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Abstract

While machine learning algorithms have been shown to excel at specific chemical
tasks, they have struggled to capture the strategic thinking that characterizes expert
chemical reasoning, limiting their widespread adoption. Here we demonstrate that
large language models (LLMs) can serve as powerful chemical reasoning engines
when integrated with traditional search algorithms, enabling a new approach to
computer-aided chemistry that mirrors human expert thinking. Rather than us-
ing LLMs to directly manipulate chemical structures, we leverage their ability
to evaluate chemical strategies and guide search algorithms toward chemically
meaningful solutions. We demonstrate this paradigm through two fundamental
challenges: strategy-aware retrosynthetic planning and mechanism elucidation. In
retrosynthetic planning, our method allows chemists to specify desired synthetic
strategies in natural language to find routes that satisfy these constraints in vast
searches. In mechanism elucidation, LLMs guide the search for plausible reaction
mechanisms by combining chemical principles with systematic exploration. Our
approach shows strong performance across diverse chemical tasks, with larger
models demonstrating increasingly sophisticated chemical reasoning. Our ap-
proach establishes a new paradigm for computer-aided chemistry that combines the
strategic understanding of LLMs with the precision of traditional chemical tools,
opening possibilities for more intuitive and powerful chemical reasoning systems.

1 Introduction

The automation of chemical reasoning has been a long-standing goal in many areas of chemistry,
promising to accelerate drug discovery, retrosynthesis1–3 and our understanding of chemical reac-
tivity4. Traditional machine learning and computational approaches have focused on specialized
algorithms for specific tasks – predicting properties5, planning syntheses1,6, or proposing reaction
mechanisms7–14. While successful in narrow domains, these systems lack the flexible reasoning and
strategic multi-step thinking that characterize expert chemical problem-solving15–17. A synthetic
chemist planning the synthesis of a complex molecule, for instance, must simultaneously consider
multiple strategic factors: which rings to form first, when to install sensitive functional groups and
protective groups, and how to leverage available starting materials18. Additionally, this logical decon-
struction of molecules must be supported by mechanistic reasoning which requires extrapolation of
chemical principles of elementary steps and reactive intermediates, to newly proposed molecules,
usually not observed before4,19.

The exponential growth in capabilities of Large Language Models (LLMs) has sparked a revolution
across scientific disciplines3,20–22, with applications spanning from automated literature analysis to
hypothesis generation23–25. These models have demonstrated an unprecedented ability to understand
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and reason about chemical concepts at multiple scales - from individual functional groups to complete
synthetic pathways3,26,27. Most remarkably, they exhibit reasoning patterns that mirror human
chemical intuition rather than traditional computational approaches21,28, showing particular promise
in analyzing strategic elements of synthesis such as protecting group patterns and ring construction
timing18. However, a fundamental limitation persists: while LLMs excel at analyzing chemical
concepts and strategies, they struggle to generate valid chemical representations, particularly SMILES
strings29–31, limiting their direct application in critical chemical tasks.

Here, we present a paradigm shift in how LLMs can advance chemical science: rather than attempting
to generate chemical structures directly, we position these models as sophisticated reasoning engines
that guide traditional search algorithms toward chemically meaningful solutions. This approach
combines LLMs’ ability to understand and evaluate complex chemical strategies with the systematic
exploration capabilities of established search methods. Through systematic evaluation, we first
demonstrate that LLMs can effectively analyze chemical entities and strategic patterns across mul-
tiple scales. We then show how these reasoning capabilities can be exploited in two challenging
applications: strategy-aware retrosynthetic planning and mechanism elucidation.

Retrosynthetic planning —the process of systematically breaking down complex target molecules
into simpler, commercially available starting materials— represents one of the most crucial and
intellectually demanding tasks in organic chemistry1,32. Current computational methods employ
sophisticated search algorithms guided by either carefully designed or learned heuristics33–35. While
these systems excel at finding routes that end in commercially available materials36,37, they often
struggle to incorporate strategic considerations commonly used by expert chemists, such as optimal
timing for ring construction, protecting group introduction or incompatible transformations18. Recent
specialized systems have addressed specific constraints like starting material availability38,39 and
bond preservation40,41, but a framework for arbitrary strategy-aware synthesis planning has remained
elusive. Our approach allows chemists to specify strategic requirements in natural language, with
LLM-guided search identifying synthetic routes that satisfy these complex constraints. We demon-
strate these capabilities on a challenging benchmark along with case studies including the synthetic
routes of atorvastatin and strychnine.

