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Abstract 

Prediction of complete step-by-step chemical reaction mechanisms (CRMs) remains a major 

challenge. Whereas the traditional approaches in CRM tasks rely on expert-driven experiments or 

costly quantum chemical computations, contemporary deep learning (DL) alternatives ignore key 

intermediates and mechanistic steps and often suffer from hallucinations. We present DeepMech, 

an interpretable graph-based DL framework employing atom- and bond-level attention, guided by 

generalized templates of mechanistic operations (TMOps), to generate CRMs. Trained on our 

curated ReactMech dataset (~30K CRMs with 100K atom-mapped and mass-balanced elementary 

steps), DeepMech achieves 98.98±0.12% accuracy in predicting elementary steps and 

95.94±0.21% in complete CRM tasks, besides maintaining high fidelity even in out-of-distribution 

scenarios as well as in predicting side and/or byproducts. Extension to multistep CRMs relevant 

to prebiotic chemistry, demonstrates the ability of DeepMech in effectively reconstructing 



 2 

pathways from simple primordial substrates to complex biomolecules such as serine and 

aldopentose. Attention analysis identifies reactive atoms/bonds in line with chemical intuition, 

rendering our model interpretable and suitable for reaction design. 

Introduction 

Chemical reactions form the foundation of synthesis of vital compounds such as drugs, 

pharmaceuticals, agrochemicals, etc., enabling the construction of complex molecules bearing 

tailored properties.1 In a chemical reaction, reactants convert to products through one or more 

elementary steps (Fig. 1A). A meaningful description of such elementary steps and the associated 

intermediates in a reaction is referred to as reaction mechanism. A deeper understanding of 

chemical reaction mechanism (CRM) is indispensable in discovering new reactions and in 

designing molecules of high importance.2 Heuristic methods, such as the arrow-pushing 

formalism, are traditionally used to rationalize reaction pathways.3 However, chemical intuition 

alone often remains inadequate for navigating newer and complex reaction pathways. The need 

for a reliable, robust, and fast computational method for CRM prediction is of great current interest.  

Several attempts to design complete CRMs, centered on rather tedious quantum chemical 

computations, have been reported.4,5,6,7 Although such methods can offer valuable mechanistic 

insights (Fig. 1B), it involves high computational costs and are often confined to applications to 

small molecules (typically fewer than 100 atoms).8,9 Perusal of contemporary literature indicates 

that the data-driven machine learning (ML) models have achieved impressive success in predicting 

major products in reactions,10,11 often neglecting mechanistic details such as the movement of 

electron, identities of key intermediates, invoking catalyst participation, etc.12,13,14,15,16 High 

significance of CRM in a broad array of reactions of high practical value makes the development 
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of ML models for CRM prediction an important endeavor that can bridge the gap between heuristic 

approaches and automated learning. 

 

Fig. 1. (A) A representative elementary step involving a heterolytic bond breaking resulting in 

a carbocation in an SN1 reaction mechanism. (B) An overview of previous approaches used in 

reaction mechanism prediction and their key limitations. 

Recent efforts to integrate mechanistic details into chemical reaction datasets have led to 

some progress,17,18 but limitations remain. Although large reaction corpora like USPTO-Full19 and 

Pistachio provide extensive coverage of chemical reactions, they do not include mechanistic 

annotations. Early models were trained on textbook reactions to rank possible electron flows 

between donor and acceptor atoms/groups.20,21 A more recent dataset MechFinder, built on a subset 

of 31K reactions curated from the USPTO database, reports arrow-pushing diagrams but omits 

intermediate structures and excludes transition metal–catalyzed reactions. Given the industrial 

importance of transition metal catalysis, it is desirable to develop ML models suitable for such 

reactions as well.22 Further advancement in this area became possible by adapting end-to-end 

reaction prediction models to elementary steps, creating Graph2SMILES (G2S) based on the 
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Pistachio database.23,24 However, the curated dataset used in G2S model is not fully mass balanced 

and does not explicitly account for proton sources/sinks.  

Sequence-to-sequence models that generate products character-by-character are prone to 

hallucinations, resulting in semantically invalid or chemically incorrect products. This limits their 

suitability for CRM tasks as it can adversely impact the accuracy and generalizability. We reasoned 

that bypassing SMILES-based generation could enable the model to focus on the underlying 

chemical reactivity. Graph-based models can serve as chemically intuitive alternatives,25 and allow 

incorporation of attention mechanism facilitating the identification and prioritization of reactive 

atoms and bonds. Building on this rationale, we define the following objectives for this work.  

 To create a reaction mechanism dataset ReactMech, that complements reaction databases like 

USPTO by providing mass-balanced elementary step mechanisms with explicit intermediates, 

which are otherwise absent in such datasets. 

 To develop a robust and interpretable ML model for CRM prediction: We present DeepMech, 

the first model capable of predicting the complete reaction mechanism by learning template of 

mechanistic operations (TMOp). The model is desired to have (a) a strong generalization 

performance, in both in-distribution (ID) and out-of-distribution (OOD) reactions, (b) ability 

to identify side products and/or byproducts, which are important in reaction development, and 

(c) chemical interpretability for the predicted mechanisms. 

