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Abstract

The generation of high-quality candidate molecules re-
mains a central challenge in Al-driven drug design. Current
phenotype-based and target-based strategies each suffer lim-
itations, either incurring high experimental costs or overlook
system-level cellular responses. To bridge this gap, we pro-
pose EXMoIRL, a novel generative framework that synergis-
tically integrates phenotypic and target-specific cues for de
novo molecular generation. The phenotype-guided generator
is first pretrained on expansive drug-induced transcriptional
profiles and subsequently fine-tuned via multi-objective re-
inforcement learning (RL). Crucially, the reward function
fuses docking affinity and drug-likeness scores, augmented
with ranking loss, prior-likelihood regularization, and en-
tropy maximization. The multi-objective RL steers the model
toward chemotypes that are simultaneously potent, diverse,
and aligned with the specified phenotypic effects. Extensive
experiments demonstrate ExXMoIRL’s superior performance
over state-of-the-art phenotype-based and target-based mod-
els across multiple well-characterized targets. Our generated
molecules exhibit favorable drug-like properties, high target
affinity, and inhibitory potency (IC50) against cancer cells.
This unified framework showcases the synergistic potential
of combining phenotype-guided and target-aware strategies,
offering a more effective solution for de novo drug discovery.

Introduction

In Al-driven drug design, generating high-quality candi-
date molecules remains a fundamental challenge (Sanchez-
Lengeling and Aspuru-Guzik 2018; Pang et al. 2023). In
recent years, deep generative models have made signifi-
cant advances in molecular design (Gémez-Bombarelli et al.
2018; Aini et al. 2024; Brown et al. 2019). Most exist-
ing methods largely fall into two distinct paradigms: target-
based and phenotype-based drug discovery. Target-based ap-
proaches mainly focus on well-characterized targets—such
as receptors, enzymes and transport proteins (Hughes et al.
2011; Imming, Sinning, and Meyer 2006; Wishart et al.
2018)—and aim to design molecules that specifically bind
to active sites or binding pockets. These methods leverage
structural information to guide rational drug design and elu-
cidate mechanisms of action. Nevertheless, their effective-
ness relies heavily on the availability of accurate target struc-
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tures and well-understood biological functions (Swinney
and Anthony 2011; Polykovskiy et al. 2020; von Lilienfeld,
Miiller, and Tkatchenko 2020) .In addition, target-based
methods often overlook system-level cellular responses, lim-
iting their ability to capture off-target effects and broader
phenotypic consequences.

In contrast, phenotype-based strategies seek to identify
bioactive compounds that elicit desired phenotypic changes
in cellular systems (Vincent et al. 2022; Moffat, Rudolph,
and Bailey 2014). This paradigm does not require prior
knowledge of biological targets, allowing for a more holis-
tic view of drug effects in complex cellular contexts. This is
especially valuable when the underlying molecular mecha-
nisms of a disease are poorly understood (Moffat et al. 2017;
Meissner et al. 2022). However, large-scale experiments to
observe drug-induced, system-level phenotypic effects re-
mains prohibitively expensive and labor-intensive. (Swin-
ney and Anthony 2011). Also, these experiments are diffi-
cult to standardize or automate, limiting the throughput of
phenotype-based drug screening (Moffat et al. 2017). Fortu-
nately, transcriptional profiles effectively capture how com-
pounds perturb the cellular state, offering molecular-level
readouts that reflect drug perturbations leading to higher-
order phenotypes (Lamb et al. 2006). Due to their high
throughput and cost-efficiency, gene expression signatures
have been widely used to probe both genetic alterations and
external stimuli that lie along the causal pathway between
genotype and disease phenotype. In fact, differential expres-
sion signatures have been employed to identify compounds
capable of inducing desired phenotypic shifts (Subramanian
et al. 2017b). Accordingly, we use the terms “phenotypic
profile" standing for the transcriptional profiles in this study.