Similarly, mechanism elucidation —understanding the step-by-step electron movements that trans-
form reactants into products— is fundamental to both chemical understanding and reaction optimiza-
tion4,19,42. The power of mechanistic understanding lies not only in explaining individual reactions
but in their potential to generalize patterns of chemical reactivity that can be applied to previously
unseen molecules43. Existing computational methods can enumerate possible reaction paths7,44

but often lack the chemical intuition needed to identify plausible mechanisms. While specialized
approaches combining quantum calculations with search algorithms show promise10, they struggle
to scale for complex systems and rely on predefined templates or atom-mapping, limiting their
applicability. In our approach, basic electron-pushing steps are evaluated using LLMs’ understanding
of chemical principles in the context of a search algorithm, allowing the LLM to guide the search
towards reasonable mechanisms, while potentially considering diverse forms of experimental ev-
idence and practical constraints. Our results demonstrate that LLMs can effectively guide search
processes and select optimal solutions, while providing chemically meaningful rationales for their
decisions. Furthermore, we provide insights into how different models’ capabilities —related to pre-
training45, post-training28,46,47 and inference-time scaling28,48— affect solution quality, establishing
crucial practical considerations for deploying such systems. This integration represents a significant
step toward computational chemistry systems that can reason strategically about complex synthesis
challenges while maintaining the precision of traditional computational tools.

2 Results

The approach presented here leverages LLMs as chemical reasoning engines that guide traditional
search algorithms through complex chemical spaces. Here, another process is in charge of generating
and proposing intermediate states, while the LLM serves as a judge to select among possible solution
paths. The results presented here show that current LLMs are capable of detailed analysis of relevant
chemical objects like molecules, reactions, and reactive intermediates. Furthermore, we show how
these capabilities can be leveraged in novel and useful manners for scientific discovery in synthetic
chemistry through two challenging applications: steerable and strategy-aware retrosynthetic planning,
where natural language queries guide the search for synthetic routes with specific properties, and
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Figure 1: LLMs as chemical reasoning engines for synthesis planning and mechanism elucida-
tion. a) Current state of LLMs in chemistry, highlighting strengths in property prediction, multiple
choice questions, and agentic workflows, alongside limitations in structure generation tasks. b)
LLMs demonstrate sophisticated chemical reasoning capabilities, providing detailed analyses of
reaction mechanisms and functional group transformations. c) Our key insight: positioning LLMs as
strategic evaluators within chemical search frameworks. Rather than generating structures directly,
LLMs guide traditional search algorithms toward chemically meaningful solutions. d) Application
to synthesis planning: LLMs assess candidate routes based on expert queries specifying strategic
requirements (e.g., "break pyrimidine in the early stage"). This yields strategically relevant synthetic
pathways with detailed rationales for synthetic choices. e) Application to mechanism elucidation:
LLMs guide search through possible reaction mechanisms by evaluating the plausibility of elemen-
tary electron-pushing steps. The system efficiently identifies correct mechanistic pathways while
providing chemically meaningful justifications. This approach combines the strategic understanding
of LLMs with the precision of traditional chemical search algorithms.

mechanism elucidation, where the goal is to identify plausible reaction mechanisms by evaluating
candidate electron-pushing steps.

2.1 Steerable Synthesis Planning

Retrosynthetic planning represents one of the most challenging tasks in organic chemistry, requiring
both deep chemical knowledge and strategic thinking. While computational approaches have suc-
cessfully automated the search through spaces of reactions, they typically struggle to incorporate the
strategic elements that enable synthesis. The complexity of the task arises from multiple challenges
across multiple levels and dimensions. At the reaction level, chemists must select transformations that
are high-yielding, selective, and technically feasible. At a more global level, long-range considera-
tions make the task almost an art: early synthetic choices constrain the structural motifs and functional
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groups that are installed in later stages, protecting groups and functional group interconversions
enable otherwise unfeasible reactions, etc., creating complex decision trees that extend across entire
synthetic routes. Expert chemists develop sophisticated heuristics for navigating these strategic
elements. However, translating this expertise into computational systems has remained elusive.