 To explore prebiotic mechanisms: We extend our approach to prebiotic chemistry by curating 

a novel dataset, PrebioMech consisting of mechanistic pathways. Our DeepMech predicts 

plausible pathways toward higher-order amino acids and sugars, which are fundamental 

building blocks, respectively for proteins and carbohydrates in living systems, thus contribute 

toward understanding of chemical evolution in prebiotic environments. 
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Results and Discussions 

A high-level overview of the DeepMech workflow is provided in Fig. 2, which contains the 

important building blocks A to F (Full details can be found in the Materials and methods section, 

SM section S1 & S2). We begin by creating a comprehensive reaction mechanism dataset, named 

as ReactMech. A representative example is shown in (A) to illustrate elementary step annotation, 

atom-mapping (B), and the corresponding SMILES representation (C). The data preprocessing (D) 

involves generation of labels in the form of reactive bonds and their corresponding TMOps. Each 

TMOp encodes three key components, such as (i) a generalized template (hereafter referred to as 

the ‘template’), (ii) the nature of the mechanistic operation (σ bond formation (σ-BF), σ bond 

breaking (σ-BB), π bond modification (π-BM), hydrogen atom exchange (HAX)), and (iii) the 

change in hydrogen count (ΔH) and formal charges (Δq) (sections B and C in Materials and 

methods).26 The input reactant graph R, and these labels are then used for training the DeepMech 

model (E) for two tasks. One is a binary classification task to predict the reactive and non-reactive 

bonds, and another multiclass classification of the identified reactive bonds into specific TMOps. 

In the next stage (F), the predicted bonds and TMOps are applied to R, to generate 

products/intermediates, which are compared with the true products for accuracy evaluation. 

Building on this pipeline, DeepMech predicts intermediates and full CRMs directly from R (see 

sections A and B in Materials and methods). 

The model is evaluated based on the top-k accuracy, both at the elementary step level and 

the mechanism level predictions. While the former measures the accuracy of predictions on the 

most probable elementary step while the latter pertains to the complete CRM. We construct 

complete CRMs using a tailored beam search algorithm in conjunction with a separately trained 

AttentiveFP-based Reaction Classifier, serving as the stopping criterion for CRM completion (see 
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section D in Method). The DeepMech predictions are ranked using a top-k ranking of different 

likely CRMs given by the model. In the following sections, we highlight the key results and the 

significance of the DeepMech to different classes of reactions. 

 

Fig. 2. The DeepMech workflow for the elementary step prediction, including (A,B,C) 

ReactMech dataset preparation, (D) preprocessing and label generation, (E) model training, and 

(F) product/intermediate prediction and evaluation. 

Performance of DeepMech on Elementary Step Prediction 

We evaluate the performance of DeepMech on elementary step predictions by using the top-k 

accuracy, obtained by comparing the SMILES strings of the predicted products with those of the 

true products. Top-k accuracy measures the fraction of predictions of the correct product in the 
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top-k predicted products ranked by the model. The top-k accuracies are averaged over five 

independent runs with distinct random train/validation/test splits. The standard deviation is 

provided to assess model stability. To compare the performance of our DeepMech model with the 

pseudo baselines, we re-trained two such models for elementary step prediction on our dataset.27 

One of these is a language-based transformer model and another a hybrid Graph2SMILES (G2S) 

model.23 The transformer model considers the reaction mechanism prediction as a sequence-to-

sequence task, translating the reactant SMILES into product SMILES.28 In contrast, G2S encodes 

the reactants as graphs and decodes the products in the form of SMILES sequence. Both models 

were trained to predict the next intermediate or the final product. 

As shown in Table 1, our model consistently outperforms the G2S and Transformer 

models, across all elementary step level top-k accuracy. The DeepMech achieves a top-1 accuracy 

of 98.98±0.12%, surpassing both G2S (98.00±0.14%) and Transformer (93.11±0.27%). The 

performance gap becomes more pronounced when considering higher k values. In many realistic 

scenarios, the correct product may not always be ranked first, but could appear among the top few 

candidates. Therefore, the use of top-k metrics, such as top-2 or top-3, can provide a practically 

more useful application of the DeepMech model. Statistical analysis using a paired t-test confirms 

that the improvements over G2S are highly significant, with p < 0.05 across top-1, top-2, and top-

3 accuracies (p = 4.0×10-6, 1.6×10-6, 1.1×10-6 respectively). 

Table 1. Elementary Step Level Top-k Accuracy (%) Comparison of DeepMech and Baseline 

Models. Reported Values are Averaged over Five Independent Runs; Standard Deviations are 

Shown as ± 

Model Top-1 Top-2 Top-3 

DeepMech 98.98±0.12 99.41±0.09 99.46±0.08 

G2S 98.00±0.14 98.57±0.11 98.64±0.10 

Transformer 93.11±0.27 94.94±0.20 95.50±0.16 
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The relatively lower accuracy of the Transformer can be attributed to hallucination, which 

is a known issue with sequence-to-sequence architectures operating on SMILES representations 

(see SM section S12). In contrast, DeepMech, which operates on TMOp with explicit mechanistic 

semantics, avoids such inconsistencies.23,29 Motivated by the superior predictions of chemically 

valid elementary steps, we extended our model to complete CRM prediction tasks. It shall be noted 

that a chemical reaction could have several elementary steps leading to the major product as well 

as to byproducts. 