To date, few efforts have leveraged the complementary
strengths of target-based and phenotype-based paradigms.
To bridge this gap, we propose ExMoIRL, a generative
framework that integrates phenotypic and target-specific in-
formation for de novo molecular generation. EXMoIRL com-
prises two key components: 1) a phenotype-guided molecu-
lar generator trained on large-scale drug-induced phenotypic
profiles enabling the conditional generation of molecules
that elicit desired drug efficacy; and 2) a reinforcement
learning module that fine-tunes the generator using docking-
based affinity scores to guide optimization toward spe-
cific protein targets. To ensure robust and diverse molecu-
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lar generation, we incorporate multiple designed regulariza-
tion terms into RL objective, to mitigate reward exploita-
tion and maintain molecular diversity and drug-likeness. Our
extensive experiments demonstrate that ExXMolRL can gen-
erate candidate molecules that simultaneously exhibit de-
sired phenotypic effects, strong target affinity, and favor-
able drug-like properties. This unified framework showcases
the synergistic potential of combining phenotype-driven and
structure-aware strategies, offering a more comprehensive
and effective solution for de novo drug discovery. Our main
contributions are summarized as below:

* We propose a novel framework that integrates phenotypic
profiles with target protein structures to jointly optimize
molecular efficacy and specificity.

* We introduces ranking loss, prior likelihood, and entropy
regularization to enhance stability, molecular diversity,
and overall generation quality in reinforcement learning.

* Our method achieves superior performance over state-of-
the-art phenotype-based and target-based models across
multiple targets, simultaneously excelling in binding
affinity, drug-likeness, and synthetic feasibility.

Related Works
Phenotype-Guided Molecular Generation

Phenotype-based molecular generation focuses on leverag-
ing cellular-level response data—such as transcriptional pro-
files—to guide the design of compounds capable of modu-
lating disease states (Vincent et al. 2022; Moffat, Rudolph,
and Bailey 2014). This approach is particularly valuable
for complex or poorly understood diseases where molecu-
lar mechanisms remain elusive. With the integration of deep
learning and omics technologies, phenotype-driven drug dis-
covery models have seen rapid development. For exam-
ple, PaccMann (Cadow et al. 2020)predicts drug sensitiv-
ity by modeling the relationship between gene expression
profiles of cancer cell lines and compound SMILES rep-
resentations, capturing phenotype-to-structure associations.
TRIOMPHE (Kaitoh and Yamanishi 2021) employs a vari-
ational autoencoder conditioned on expression profiles to
generate candidate molecules. Gex2SGen (Das et al. 2023)
and GxVAEs (Li and Yamanishi 2024) followed similar
ideas that used the desired expression profiles as input to
design drug-like molecules capable of eliciting phenotypic
changes. Mendez-Lucio et al. (Méndez-Lucio et al. 2020)
further employed a generative adversarial network (GAN)
in conjunction with expression profiles to automatically de-
sign molecules with a high probability to induce thera-
peutic effects. SmilesGEN (Liu, Tian, and Liu 2025) is a
dual-channel variational autoencoder framework that jointly
models drug molecules and gene expression profiles in a
shared latent space to generate drug-like molecules capable
of eliciting desired phenotypic effects.

Target-based Molecular Design

Target-driven approaches make advantage of protein struc-
ture or binding pocket information to generate molecules
with high binding affinity (Danel et al. 2023) . For ex-
ample, Pocket2Mol (Peng et al. 2022) constructs 3D point

clouds of binding pocket as conditional input and employs
graph neural networks to generate molecular structures tai-
lored to specific binding sites, which represents a typi-
cal docking-based generation paradigm. LiGAN (Méndez-
Lucio et al. 2020) and AutoGrow4 (Spiegel and Durrant
2020) leverage the three-dimensional geometry of protein
binding pockets together with fragment-assembly heuris-
tics to generate molecules that satisfy spatial docking con-
straints. By contrast, OptiMol (Nigam et al. 2021) and Sam-
pleDock (Xu, Wauchope, and Frank 2021) employ a “gener-
ate—evaluate—select" workflow: they sample candidates from
a learned latent space, score each via molecular docking, re-
tain the highest-scoring compounds, and iteratively refine
the generator based on this feedback. Moreover, SBMol-
Gen (Ma et al. 2021) integrates reinforcement learning by
treating docking scores as rewards, thereby steering the gen-
erative policy toward progressively more favorable chemo-
types. Nevertheless, drug efficacy is governed by the intri-
cate cellular environment, and molecules optimized exclu-
sively for target binding frequently fail to produce the in-
tended phenotypic outcomes.