In steerable synthesis planning, we extend traditional retrosynthetic search by incorporating natural
language specifications of desired synthetic strategies. Given a molecular target and a description
of desired route characteristics (e.g. "construct the pyrimidine ring in early stages"), the system
must identify synthetic pathways that satisfy these strategic constraints. Such a task requires not
only correct understanding of molecular and reaction representations but also an ability to connect
chemical theory with practical experimental considerations and modern synthetic methods, depending
on the query.

Preliminary experiments demonstrated that LLMs exhibit robust capabilities in analyzing, describing
and judging chemical objects across multiple contexts, see SI A. Building on this, we developed a
framework that combines these analytical capabilities with traditional synthesis planning software
(Methods 4.2). For evaluation we created a benchmark consisting of pairs of molecular targets
and steering prompts, along with scoring scripts that assess route-to-prompt alignment in a tailored
manner (Methods 4.3). These prompts range from simple reaction preferences to complex strategic
requirements, allowing us to assess both the chemical reasoning capabilities of different LLMs and
their ability to effectively guide synthesis planning, see SI B.

Results in Figure 2a show that current commercial LLMs can already perform advanced reasoning
about synthetic routes, successfully evaluating both specific reactions and global strategic features.
Large, state-of-the-art models like Claude-3.7-Sonnet achieve the highest scores. The model achieves
such performance typically by systematically analyzing each reaction in the synthetic sequence, while
keeping track of the overall synthetic context, then correlating this with the given steering prompt
(Figure 2b). Our results additionally show that the newer generation of models bring substantial
improvements over older generations, with the newest Claude-3.7 performing much better on the
harder tasks (Target 4), where no other model could succeed.

Performance scales strongly with model size. Smaller models’ performance (represented by gpt-
4o-mini) is indistinguishable from random choice even for short routes, indicating that chemical
reasoning capabilities emerge only at larger scales. This suggests either a minimum threshold of model
complexity required for meaningful chemical analysis, or a limitation in the multi-task performance
of smaller models, suggesting that fine-tuning and other post-processing techniques might be needed
to leverage small models on these tasks. Models from other providers (gpt-4o, deepseek-v3) show
comparable performance patterns to Claude-3.5, with variations potentially attributable to differences
in tokenization and prompting strategies rather than fundamental capability gaps. More research
needs to go into this, including further LLM-specific prompt optimization, however this is left for
future work.

A key limitation is observed across all models when tackling long synthetic sequences. For the most
complex targets (e.g. Target 4, involving routes up to 50 reactions), all models struggle to distinguish
and select aligned routes, with the exception of the latest Claude-3.7-Sonnet which demonstrates
unprecedented performance, although still far from optimal. Common failure modes in this regard
include grouping reactions instead of analyzing them individually –which causes overlooking of
important fine details–, and failing to correctly position individual reactions in the context of a large
route. In spite of this, LLMs still show overall positive correlations in these extreme cases, showing
that some relevant features of routes are still recovered by LLMs, making them useful even for the
most complex routes, suggesting their utility as strategic evaluators.

These results demonstrate that current LLMs can effectively guide synthesis planning through analysis
and evaluation of arbitrary strategic elements in synthetic routes. However, these capabilities seem to
reach a limit at very high route lengths or complexity; this in turns holds close relations with biases
in the models’ output styles, stemming from specific post-training details46.

In the following section, we further analyze and validate these findings against real-world chemistry
by analyzing the performance of our system on historically significant syntheses published in the
literature.
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Figure 2: Performance of the system for steerable synthesis planning presented in this work. a
Shows the performance of multiple LLMs of different sizes and providers across all the tasks in
the benchmark. The tasks are grouped by synthetic target, and each column specifies a prompt
as specified in SI B. The y axis displays the correlation between LLM-produced scores and those
computed as specified in the benchmark. b Example of an LLM’s analysis of a synthetic route, where
it provides a justification why a specific route received a high score. The example illustrates that
the LLM analyses each reaction (exemplified with step 4), and then provides an overall analysis
where it highlights the alignment with the user’s query. c Illustrates the task of steerable synthesis
planning: a user specifies a target molecule along with a query in natural language, which specifies
desired features in the route. The proposed solutions are given together with scores that signify their
alignment with the query given by the user.