Complete CRM Prediction in ID Scenario 

In this section, we assess the model performance on complete CRM prediction within the ID 

settings.30 Starting from a set of given reactants (R), the model predicts complete CRMs using the 

beam search strategy (Fig. 8). It is important to note that the mechanism level top-k accuracy is 

stringently defined for this evaluation. The predicted mechanism is considered correct, only if all 

the elementary steps match exactly to the corresponding steps in the ground truth CRM. Since a 

single mismatched prediction of any elementary step renders the entire prediction incorrect, we set 

the accuracy of such instances to zero.31 

Table 2. Mechanism Level Top-k Accuracy (in %) for Full CRM Prediction in the ID Setting 

Model Top-1 Top-2 Top-3 

DeepMech 95.94±0.21 96.13±0.16 96.70±0.09 

G2S 93.52±0.67 93.56±0.65 93.70±0.70 

Transformer 75.27±1.28 75.70±1.20 77.60±0.92 

The top-k accuracies of our DeepMech model for CRM predictions can be compared with 

the other baseline models using the results provided in Table 2. Our model achieves a top-1 

accuracy of 95.94±0.21%, significantly outperforming both the G2S (93.52±0.67%) and 

Transformer (75.27±1.28%). The performance margin widens further at higher k values. The 

paired t-test reveals that the performance improvements obtained with the DeepMech over the G2S 
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are statistically significant across top-1, top-2, and top-3 accuracies, with all corresponding p-

values below 0.05 (p = 1.1×10-3, 8.7×10-4, and 8.7×10-4, respectively). Additionally, DeepMech 

demonstrates better robustness, as reflected in its lower standard deviation across runs. Although 

the training data for the baseline models differ slightly from that used for DeepMech, all these 

models are evaluated on the same test set to ensure fair comparison.27 Once again, Transformer 

exhibits the weakest performance, consistent with our earlier observation in the case of elementary 

step predictions (Table 1). Following the promising performance of our DeepMech model, we 

became interested in visualizing the predictions to convey a chemically meaningful message. The 

predicted CRMs for different classes of representative reactions shown in Fig. 3 and 4 elucidate 

the formation of the desired products, byproducts, and side products,32,33 as well as the role of 

catalyst facilitating the bond-forming/breaking in multiple elementary steps of the reaction.34 

We present a representative example in Fig. 3 to illustrate the major steps involved in 

predicting one of the Pd-catalyzed BHA mechanisms. The DeepMech model is able to reconstruct 

the full catalytic cycle successfully, by predicting the key mechanistic steps such as the oxidative 

addition of Pd to the aryl halide (R𝐈𝟏
𝟏), coordination of the amine (𝐈𝟏

𝟏
𝐈𝟐

𝟏), deprotonation 

(𝐈𝟐
𝟏
𝐈𝟑

𝟏), and reductive elimination (𝐈𝟑
𝟏
𝐏). Importantly, the model also predicts regeneration of 

the active catalyst correctly. In this example, these steps are predicted as the top-1 accuracy at the 

mechanism level top-1. 
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Fig. 3. A complete CRM prediction for a representative example of the Pd-catalyzed BHA 

reactions between p-chlorotoulene and alkyl amine in the ID setting. (A) The process begins 

with evaluation by the Reaction Classifier on the given set of reactants and reagents (together 

denoted as R). When the Reaction Classifier predicts R as reactive (✓), mechanistic inference 

is then carried out by the trained DeepMech model. In the first step, DeepMech identifies three 

reactive bonds (listed in the top row in the inset). It also predicts a TMOp for the given R (second 

row). Atom to template mapping is then performed to apply the predicted reactive atoms such 

as c(2), Cl(3), and Pd(1) to the template (third row). Substituting the atoms into the template 

provides the atom-specific mechanistic template (last row), which upon application to R, gives 

intermediate 𝐈𝟏
𝟏. (B) The same procedure of predicting reactive bonds, TMOp, and atom to 

template mapping is followed to obtain the full CRM R𝐈𝟏
𝟏
𝐈𝟐

𝟏
𝐈𝟑

𝟏
P. 

In addition to yielding the desired products, a variety of side products are often likely to 

form during chemical reactions. The ability of our DeepMech model in predicting plausible side 

products can be appreciated using a representative aromatic nucleophilic substitution reaction 
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following an SNAr mechanism as shown in Fig. 4A. The nucleophilic reactant in this case 

possesses two potentially reactive sites, an aliphatic amine and an aromatic amine. The mechanism 

level top-1 prediction by our model correctly identifies the aliphatic amine as the more 

nucleophilic center and yields the desired product. Interestingly, the top-2 prediction corresponds 

to an analogous mechanistic pathway initiated by the aryl amine, leading to a plausible side 

product. While such side products are often unreported in reaction datasets, their likely anticipation 

could be valuable for the design of reactions and the associated optimization efforts.  

 

Fig. 4. Representative examples of full CRM prediction by the DeepMech model in the case of 

(A) an ID nucleophilic aromatic substitution reaction, and (B) an OOD intramolecular variant 

of the BHA reaction. (C) Visualization of atom and bond attentions in a representative oxidative 
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addition step involved in an ID BHA reaction. Atom attentions (top-10) are shown directly on 

molecular structures with colored circles, while selected bonds with higher attention are 

highlighted through color coding and increased line thickness. Deeper color intensity indicates 

higher attention. 

 In addition to predicting side products, another advantage of DeepMech is its ability to 

identify byproducts, often formed during the course of the main reaction.35 In a representative 

reaction known as Appel reaction (fig. S8), wherein an alcohol gets converted to an alkyl halide 

by the action of triphenylphosphine and tetrahalomethane, DeepMech is found to predict each 

elementary step correctly along with the primary substitution product and identifies 

triphenylphosphine oxide as a byproduct. Chromatographic separation of this byproduct is known 

to be difficult due to it’s poor solubility in solvents like hexane and diethyl ether, even amounting 

to discarding it as a waste.36,37 Therefore, the ability of DeepMech in predicting byproducts as part 

of the overall mechanism could be of significant practical value to industries. Additionally, 

strategic removal or neutralization of byproducts at specific stages of the synthesis could as well 

be useful in shifting the equilibrium toward the desired product. Having obtained good accuracy 

in both the elementary step and full CRM predictions across a wide array of reactions in the ID 

setting, we considered more challenging OOD sets for evaluating the efficacy DeepMech. 