ExMolRL Framework

We present ExXMoIRL, a generative framework that in-
tegrates multi-modal data—including phenotypic profiles
and chemical language—for the generation of drug-like
molecules. EXMoIRL comprises a phenotypic profile-guided
generative module, and a reinforcement learning module
that fine-tunes the agent toward desired molecular properties
such as binding affinity and quantitative estimate of drug-
likeness (QED) scores. The phenotypic generator is pre-
trained on large-scale drug-induced expression profiles and
then acts as prior model. Next, RL is utilized to refine the
agent model toward desired molecular attributes, while miti-
gating reward hacking effects that may compromise molecu-
lar uniqueness. Once trained, ExMolRL generates molecules
guided by expression profiles and informed by the structural
context of target proteins.

Phenotype-Guided Generator

The phenotype-guided generator aims to produce drug-like
molecules conditioned on desired transcriptional profiles.
Inspired by SmilesGEN (Liu, Tian, and Liu 2025), we
adopts a dual-channel variational autoencoder (VAE) ar-
chitecture, which consists of ExpVAE, a multi-layer feed-
forward network used to encoding expression profiles,
and MolVAE, a GRU-backboned VAE designed to encode
and reconstruct molecular SMILES sequences. MolVAE is
firstly pre-trained on a large-scale SMILES dataset, after
which its encoder is frozen. Next, joint training is performed
using triplets comprising SMILES sequences, perturbed ex-
pression profiles, and corresponding unperturbed profiles.
This allows for the simultaneous reconstruction of both
molecular structures and expression profiles, leading to joint
optimization of the parameters in ExpVAE and MolVAE.
The dual-VAE architecture learns a latent space that cap-
tures the complex relationship between phenotypic signa-
tures and chemical structures, enhancing its capacity to gen-
erate biologically relevant molecules. During inference, we
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Figure 1: Overview of the ExXMolIRL architecture. The model consists of a pretrained phenotypic-profile-guided generator, while
a reinforcement learning agent fine-tunes the molecular generation toward desired biochemical properties.

retain the encoder from ExpVAE and the decoder from
MoIVAE to enable phenotype-to-molecule generation. The
trained generator serves as a prior model in the RL phase,
constraining the policy to produce molecules aligned with
desired phenotypic effect.

Phenotype-Target Joint Generation

To jointly optimize phenotypic efficacy and target binding,
we cast phenotype- and target-based molecular generation
as a reinforcement learning (RL) problem. Specifically, the
trained phenotypic generator serves as a prior, and an agent
model adopts the same network architecture. During the RL
phase, the agent is initialized with the prior’s parameters
and optimized to maximize the task-specific reward func-
tion. Notably, the prior remains fixed throughout RL phase
and serves as a regularizer, constraining the agent’s policy to
generate molecules that induce biologically plausible phe-
notypic effects and preserving consistency with phenotype-
conditioned distribution learned during pretraining.

To guide the generation of molecules with desirable prop-
erties, we incorporate both molecule-target docking scores
and QED values into the reward function to encourage the
agent to explore promising regions of the chemical space.
The binding affinity between each generated molecule and
its target protein is quantified using LeDock docking scores,
a tool that has demonstrated strong performance in a re-
cent benchmark study involving 2002 protein—ligand com-
plexes (Zhao and Caflisch 2013; Wang et al. 2016). The
QED score is computed using RDKit and incorporated into

the reward function. Let S = {sq1, S2,..., s, } denote a set
of SMILES sequences, where each s € S is of the form
s = {a1,az,...,a;}, with a denoting a token in the se-
quence. For each SMILES sequence s, the reward function
is defined as follows:

