of information (2D
graphs). For the purpose of generation, as discussed in the main text, generalizability is what is most important. Here
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FIG. 4. HOMO-LUMO gap predictor performance

we tuned the hyper parameters by hand to obtain a model as general as possible with acceptable accuracy, without
aiming for record-setting values. Full hyper-parameter configuration files are available on our public repository.

Details about the logP predictor (CrippenNet)

As described in the manuscript, the idea of CrippenNet is to learn the 69 classes of atoms used by Wildman and
Crippen [43] to predict the “Crippen LogP” of the RDKit as closely as possible. The 69 classes are broken down into
28 for carbon, 15 for nitrogen, 13 for oxygen, 5 for hydrogen, 3 for sulfur, 1 for fluorine, 1 for chlorine, 1 for bromine,
1 for iodine and 1 for phosphorus. There are other classes of atoms in the original paper, but they are for elements
that are not present in our datasets. The challenge here is mainly to correctly classify carbon, nitrogen and oxygen
atoms.

CrippenNet is composed of 5 pure convolutional layers (without any weights) that are concatenated into a single
feature matrix. The matrix is then fed into 5 different two-layer (width: 100, 28) fully connected networks that
predict the classes for carbon, nitrogen, oxygen, hydrogen and sulfur with output layers of width 28, 25, 13 and 5
respectively. Their output is concatenated and multiplied by the feature vector such that atoms can only be classified
as the correct element. Elements that have a single class are trivially classified using the feature vector. During
training the output for a single molecule is an N × 69 matrix. At inference time, the matrix is multiplied with the
69× 1 vector of individual logP values taken directly from Ref [43] to obtain logP for the whole molecule.

To train this network we computed the actual Wildman & Crippen classes using the RDKit for all atoms of the
250,000 molecules in the ZINC subset and all atoms of the 133,232 molecules in the QM9 dataset. That creates a total
of 11,995,655 examples. The dataset is extremely imbalanced with classes appearing multiple orders of magnitude
more than others and some that are never encountered. The first class for hydrogen: hydrocarbons (a hydrogen atom
bonded to a carbon) represents 44% of the dataset. The log distribution of classes is presented in Figure 5.

To deal with this severe imbalance for each batch we randomly sample the classes (with repetition) weighted on the
inverse of their occurrence in the dataset. In order to do that we need to first, compute scores for the entire batch
and then select the atoms that were randomly picked. This is because each atom’s classification depends on the entire
molecule that it belongs to. The weights for each epoch are a combination of the inverse of the classes frequency (f)
and the misclassification rate at the end of the last epoch (m). They are given by the following equation:

w =
1 + αm

f + ϵ
, (10)
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FIG. 5. Atom class distribution

FIG. 6. LogP predictor performance

Where α is an adjustable parameter and epsilon are there to avoid infinite values when classes never occur. In the
limit of zero classification, the weights are equal to the inverse of the class frequencies. We chose to sample such that
there are about 100 examples per class per batch with 100 batches per epoch. Looking at Figure 5 and with manual
tuning of these parameters, we find this is a good compromise between undersampling classes that are very common
and oversampling uncommon ones.

We trained this network for 1000 epochs with a weight decay of 10−6 using the Adam optimizer and the negative
log likelihood loss. We attained a final training accuracy of 98.2% which translates into a training and testing mean
absolute error (MAE) of 0.20 eV. The performance of the model is illustrated in Figure 6. Note that the train and
test MAE are the same, indicating that the model has good generalizability. It is also interesting to note that 38% of
molecules were predicted with an absolute error of less than 0.02.

The remaining challenge here is that some errors are more costly than others. A single misclassification can lead
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TABLE III. Reproduction of Table I adding DIDgen generation from random noise

Method 4.1 eV 6.8 eV 9.3 eV
ncalcs n±0.5 MAE Div. ncalcs n±0.5 MAE Div. ncalcs n±0.5 MAE Div.

QM9 3.4% 0.87 24% 0.89 6.0% 0.84
JANUS (DFT) 197 24 (12.2%) 0.96 0.79 392 42 (10.7%) 0.92 0.80 484 26 (5.4%) 1.28 0.81
JANUS (Proxy) 100 36 1.05 0.86 100 46 0.80 0.82 100 37 1.24 0.81

DIDgen 100 46 0.81 0.91 100 50 0.83 0.90 100 34 0.83 0.83
DIDgen (random start) 100 38 0.87 0.89 100 38 0.98 0.88 100 32 0.96 0.79

FIG. 7. Generated molecules HOMO-LUMO gap, DFT and proxy predictions. Generated molecules are overlaid on the proxy
model performance on the QM9 dataset (test + train). a DIDGen starting from random noise, b JANUS using our proxy
model, c JANUS with DFT

to large differences in logP depending on the classes involved. For example, the minimum atomic logP for carbons is
-0.82 whereas the maximum is 0.54, confusing these two classes leads to an error of 1.36 even if only one atom was
given the wrong class. Methods like the ones proposed in Ref [51] could be used to alleviate this problem.

Details about energy gap targeting

The molecular representation was initialized either completely randomly or starting from existing molecules in QM9
and adding a small amount of random noise to their representations. We find that the later gives slightly better results
because the proxy model performs better on more QM9-like molecules. Table III is a reproduction of Table I with an
additional row for the random generation and Figure 7 a show the performance of DIDgen at generating molecules
with a specific energy gap starting from random noise.

We used JANUS to maximize the following target: 1/(Egap − t+ 0.001) where Egap was evaluated with DFT. We
let the algorithm run for 24h on a 40-CPU node. We used a population size of 100 with a maximum of 10 generations.
We purposefully limited the compute time such that the comparison with the other methods would be more relevant
in terms of computation (see ncalcs table I). For the small band gap target, this was not enough to complete more
than 2 generations. The distribution of energy gaps for the molecules generated using this method is presented in
Figure 7 c.

We also ran JANUS as a basic genetic algorithm (without the neural network) using the proxy to evaluate Egap.
In this case, since evaluations were fast, we used a population size of 1000 and ran it for 10 generations and used the
100 molecules closest to the target in the final population for DFT evaluation. The distribution of energy gaps and
the predicted vs. DFT-measured energy gaps are presented in Figure 7 b.

In the case of large energy gaps, only 65 (62, random start) of the 100 generated molecules were unique and are
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represented in Figure 2, Figure 7, Table I and Table III, i.e., they are not double counted. Small HOMO-LUMO gap
molecules tend to be more complex–intuitively, the more orbitals there are, the higher the chances that the HOMO
and the LUMO lay close to each other–which could explain why more molecules are unstable for that objective.
Conversely, large gap molecules tend to be simpler, which makes it harder to generate diverse molecules with large
gaps and explains why the distribution for that task is skewed asymmetrically towards smaller gaps.
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