Generalization to OOD Reactions 

To evaluate generalization beyond the training distribution, we constructed an OOD dataset 

comprising CRMs from nucleophilic addition–elimination reactions involving amines and 

carbonyl compounds with different kinds of leaving groups. These compounds include acid 

halides, sulfonyl halides, anhydrides, haloformates, and carbamic halides. In addition, we have 

considered BHA reactions involving bidentate ligands and Ni catalysts, as well as its 
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intramolecular variants. These samples are structurally different from the Pd-catalyzed ID 

reactions with monodentate ligands. To enhance the chemical diversity in the OOD dataset, we 

have also included a new mechanistic class belonging to the C–O coupling reactions (see section 

S9 in the SM for details). The final OOD test set comprises of 9 mechanistically distinct classes 

and with a total of 3,778 CRMs.38,39,40,41,42 It shall be reckoned that the generalization capability 

of DeepMech, arises in part, from certain degree of underlying similarity in the elementary steps 

(TMOps) in the training set. A stricter OOD test would require reaction classes built from 

previously unseen TMOps. In such cases, the training set can be readily augmented with the new 

TMOps to enable the model to learn from the new data.43 

A perusal of the mechanism level top-1 accuracies of the OOD reaction classes, as 

compiled in Table 3, suggests that the DeepMech consistently outperforms both the G2S and 

Transformer, across nearly all categories of reactions. For instance, the reaction class involving 

amine and acid halide, an accuracy of 93.55±0.72% is much superior to 60.59±4.77% obtained 

with the G2S and to 16.41±8.02% with the Transformer. More importantly, both the baselines fail 

completely on reactions with anhydrides, whereas our model returns moderately good 

performance. Second, in the C‒O coupling reaction, our model maintains a top-1 accuracy of 

94.00±2.31%. These results together highlight the ability of our DeepMech model to generalize 

well to reaction classes outside the training distribution. In scenarios where the top-1 accuracy is 

low, slightly relaxed criteria of using higher values of k led to significant improvements (see table 

S8 in SM). DeepMech achieves substantial improvements in each case, notably reaching 

78.33±3.11% accuracy in the intramolecular BHA class, where both baseline models fail. These 

results strongly support the superior generalizability and robustness of DeepMech in handling 

complex and previously unseen chemical transformations. 
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Table 3. Mechanism Level Top-1 Accuracy (%) of Full CRM Prediction across OOD Reaction 

Classes 

Reaction Class  DeepMech G2S Transformer 

Amine + acid halide 93.55±0.72 60.59±4.77 16.41±8.02 

sulfonyl halide 92.42±0.78 7.12±4.04 8.46±5.49 

anhydride 64.51±0.26 0.00±0.00 0.07±0.17 

haloformate 92.05±2.17 31.48±9.19 20.39±8.98 

carbamic halide 92.42±2.83 53.03±6.06 19.70±8.09 

C‒O coupling 94.00±2.31 16.00±4.00 0.00±0.00 

BHA intramolecular 78.33±3.11 0.00±0.00 0.0±0.00 

with bidentate ligand 99.90±0.22 0.00±0.00 0.00±0.00 

Ni-catalyzed 100.00±0.00 0.00±0.00 0.00±0.00 

 Another interesting application of DeepMech in predicting the elementary steps in a Pd-

catalyzed intramolecular BHA reaction is shown in Fig. 4B, in which an aryl halide and amine 

moieties tethered within the same substrate leading to a cyclic product is considered. The 

mechanism is correctly predicted by the model, which begins with the oxidative addition of Pd to 

the Caryl–Br bond, followed by intramolecular coordination of the pendant amine to the Pd center 

to form a palladacycle intermediate. Importantly, such palladacycles were not present in the 

training set. In the ensuing mechanistic steps, both deprotonation and reductive elimination is 

predicted in such a way that it leads to the desired benzo-fused indolizidine product, an important 

structural motif found in naturally occurring alkaloids44 and regenerates the active catalyst. These 

examples collectively underscore the effectiveness of DeepMech in generalizing well beyond the 

reaction classes in the training set. 

 Consistently good performance of the DeepMech model on both ID and OOD deployments 

prompted us to wonder about possible factors contributing to its broad-spectrum capabilities. We 

attribute the absence of hallucination and model robustness to effective learning of the reactive 

bonds and classification of the reactive bonds into correct TMOps. This advantage enables 

accurate mechanistic predictions even in the case of highly diverse reactions. By focusing on 
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reactivity patterns rather than full molecule generation used in other baselines, DeepMech can 

minimize failures even when faced with unseen input reactants. Further, the integration of 

DeepMech with TMOp makes it less susceptible to hallucination, which otherwise could result in 

predicting a new atom that doesn’t exist in the input molecules. All these are significant advantages 

of DeepMech, given that even one incorrect elementary step prediction can trigger generation a 

cascade wrong intermediates/product rendering the whole CRM invalid. 

A few aspects of accuracy of DeepMech in full CRM prediction tasks invite a discussion. 