Reward(s) = Dock(s) x QED(s) (1)

where Dock denotes the normalized docking score and QED
is the drug-likeness score of the generated molecule. A
molecule is considered valid only if it satisfies RDKit’s va-
lidity check and its QED score exceeds a predefined thresh-
old. If a generated molecule is deemed invalid (e.g., chem-
ically implausible or syntactically incorrect), its docking
score is set to zero as a form of penalty. Moreover, we have
observed that imposing a mild constraint on QED scores
helps guide the generation process toward molecules with a
more favorable balance of properties, preventing the reward
function from being dominated solely by docking scores
or QED values. To normalize the docking score into the
range [0,1], we introduce a rescaling factor k, enabling bet-
ter compatibility between different reward components. The
full definition of the processed docking score is as follows:

max(LeDock(s),k)
Dock(s) = 0 k ’

The agent is trained to learn a policy () that maximizes
the reward expectation, where 6 represent the parameters of
the agent model. Our approach builds upon the REINVENT

if s is valid
otherwise

2



framework (Loeffler et al. 2024), which has been shown ef-
fective in molecular generation tasks, with modifications tai-
lored to our task. To improve training efficiency and stabilize
gradient estimation, we adopt a mini-batch training strategy.
At each step, a batch of N molecules is sampled from the
agent. For a SMILES sequence s generated from my, we
compute its log-likelihood log p(22°™*) () under the agent’s
policy. We also obtain its prior log-likelihood log p(P™°") ()
by passing the same sequence into the prior model. The ob-
jective of RL is to maximize both the prior log-likelihood
and reward. Accordingly, we adopt the policy gradient algo-
rithm to maximize the objective and thus the loss function is
defined as follows:

Lps = —Eg[log p&°™ (s; 0) - Reward(s)] 3)

Ranking Loss and Regularizers

Reinforcement learning in molecular generation often faces
two key challenges: 1) sparse reward signals, which hin-
der effective policy learning, and 2) unstable sample quality,
where the agent may exploit the reward function by gen-
erating low-quality yet high-reward molecules. To mitigate
these issues and encourage the model to assign higher gen-
eration probabilities to molecules with superior properties
(e.g., binding affinity, QED, or biological activity), we in-
troduce a ranking loss constraint. Let the desired property
score of a molecule be denoted as AS(s), which is defined
based on docking scores and relevant chemical properties.
Given a pair of molecules (s;, s;) with AS(s;) > AS(s;),
we expect that the agent model assigns higher likelihood
probability to the molecule with high property score. Specif-
ically, the agent’s policy 7 is expected to satisfy the rank-
ing constraint p(&™) (s;|7(0)) > pa&ent)(s;|7(9)) for all
AS(s;) > AS(sj). When a lower-quality molecule is as-
signed a higher generative probability than a higher-quality
one, a ranking loss is incurred as below:

Crank = szax (07 f(sj) - f(sz) + ,VZJ) )
ij>1

Vi < j,AS(s;) > AS(sj) (4)

where v;; = (j — ¢) - v is defined as the rank difference be-
tween two molecules multiplied by a hyperparameter . The
function f(s) is defined as log p(®&°™)(s; ). By increas-
ing the generative probability of high-quality molecules, RL
no longer relies solely on sparse rewards, but instead incor-
porates fine-grained feedback through property-based rank-
ing. This helps prevent the agent from overfitting to syntac-
tically valid but chemically poor molecules. Compared to
purely reward-driven optimization, the use of rank loss en-
ables the model to effectively distinguish structurally simi-
lar molecules with significantly different properties, thereby
enhancing its structural optimization capability.