2.1.1 Case studies in complex synthetic routes

To study with more detail the analytical patterns of LLMs when considering synthetic routes, we
setup a case study using two molecules for which several routes have been published throughout the
years: atorvastatin49,50 and strychnine51. As highlighted in the previous section, we select Claude-
3.7-Sonnet for this analysis as it demonstrates the strongest performance out of all the other tested
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models. We design a set of expert prompts that aim to describe specific strategic details of selected
routes52, see SI C.1. Our framework is then used to score each of the routes based on their alignment
to each of the prompts, and we evaluate whether LLMs can effectively separate the described route
from the rest, given a suitable prompt.

The results for Atorvastatin in Figure 3a show that the LLM is indeed capable of detecting the
exact transformation, within the complete retrosynthetic tree, that satisfies the expert query, and
consequently scoring this route highly (9/10). As anticipated in the previous section, the LLM follows
a strategy of analyzing each reaction individually and in relation with the query, then revising the
produced analyses to synthesize a final summary that evaluates the alignment with the query, along
with the final score, which we use for evaluation. Among the key features of correct analyses, we find
typically correct description of reactions in terms of the names, reaction mechanisms, and overall
features of the transformations at hand. When analyzing the key transformation (step 5 in this case),
the LLM correctly characterizes the ring formation reaction — correct mechanistic considerations,
emerging functional groups — and correctly highlights its alignment with the query’s requirement
(Figure 3b). In this example, it’s worth noting that the LLM is successful at navigating a chemical
space of more than 30 ring systems across over 10 complex reactions.

Expert query: Break indole ring (ring B) using Fischer indole synthesis early in the route. 

LLM analysis (step 24, 25 & 26)
These steps involve the formation of an indole ring from a phenylhydrazine and a 
ketone, which is the key Fischer indole synthesis. This appears at depth 24-26, which is 
very early in the synthetic sequence (far from the target), aligning well with the query's 
requirement for "early" Fischer indole synthesis. 

d LLM output for steps specified in c) and overall conclusion.

LLM analysis (overall)
The proposed synthetic route shows excellent alignment with the query requirements 
for several reasons:
1. The Fischer indole synthesis is indeed used early in the sequence (at depth 24-26)
2. The indole ring (ring B) is constructed using classical Fischer conditions
3. The timing is appropriate - the indole formation occurs far from the target molecule, 
allowing for subsequent elaboration of the scaffold […]

<score>9</score>

c Strychnine: Key Disconnections that lead to high score based on expert prompt.
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Figure 3: High-ranked route examples for complex syntheses. a) Key Disconnections of atorvas-
tatin that leads to high score based on expert prompt as detected by LLM. b) LLM’s reasoning about
these transformations, and final analysis to check alignment with expert query and score the route.
c) Key Disconnections of strychnine that leads to high score based on expert prompt as detected by
LLM. d) Corresponding LLM reasoning.

We conduct a final stress-test on a molecule whose synthesis has been regarded as one of the key
achievements in early organic synthesis, and for which novel synthetic methods are still being
developed due to its complexity and academic interest — strychnine. A higher number, and more
complex routes have been published for this archetypal natural product, making it ideal for a
comparison of this kind. Our results show that the best LLMs are indeed able to correctly detect
different synthetic strategies for several lengthy routes, of over 20 reaction steps. In particular, the
example in Figure 3c demonstrates how the system is able to detect and highly score Woodward’s
strychnine synthesis, from a descriptive strategy-oriented query. The high score in detecting Fischer
indole synthesis (Figure 3d) demonstrates that LLMs can effectively analyze SMILES strings of
extended synthetic trees of complex natural products, such as those with 26 reaction steps, while
remaining attentive to the original prompt.

These results represent strong evidence that current LLMs are capable of analyzing and interpreting
molecules, reactions, and synthetic routes across multiple dimensions, from structural analysis to
synthetic strategy. Furthermore, our results show that these capabilities can directly be exploited
in combination with traditional search algorithms, further expanding the possibilities of these high-
performing systems and, as shown, enabling steerable synthesis planning.
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2.2 Mechanism Elucidation via LLM-Guided Search