First, DeepMech performs exceedingly well in elementary step as well as multi-step mechanism 

predictions with the ID examples. A comparatively lower performance with the multi-step OOD 

case (Table 3) could arise from issues with the beam search and/or reaction classifier.45 For 

instance, a full CRM prediction task is prone more errors as an incorrect prediction in any one 

elementary step during the beam search would render the whole mechanism invalid, even 

amounting to a zero in top-1 accuracy. Since the beam search classifier contains stopping as an 

outcome, a premature termination or prolongation of a predicted sequence beyond a chemically 

meaningful product could lead to unexpected errors. Although reliance on predefined TMOp might 

limit applications on new reactivity predictions, the ease of creation of a suitable TMOp for such 

scenarios can effectively resolve it.41 To probe into how DeepMech generalizes well across diverse 

reaction classes and to it’s potential interpretability, we have used graph attention visualization. In 

particular, in the following section, the attention on the reacting entities is analyzed toward 

developing an improved understanding of learnable aspects of DeepMech, when presented it with 

reaction mechanism datasets. 
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Attention Visualization 

Given that DeepMech is constructed upon both atom- and bond-level attention mechanisms, as 

described in Fig. 4C, we have probed the attentive constituents to gather mechanistic insights and 

interpretability.46 Interestingly, the atoms and bonds receiving high attention are found to be the 

ones expected to be the chemically reactive centers. This is illustrated using a representative 

oxidative addition step, characteristic of a BHA reaction, in Fig. 4C. The atom-level attention 

convincingly encompassed the primary reactive atoms (Pd and Cl) involved in this specific step, 

as well as secondary reactive atoms such as the nitrogen of the coupling partner. This suggests the 

model ability to recognize and weigh not only the immediate reaction site but also downstream 

reaction participants, thereby exhibiting enhanced interpretability spanning multiple stages. 

Importantly, adjacent atoms to the reactive centers (P and α-C of the ligand entity) also received 

moderate attention, which may reflect the influence of electronic and steric substituent effects, 

highlighting the model sensitivity to subtle, but chemically relevant, features. Additionally, the 

bond-level attention correctly focused on the reactive bonds in this elementary step, primarily 

highlighting the C–Cl bond undergoing cleavage and the Pd–C and Pd–Cl bonds being formed. 

Impressively, these bonds ranked among the top five most attentive, emphasizing their pivotal 

influence in this transformation. This marks the first instance, to the best of our knowledge, in 

which both real and virtual bonds have been jointly considered and substantially emphasized 

within an attention-based framework, representing a noteworthy advancement in the modeling of 

chemical reactivity (see section S8 in SM for more details).  

Application of DeepMech to Prebiotic Chemistry 

To examine the applicability of our DeepMech model, we apply it to reaction mechanisms relevant 

to prebiotic chemistry, which concern the abiotic synthesis of biologically essential molecules 
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from simple primordial substrates. Elucidating the mechanistic pathways that lead to the formation 

of the basic building blocks, such as amino acids, sugars, and other biomolecular precursors from 

basic prebiotic inputs, such as H2O, N2, HCN, NH3, and CH4, is of fundamental importance to 

understanding the chemical origins of life. To systematically explore such chemical space, we 

followed the protocol outlined in the section ‘Dataset Preparation’ to generate a large-scale dataset 

of 30,787 elementary steps.47 This dataset, which we refer to as PrebioMech, represents a diverse 

and chemically reasonable set of reaction mechanisms in line with prebiotic conditions (see section 

S10 in SM for further details). 
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Fig. 5. Predicted mechanistic steps for the synthesis of (A) Serine (6 reactions) and (B) 

Aldopentose (5 reactions) using DeepMech starting from prebiotic compounds. Here, number 

of elementary steps in each transformation is denoted as Sn where n=1,2,3, …,n. 

Using this dataset, we re-train the DeepMech model and evaluate its ability to predict 

mechanistic pathways leading to the formation of amino acids and other biologically relevant 

molecules. Remarkably, the model successfully reconstructs complete mechanistic routes for 

several amino acids. Fig. 5A illustrates the complete reaction network (see section S10 in SM for 

the associated predicted mechanisms) that leads to the formation of serine, a key naturally 

occurring α-amino acid. The mechanistic prediction of serine formation pathway uses 

formaldehyde, which in turn, is obtained from hydrogen cyanide (see first row in Fig. 5A). 

DeepMech reconstructs all the likely elementary steps. In the second row, the resulting 

formaldehyde reacts with HCN via two steps: a protonation followed by nucleophilic attack to 

yield an α-cyano alcohol. In the third row, this alcohol undergoes a series of mechanistic steps 

analogous to those in the initial formaldehyde formation, leading to the formation of an α-hydroxy 

aldehyde. In the fourth row, ammonia reacts with the α-hydroxy aldehyde to form the 

corresponding imine. Subsequently, in the fifth row, a second equivalent of hydrogen cyanide is 

added to the imine through a mechanism similar to that described in row two. Finally, the resulting 

2-amino-3-hydroxypropanenitrile undergoes nitrile hydrolysis, a sequence comprising nine 

elementary steps, culminating in the formation of the amino acid serine (shown in the sixth row). 

The model accurately predicts all 29 elementary steps, validating the effectiveness of our TMOp 

based approach for reconstructing complete reaction mechanisms. 