To ensure the stability and effectiveness of RL, we intro-
duce two additional regularizers: prior likelihood regulariza-
tion (Gomez-Bombarelli et al. 2018; Loeffler et al. 2024)
and entropy regularization (You et al. 2018; Zoph and Le
2016). To prevent the agent from deviating from the prior

model, we incorporate a prior likelihood term based on the
phenotype-guided generator. This regularizer is defined as:

»Cprior = _ES[IOgP(PriOF)(S)] (5)

Here, 10gpprior(s) denotes the log-likelihood of a
molecule s under the prior model. The prior poses the
constraint that the generated molecules conform to valid
SMILES syntax and chemically plausible structures, while
also satisfying phenotype conditions with high fidelity. By
imposing this prior constraint, the agent model benefits from
the inductive biases encoded in the trained phenotypic gen-
erator, which improves its ability to respond accurately to
phenotypic signatures. This is especially crucial in the early
stages of RL, where the prior prevents the agent from cheat-
ing the reward function (“reward hacking") by generating
unrealistic or syntactically invalid molecules.

To encourage chemical space exploration and increase
structural diversity, we introduce an entropy regularization
term, which is defined as:

Len =Eg [H(sa 9)] (6)

inwhich H(s;6) = — 23:1 plalacy; 0)-log p(alacy; 0) de-
notes the entropy of the agent’s action distribution over the
next token. Maximizing this entropy encourages stochastic-
ity in the policy, helping the agent avoid deterministic local
optima and promoting molecular diversity.

Taking the ranking loss and two regularization terms into
the policy gradient loss, the overall objective enable jointly
optimize molecular quality while preserving generative ca-
pacity. The final loss function is defined as:

ﬁ = ﬁpg —+ « - Erank + ﬂ : [:prior - >\ : ﬁem (7)

where «, 3, and \ are hyperparameters used to tradeoff the
weights of the ranking loss, prior and entropy regularization,
respectively.

In our practice, we employed the bidirectional GRUs as
the backbone of MolVAE. Both the encoder and decoder
were composed of three hidden layers of size 192. The Ex-
pVAE adopted multiple forward-feed layers with sizes 512,
256, and 192, respectively. During the training of phenotypic
generator, the Adam optimizer is used with a learning rate
of 5e-4 and a dropout rate of 0.1. The maximum length of
the generated SMILES strings was restricted to 100 char-
acters. In the RL stage, both agent model was optimized
using Adam optimizer with a reduced learning rate of le-
4. The batch size for both stages was set at 64. Our model
was implemented using PyTorch 2.3.0. The training and all
evaluation experiments were conducted on a CentOS Linux
8.2.2004 (Core) system, equipped with a GeForce RTX 4090
GPU and 128GB of memory.

Experiments
Datasets and Preprocessing

The MolVAE was pretrained using 10,032,879 SMILES se-
quences obtained from ZINC database (Irwin and Shoichet
2005), and then the ExpVAE and MolVAE were jointly
trained using the L1000 dataset (Subramanian et al. 2017a),



ExMolRL SmilesGEN GxVAEs TRIOMPHE
Affinity | QED SA | Affinity | QED | SA | Affinity | QED SA | Affinity | QED | SA
AKT1 -6.49 0.764 | 2.634 -523 ] 0.585 1 2932 | -577 | 0583 | 3207 | -233 | 0.462 | 4.08
AKT2 -6.34 0.729 | 2.844 -5.84 | 0.610 | 3.06 -6.16 | 0.595 | 3.42 -2.95 | 0445 | 4.25
AURKB -6.71 0.736 | 2.612 -6.21 0.574 | 3.01 -6.94 | 0599 | 3276 | -231 | 0.425 | 4.10
CTSK -5.07 0.675 | 3.00 -4.81 0.604 | 2.97 -5.33 | 0.597 | 3.011 -1.87 | 0.399 | 4.47
HDACI1 -4.64 | 0.729 | 3.197 | -3.51 0.566 | 3.017 | -3.59 | 0.619 | 3.225 | -1.84 | 0.437 | 4.30
MTOR -6.27 0.730 | 2.685 -5.96 0.57 | 3.00 -6.67 | 0.605 | 3.324 | -2.75 | 0.465 | 4.18
PIK3CA | -6.04 0.731 | 3.132 -5.65 | 0.578 | 2.98 -5.86 | 0.640 | 3.298 | -2.88 | 0.435 | 4.50
SMAD?3 -5.16 0.676 | 3.212 -3.54 | 0.577 | 3.01 -3.4 0.594 | 3.242 | -2.57 | 0464 | 4.15
TP53 -7.01 0.755 | 2.81 -456 | 0.593 | 2.97 -4.38 | 0.611 | 3.281 -2.64 | 0417 | 4.17
EGFR -7.37 0.726 | 2.464 -6.67 0.57 | 2.95 -7.33 0.58 | 3.58 -3.31 | 0442 | 4.37

Table 1: Performance Comparison of ExXMoIRL versus Phenotype-Guided Methods on Affinity, QED and SA Metrics
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Figure 2: Performance Comparison of ExXMoIRL to Phenotype-Guided Methods on Uniqueness, Novelty and Validity

which was a collective repository of transcriptional re-
sponses of human cell lines to drug exposures. We extracted
the expression profiles of cell lines treated by 10uM drug
concentration for 24 hours. To streamline the data, techni-
cal replicates were averaged. As a result, we obtained drug-
induced expression profiles spanning 6,549 drugs and 164
cell lines. The refined dataset comprised a total of 86,400
expression profiles across 978 landmark genes to fine-tune
the dual VAEs. In addition, to evaluate the binding affinity of
generated molecules toward target proteins, we collected co-
crystal structures of the ten protein—ligand complexes from
the RCSB Protein Data Bank. Protein structures were pre-
processed using the LePro tool (http://www.lephar.com/),
and molecular docking was performed with the LeDock tool.

For performance evaluation, we used the expression
profiles induced by the genetic perturbation of ten com-
monly target genes associated with the treatment of cancers.
Among them, eight genes (AKT1, AKT2, AURKB, CTSK,
EGFR, HDACI1, MTOR, and PIK3CA) were knockdown,
and two genes (SMAD3 and TP53) were over-expressed.
To evaluate the generated molecules, we obtained known
ligands that have been confirmed to target these proteins
from the Drug Target Commons (DTC) database (Tang et al.
2018). We compute the performance metrics between these
known ligands and generated molecules.

Performance Metrics

To evaluate the chemical properties of the generated
molecules, we measured quite a few key metrics: validity,
uniqueness, novelty, quantitative estimate of drug-likeness
(QED), and synthetic accessibility (SA). High validity and
uniqueness are indicators of an effective molecule genera-
tion process, while high novelty indicates the model avoids
overfitting to the training set. For assessing binding affinity
to target protein, we employed the docking scores computed
by LeDock. In particular, we adopt IC50 as a key perfor-
mance metric for evaluating phenotype-guided generative
models. IC50 represents the concentration of a compound
required to inhibit 50% of cancer cell viability, with lower
values indicating greater inhibitory potency. In our experi-
ments, IC50 values were predicted using the PaccMann plat-
form (https://ibm.biz/paccmann-aas) (Cadow et al. 2020).
These performance metrics ensures that our model was com-
prehensively evaluated in generating molecules with poten-
tial therapeutic value and practical feasibility.

Comparison to Phenotype-Guided Methods

We first compare ExMolRL with several representative
phenotype-based molecular generation methods, including
SmilesGEN (Liu, Tian, and Liu 2025), GxVAEs (Li and
Yamanishi 2024), and TRIOMPHE (Kaitoh and Yamanishi
2021). For each target protein, we generated 100 unique
molecules using these methods and evaluated their perfor-
mance across multiple metrics, as shown in Table 1. First,



ExMolIRL Pocket2Mol SampleDock SBMolGen
Affinity | QED | SA | Affinity | QED SA | Affinity | QED SA | Affinity | QED SA