In addition to serine, DeepMech successfully predicts the formation of an important 

biologically relevant target molecule, specifically an aldopentose, as illustrated in Fig. 5B. The 
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initial three reaction steps leading to the formation of aldopentose are the same as those involved 

in serine biosynthesis. The resulting α-hydroxy aldehyde subsequently undergoes a base-catalyzed 

aldol addition with formaldehyde to yield an α,β-dihydroxy aldehyde. This aldehyde then 

participates in a second aldol addition with another molecule of α-hydroxy aldehyde, ultimately 

producing the aldopentose sugar. These results underscore the versatility and generalizability of 

the DeepMech framework that goes beyond the conventional reactions. More broadly, this 

demonstrates that our TMOp-based approach can be extended to other important areas such as 

astrochemistry, biochemical transformations, metabolic pathways, and petrochemical processes. 

As a future direction, we could continue integrating DeepMech with experiment or ab initio 

calculations to refine its fidelity to complex mechanistic problems. 

Conclusions 

We present DeepMech, a graph-based deep learning model for complete chemical reaction 

mechanism (CRM) prediction and ReactMech dataset containing mechanistic steps of a wide array 

of chemical reactions. Unlike sequence-to-sequence models that generate products of reactions by 

using a character-by-character approach, making them vulnerable to hallucinations, our DeepMech 

is designed to learn reactive bonds and template of mechanistic operations (TMOp). The 

integration of subgraph isomorphism, a reaction classifier as a stopping criterion, and a tailored 

beam search approach together is found to be effective in accurate identification of full and 

chemically plausible mechanistic pathways. Trained on the meticulously curated ReactMech 

dataset containing reactions from USPTO and transition metal catalysis, DeepMech achieves a 

high accuracy of 98.98±0.12% in elementary step predictions and 95.94±0.21% with in-

distribution CRM predictions, outperforming pseudo baselines such as Graph2SMILES and 

Transformers. The generalizability of the DeepMech model became evident from the robust 
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performance with the out-of-distribution CRM prediction tasks, achieving superior accuracies than 

the baseline models. Moreover, DeepMech can identify potential side products and/or byproducts, 

which could be of importance to industrially important reactions. The core design components of 

DeepMech is built around the identification of reactive atoms and bonds involved in each 

elementary step, due to which the model offers mechanistic interpretability and insights consistent 

with chemical intuition. We could further showcase the broader applicability of DeepMech by 

successfully reconstructing multistep mechanisms relevant to prebiotic chemistry, starting from 

simpler precursors such as nitrogen, ammonia, methane and others, to important biological 

building blocks amino acid/sugars. In summary, DeepMech is a reliable, generalizable, and 

interpretable framework for CRM prediction that integrates data-driven modeling with 

mechanistic principles, which can be potentially extended to advanced predictive chemistry, 

reaction development and mechanism validation. 

Materials and methods 

We have organized the methods section in four major subsections to provide a concise detail of 

each of the distinct, but inter-dependent, building blocks in our workflow. First, steps involved in 

creating a multi-step reaction mechanism dataset (ReactMech) are described. Next, the key 

components in building our graph-based DL model (DeepMech) are presented. Subsequently, we 

describe how the prediction of reactive bonds and TMOps by DeepMech are used to infer the 

intermediate or product structures in elementary steps of chemical reactions. The utilization of the 

beam search algorithm for ranking top-k predicted mechanistic pathways is explained. 

A. The Dataset: ReactMech 

In this study, we use a subset of the reaction data extracted from the USPTO as compiled by 

Lowe.17 Given that this subset does not contain any transition metal catalyzed reactions, we 
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augment our dataset with 7 additional reaction classes to broaden the mechanistic coverage. Thus, 

our ReactMech dataset consists of 60 different reaction classes (see section S2 in SM) from the 

USPTO and 6 representative sets of transition metal catalyzed coupling reactions (Buchwald–

Hartwig amination (BHA),48 Suzuki–Miyaura,49 Kumada,50 Heck,51 relay-Heck,52 and C–H 

activation reactions).53 In addition, the inclusion of Diels–Alder cycloaddition reactions54 brings a 

desirable mechanistic diversity in the form of pericyclic reactions. Collectively, the ReactMech 

dataset provide 29,604 reactions belonging to 67 different reaction classes.55 We utilized this 

dataset to create atom-mapped and mass-balanced full CRMs, providing a total of 104,964 

elementary steps. To our knowledge, such a comprehensive mechanistic dataset is currently absent 

in literature that encompasses a broad range of reaction classes characterized by their underlying 

mechanisms. 

We illustrate the key steps involved in the data preparation using Fig. 6. A simple reaction 

(Rxn:1, row-1) between acetyl chloride and isopropylamine leading to N-isopropylacetamide as 

the product is considered here. This reaction belongs to a widely found class of addition-

elimination reaction exhibited by carbonyl derivatives. The domain knowledge and literature 

reports can help propose a plausible CRM, consisting of one or more elementary steps with 

relevant intermediates {I1, I2, …,In} with full mass balance at each such step (row-2). In every 

step, a few of the atoms undergo changes in their environment (e.g., charge, number of hydrogen 

atom, bonding). It is important to map the atoms of the reactants precisely to corresponding atoms 

in the products. Each of these atom mapped elementary step, leading to intermediates or products, 

constitutes an instance in the ReactMech dataset.  
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Fig. 6. An overview of the stepwise chemical reaction mechanism (CRM) generation to form 

ReactMech dataset for elementary steps. A chosen reaction (e.g., Rxn:1) is first subjected to 

annotation of mechanism and atom mapping. For each elementary step (e.g., Step1, Step2, and 

Step3), mechanistic templates in the form of SMARTS are extracted. These templates are then 

used to generate CRMs for other reactions (Rxn:2,…,Rxn:n) belonging to the same class. The 

resulting set of elementary steps collectively forms the ReactMech dataset. Shown in the inset 

is an example of a SMARTS pattern for a carbon atom in one of the substrates in Rxn:1. 