AKTI -6.49 | 0.764 | 2.634 | -2.82 | 0.436 | 2.622 -470 | 0.749 | 2.4 -4.76 | 0.722 | 2.897
AKT?2 -6.34 | 0.729 | 2.844 | -5.99 0.612 | 3.362 -5.89 0.751 | 2.17 -5.49 0.710 | 3.042
AURKB | -6.71 | 0.736 | 2.612 | -547 0.687 | 2.600 -4.74 0.685 | 2.36 -5.91 0.737 | 2.927
CTSK -5.07 | 0.675 | 3.00 -4.67 0.723 | 2.803 -4.55 0.789 | 2.276 | -4.61 0.713 | 3.032
HDAC1 -4.64 | 0.729 | 3.197 | -2.35 0.507 | 2.535 -3.95 0.717 | 2197 | -3.54 | 0.713 | 2.95
MTOR -6.27 | 0.730 | 2.685 | -5.68 0.639 | 3.189 -5.54 0.781 | 2438 | -543 0.727 | 2.970
PIK3CA | -6.04 | 0.731 | 3.132 | -4.70 0.750 | 2.826 -5.52 | 0714 | 2.552 | -5.53 0.706 | 2.936
SMAD3 | -5.16 | 0.676 | 3.212 | -3.72 | 0.598 | 2.459 | -4.03 0.778 | 2.507 -3.92 | 0.747 | 3.091
TP53 -7.01 | 0.755 | 2.81 -5.25 0.656 | 3.351 -5.13 0.753 | 2.439 | -5.51 0.709 | 2.992
EGFR -7.37 | 0.726 | 2.464 | -7.02 | 0.610 | 3.469 -6.18 0.705 | 2.465 -6.14 0.737 | 3.062

Table 2: Performance Comparison of ExXMolIRL versus Target-Based Methods on Affinity, QED and SA Metrics

ExMOoIRL achieved the best docking scores on 7 out of
the 10 target proteins, with the generated molecules ex-
hibiting significantly stronger binding affinities compared to
those produced by SmilesGEN, GxVAEs, and TRIOMPHE.
This highlights our model’s superior capability in optimiz-
ing chemical structure regarding specific binding pocket. Al-
though GxVAEs performed comparably or slightly better on
a few targets (e.g., AURKB and MTOR), its overall per-
formance was inferior to our method, suggesting that our
method offers better generalization and robustness across
diverse protein contexts. Moreover, EXMoIRL consistently
achieved the highest QED scores across all ten target pro-
teins, indicating that the generated molecules exhibit more
drug-like pharmacological properties. Notably, even though
SA scores were not explicitly included in the RL reward
function, ExXMoIRL still outperformed the competing meth-
ods on most targets with respect to SA metric. We fur-
ther analyzed the distribution of molecular property metrics
across different methods. As shown in Figure S1, EXMoIRL
achieved substantially higher affinity than TRIOMPHE and
SmilesGEN, with peaks concentrated in the high-affinity re-
gion (lower score means higher affinity). Meanwhile, Ex-
MolIRL consistently outperformed all competing methods
in QED and SA score distributions, demonstrating its supe-
rior ability to generate drug-like and synthetically accessible
compounds.
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Figure 3: Performance comparison of ExXMolRL versus tar-
geted approaches in suppressing cancer cell viability

Moreover, we evaluated the uniqueness, novelty and va-
lidity of our generated molecules. As shown in Figure 2, Ex-
MolRL outperformed four competing methods across all 10
targets, with novelty reaching 100% on targets such as TP53.
These results demonstrate that ExXMolRL consistently gen-

erates structurally novel compounds unseen during training.