Next, we developed an algorithm to automate the generation of atom mapped elementary 

steps for all the other reactions in the same class. From each atom mapped elementary step, the 

corresponding SMARTS-based template with full specification of the reactive atoms and bonds, 

is created as shown in row-3 of Fig. 6. The algorithm takes the initial reactant(s) and then applies 

a sequence of SMARTS-based templates iteratively i.e., the intermediates generated by a previous 

template serve as the input for the next template until the final product is obtained. Similarly, the 

remaining reactions (e.g. Rxn:2,...,Rxn:n) are passed through these templates to derive all the atom 

mapped elementary steps. For the reactions where the reactants couldn’t be matched with any of 

the preset templates, we consider it as a failure mode and tackle them individually as follows. A 

template mismatch reaction is first subjected to a chemically meaningful mechanistic annotation 
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(row-2, Fig. 6), followed by atom mapping and then a new/modified template suitable for that 

reaction class is generated (See section S7 in the SM). This approach would readily facilitate 

inclusion of new reaction classes on which our algorithm can be applied to generate the 

corresponding reaction mechanism. Such modular operational advantage helps in expanding the 

scope of the ReactMech dataset for new reaction classes. The ReactMech, with 67 reaction classes 

and 29,604 reactions in it, gives a total of 104,964 elementary steps, providing a wide coverage of 

different chemical reactions.56 

B. The Model: DeepMech 

The details of the DeepMech workflow for predicting elementary steps as well as full CRM are 

provided here.57 As shown in Fig. 7A, the model operates on molecular graphs (G), which serve 

as a structured representation of the chemical species involved. Each graph encodes atoms as nodes 

(V) and bonds as edges (E), with initial atomic features ℎ𝑢
0  derived from the Weave featurization 

strategy.58 A Message Passing Neural Network (MPNN) is employed to update atomic features 

ℎ𝑢, where each atom u receives messages from its neighbors v.59 Through several message-passing 

steps, the atomic embeddings are iteratively refined to capture local structural information. Next, 

we apply a distance-aware Global Reactivity Attention (GRA) module, based on multi-head self-

attention, on the MPNN-derived atomic embeddings to capture long-range dependencies.60 This 

module integrates an Atom Distance Matrix (ADM), where each element 𝑟𝑢,𝑣 denotes the 

topological distance (i.e., number of bonds) between atom pairs u and v.61 By incorporating these 

distance-aware relationships, the GRA module selectively attends to chemically relevant atom 

pairs, such as those involved in rings, aromatic systems, or functional groups, thereby enhancing 

the identification of potentially reactive sites. 
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Fig. 7. Overview of the DeepMech workflow for prediction of elementary steps in chemical 

reaction mechanism. (A) In top right corner, the atoms with higher attention are shown with a 

deeper color while those with a lesser attention appear faded. In the second row, rightmost box 

shows a subset of real and virtual bonds for improved clarity. In the box denoted as Bond GRA 

(global reactivity attention), those bonds receiving higher attention are given different colors 

(red and violet for real and virtual bonds respectively) with a higher intensity, while those with 

lesser attention are shown faded. (B) An illustration of TMOp is given, where ΔH and Δq 

respectively denote the changes in the number of hydrogen atoms and formal charges. The 

actions such as σ bond formation (σ-BF), σ bond breaking (σ-BB), and π bond modification (π-

BM) involved in TMOp are shown. 
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For each atom pair (u,v), we construct a bond-level feature vector 𝑒𝑢𝑣
𝑎𝑔𝑔

 by concatenating 

their refined atomic embeddings as shown in Fig. 7A (second row). This is done for both the real 

bonds, i.e., the edges present in the molecular graph, and the virtual bonds connecting atom pairs 

that are not directly bonded.62 The virtual bonds are shown using dashed lines in Fig. 7A. These 

virtual connections are designed to capture potential bond formation that is expected to occur 

during a chemical reaction, which facilitate the model to learn intermolecular interactions. To 

identify the top-k most reactive bonds 𝑒𝑢𝑣
𝑟𝑒𝑎𝑐𝑡, we apply a reactivity pooling strategy. Further, to 

account for the structural context and relational dependencies among the reactive bonds, an 

additional GRA module is introduced. This module operates on a Bond Connectivity Matrix, 

which encodes whether two bonds share a common atom, thereby indicating direct topological 

relationships within the molecular graph. For each pooled reactive bond, a multiclass classifier is 

trained to predict the probability distribution over a predefined set of 545 TMOps, which consider 

the changes in charge and number of hydrogen atoms.  