Comparison to Target-Based Methods

We next compared ExMolRL with three docking-based
generative methods: Pocket2Mol (Peng et al. 2022), Sam-
pleDock (Xu, Wauchope, and Frank 2021), and SBMol-
Gen (Ma et al. 2021). Similarly, we generated 100 unique
molecules using each method for performance evaluation.
As shown in Table 2, ExXMoIRL outperformed the compet-
ing methods in both docking scores and QED. Although
SampleDock achieved slightly better SA scores, ExXMolRL
maintained competitive performance and consistently out-
performed other baselines. We used EGFR as a representa-
tive target to analyze the distribution of evaluation metrics.
As shown in Figure S2, ExXMolRL exhibited substantial ad-
vantage over other methods in both docking and QED scores
over competing methods, with peaks concentrated in the ad-
vantageous region. These results demonstrate that EXMolRL
effectively leveraged both phenotypic guidance and target-
specific docking signals, leading to superior molecular gen-
eration performance across multiple evaluation metrics.
Target-based methods focus solely on generating high-
affinity molecules to specific target proteins, overlooking
the effect on cellular contexts. In contrast, ExXMoIRL ex-
plicitly conditioned on the cellular state of the target protein
to generate molecules that would induced desirable pheno-
typic profiles. To assess the effectiveness of this strategy,
we further evaluated the ability of generated molecules to
inhibit the viability of MCF7 breast cancer cells. Figure 3
showed the boxplots of the log(IC50) values that measure
the inhibitory potency of molecules generated by ExMolRL
and competing methods across 10 target proteins. Note that
lower log(IC50) values indicate stronger inhibitory capac-
ity. The results verified that ExXMolRL consistently produced
molecules with stronger anticancer potential across all tar-
gets compared to other methods. Moreover, the IC50 dis-
tributions of ExMoIRL exhibited lower variance, indicat-
ing its stability to generate high-quality molecules. While
SBMolGen did generate a few highly potent molecules
with extremely low log(IC50) values for specific targets
such as AKT2 and SMAD, its overall distribution was
broader and less stable. These results highlight that, com-
pared to docking-based approaches, ExMolRL’s phenotype-
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Figure 4: Comparison of ExMolRL-generated molecules versus approved drugs for the PIK3CA, AKT2, and mTOR targets.

conditioned strategy enables more effective and person-
alized molecule design, particularly for targeting cancer-
specific cellular states.

Therapeutic Molecular Generation

To assess ExMolRL’s ability to generate therapeutic com-
pounds, we produced 100 novel molecules conditioned on
breast cancer expression profiles and targeting PIK3CA,
AKT?2, and MTOR. These molecules were benchmarked
against three FDA-approved drugs: Alpelisib (PI3K« in-
hibitor), Capivasertib (AKT inhibitor), and Everolimus
(mTOR inhibitor). All candidates were firstly filtered ac-
cording to Lipinski’s Rule (LogP<5, MW <500Da, H-bond
donors<5, H-bond acceptors<10), and then were docked
to the target proteins using AutoDock Vina (Trott and
Olson 2010). Other key physicochemical properties, in-
cluding QED and synthetic accessibility (SA), were also
computed for further evaluation. As shown in Figure 4,
we illustrate the docking conformation of the three ap-
proved drugs (upper) and ExMolRL-generated candidates
(bottom), alongside their QED, SA, and Vina scores.
ExMolRL-generated molecules consistently outperformed
the known drugs in binding affinity, achieving Vina scores

of —9.359, —9.301, and —-11.070 kcal/mol versus —8.182,
—8.503, and —7.762 kcal/mol for Alpelisib, Capivasertib, and
Everolimus, respectively. These candidates also exhibited
improved drug-likeness and SA scores. Taking mTOR as
example, Everolimus scored a QED of only 0.13 with an
SA score of 7.31, whereas ExMolRL-generated candidate
achieved a QED of 0.66 and an SA score of 2.34. More-
over, the generated candidate’s molecular weight (415.5 Da)
and Log P align more closely with Lipinski criteria than
Everolimus (958.2 Da), suggesting enhanced absorption and
bioavailability. These results demonstrate that ExMolRL not
only generates novel compounds with superior target bind-
ing, but also optimizes critical physicochemical properties.

Conclusion

The proposed ExXMolRL framework integrates phenotypic
profiles and target protein structures via multi-objective re-
inforcement learning to generate de novo molecules with
enhanced efficacy and specificity. Extensive experiments
demonstrate its superiority over existing methods in drug-
likeness, binding affinity, and phenotypic relevance, high-
lighting its potential for drug design.
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