A comparison between Fig. 6 and 7 brings out the advantage of our approach. The atom-

specific template for Step 1 shown in the third row in Fig. 6, is only applicable to a nucleophilic 

addition of any primary amine on a carbonyl carbon. On the other hand, a template such as 

F1.F2=F3>>F1 ̶ F2 ̶ F3, can represent a general bond formation between F1 and F2 and a double 

bond breaking between F2 and F3. Therefore, it can be applied to any other reaction with this kind 

of elementary step, such as a nucleophilic addition of an amine, alcohol, or thiol to double bonded 

subsystems such as a C=O in aldehydes, ketones, or other carbonyl derivatives encompassing a 

large group of reactions. Similarly, the subsystem could as well be C=C in alkenes, C=N in imines, 

and S=O in sulfonyl derivatives. This approach therefore provides significant advantages over the 

atom specific template-based methods, which rely on atom-specific constraints. Next, key feature 



 26 

of TMOp is the inclusion of the operation type such as a σ bond formation (σ-BF), denoting the 

flow of electrons from an electron rich to electron poor atom/center, σ bond break (σ-BB), π bond 

modification (π-BM), and hydrogen atom exchange (HAX). Furthermore, the changes in the 

hydrogen count and formal charge are inherently taken into account in TMOp. Fig. 7B illustrates 

a TMOp consisting of two operations, a σ-BF (bond formation between F1 and F2) and a π-BM 

(conversion of a double bond to a single bond between F2 and F3) (see section S3 in SM for 

details). After the classification, TMOps and their associated pooled bonds are ranked by the 

corresponding probabilities, and the top-ranked ones are sequentially selected until their combined 

operations satisfy the corresponding TMOp. This TMOp is then applied on the identified reaction 

centers to generate the predicted structure, as detailed in the following section. 

C. TMOp (Template of Mechanistic Operation) to Predicted Structure 

To fit the predicted bond sets with the predicted TMOps, we implement a strategy based on the 

size of the template graph present within the TMOp. For template graph of ≤6 edges, we consider 

the full permutation space of the n predicted bonds to balance tractability and coverage. This 

permutation-based matching can be understood with the help of an illustrative example shown in 

Fig. 7B where the template graph has (1,2) and (2,3) as its two edges (Fig. 7B). Note that the 

numbers in bold font type denote numbering used in the template, while italic font represents the 

atom index in the predicted bonds such as (2,4), (3,6), and (2,5). Here, the task is to identify valid 

atom to template mapping that preserve the edge connectivity of the template. Since the predicted 

bonds are three and the template edges are two, we evaluate all 3P2 = 6 permutations of the 

predicted bonds. These permutations can be aligned with the ordered nodes from the template 

graph. For example, under the mapping {1→5, 2→2, 3→4}, the edges (1,2) and (2,3) get correctly 

mapped to the predicted bonds (5,2) and (2,4) respectively, which corresponds to one of the 
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permutations (middle inset in Fig. 7B). Here, 1 refers to F1 in the template and 5 denote the 

predicted attentive atom. Similarly, mapping {2→2, 3→4} respectively pertains to F2 and atom 2 

and F3 and atom 4. Thus, this permutation is considered a valid match, which will lead to the 

predicted structure. Conversely, an alternative permutation involving (2,4) and (3,6) as the 

predicted bonds will not lead to any valid mapping, rendering such permutations invalid as it fails 

to preserve connectivity. 

While the above-mentioned approach can systematically explore the permutation space to 

identify structurally consistent mappings with small size graphs, it can become computationally 

intractable for larger graphs. Even in the case of a system with 12 predicted bonds and a template 

graph with r = 7, 8, or 9 edges, the number of possible permutations become as large as 4M, 20M, 

and 80M, respectively. Thus, for graphs with more than 6 edges, we leverage subgraph 

isomorphism techniques to avoid the combinatorial explosion of permutations. The idea is to 

identify isomorphic subgraphs of the true structure from the predicted bonds.63 Establishing these 

correct mappings between the predicted bonds and the template enables the derivation of the 

forward intermediate or product structure. Although this approach can predict the immediate next 

intermediate relevant to elementary step prediction, it does not provide the complete CRM. To 

achieve our objective of CRM prediction, we therefore implement a beam search algorithm 

designed to efficiently explore and rank multiple plausible mechanistic pathways. 

D. Beam Search 

DeepMech generates top-k predictions for a given input to construct a complete CRM using a 

tailored beam search algorithm in conjunction with a Reaction Classifier as shown in Fig. 8.  
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Fig. 8. Illustration of complete CRM prediction using the beam search algorithm. 

Given a set of initial chemical entities (i.e., reactants, catalyst, and other reagents) as the 

input to the model, it is first evaluated by the AttentiveFP-based Reaction Classifier to verify 

whether a reaction is likely or not.64 This classifier, which is trained to label the input as reactive 

or non-reactive, serves as a stopping criterion for the CRM generation if a given input is predicted 

as non-reactive, leading to a termination of the process at this very step (see section S5 in the SM 

for more details). Otherwise, the model proceeds to propose the top-k most probable next products, 

along with their associated probabilities. We apply domain-specific chemical heuristics to the top-

k predictions to filter out chemically implausible products and to prioritize among predictions with 

comparable probabilities (see SM in section S5 for more details). Each product is then evaluated 

by the same Reaction Classifier to determine whether the predicted CRMs have reached 

completion (i.e., Reaction Classifier predicts it as non-reactive) or it should be further expanded. 

The CRMs deemed incomplete are expanded through additional predictions by the DeepMech 

model, with their cumulative log probabilities updated at each step. This process continues until 

all candidate CRMs are classified as complete or a predefined maximum depth (which is set to 

three in the illustration shown in Fig. 8) is reached. To prevent premature truncation or excessive 
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growth, we apply length normalization using a length-dependent factor α, which balances 

predicted CRMs probability against its length (i.e., Normalized Score = (logP(CRM)/(length)


). 

The resulting normalized scores are then used to rank the candidate CRMs, facilitating the 

selection of the top-k chemically plausible pathways. 
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