A reaction mechanism is a specification of why and how a given chemical transformation occurs,
by means of a set of elementary steps43. The power of mechanisms in chemistry lies not only in
its explanatory power of a single reaction instance, but also in that the reach of an explanation may
extend further than only that reaction; potentially explaining more observed reactions, and also even
predicting potential unknown transformations42.
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We define a set of elementary steps that can be applied to any given molecular set (Methods 4.4 and
Figure 4b); these elementary steps can generally be applied to any bond/atom in any molecule, and
thus serve as a fundamental basis for formulating mechanisms. The task is then to, given a chemical
reaction, find a suitable sequence of such elementary steps that connects the reactants with the
products. The search for the best path between reactants and products in chemistry has already been
tackled using different ML paradigms, whether using generative models in rule-based environments8,
contrastive learning13, reinforcement learning in 3D space53 or flow-matching14. In this work, we
show that LLMs reasoning can be useful for this, even in complex cases. In our approach, an LLM
analyzes a partially constructed solution and rates a proposed mechanistic step that continues such
solution. For evaluation, we designed a benchmark comprising 12 diverse reactions (Figure 4f)
along with their mechanisms (SI-D). Performance is measured as the relative score gap between
ground truth and alternative moves, averaged over all the steps in the mechanism (Methods 4.6). A
perfect scoring model would highly rate correct over incorrect moves, thus this metric correlates with
performance in a real search setting by assessing the selectivity of the model at each step.

As shown in Figure 4d, the best model evaluated achieves close to perfect performance on simple
reactions like Nucleophilic attacks, and poorer performance on more complex tasks like Michael
additions on larger molecules and miscellaneous reactions with more complex mechanisms. Despite
this drop in performance, the best models can still distinguish good moves over alternative incorrect
ones, indicating good adaptability of their chemical knowledge into new situations. Smaller models
like gpt-4o-mini generally perform badly, with poor performance even on the simplest of tasks,
hinting at similar conclusions as in the previous sections: some complexity threshold might exist after
which LLMs become smart enough for being useful at these tasks requiring strong chemical analysis.

Task # moves
GPT-4o Mini GPT-4o DeepSeek V3 Claude 3.5 Claude 3.7

(%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Random baseline: 17%

1 4 50± 16 55± 19 75± 0 90± 12 100± 0
2 4 70± 10 60± 12 70± 10 95± 10 100± 0
3 4 55± 10 70± 10 80± 10 75± 0 100± 0
4 4 30± 10 50± 16 55± 10 75± 0 75± 0
5 4 35± 12 50± 0 50± 16 80± 10 80± 10
6 8 25± 8 52± 5 70± 13 80± 6 85± 5
7 12 20± 10 48± 9 20± 15 75± 0 80± 6
8 8 5± 4 18± 10 28± 7 68± 3 68± 10
9 4 30± 10 30± 10 60± 25 30± 10 80± 10

10 14 24± 10 43± 6 36± 12 66± 3 79± 5
11 8 32± 6 28± 9 35± 5 50± 8 62± 8
12 8 22± 9 18± 6 18± 6 18± 6 42± 6

Table 1: Percentage of ground truth moves classified as strict top-1 when scored with 5 alternatives at
each step. These scores are reported for LLMs alone, without the help of an expert prompt defining
the mechanism.

A key advantage of search guided by an LLM is that it allows the specification of any arbitrary amount
of information, parameters and instructions, through the LLM’s text interface. Particularly relevant
for this task, the input consists of the reaction (reactants and products), but could also contain the
reaction conditions (solvent, temperature, concentrations, etc), any available experimental data (such
as kinetic studies), among others. In this line of ideas, we experiment with text-guided search, where
search is guided by an external text describing the sequence of steps in a hypothetical mechanism.
The search here thus functions as a decoder from the input text+reaction, into a proper sequence of
elementary steps. The source of this external text can be an expert human, or another LLM which, as
is clear from the previous sections, can accurately analyze reactions and describe their mechanisms.
Figure 4e shows that adding such information is generally beneficial for performance, boosting
the performances of poorly performing LLMs, as is the case of gpt-4o-mini and gpt-4o. Notably,
Claude-3.7’s base performance is already higher than any other competitor, with expert prompts
bringing additional but less substantial improvements. These results show the potential for including
multiple sources of information as input, hinting at the future possibility of automated mechanistic
(hypothesis) generation and closed-loop refinement.
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3 Discussion

In this work, we demonstrate that LLMs can serve as powerful chemical reasoning engines and
present a framework to exploit these capabilities in scientifically relevant tasks in synthetic chemistry.
Our approach combines traditional search algorithms with LLMs’ sophisticated reasoning abilities,
positioning the models as expert evaluators that guide search toward solutions that are aligned with
chemical principles as well as expert intent. This integration helps overcome fundamental limitations
in existing tools while enabling more intuitive interfaces for complex chemical tasks.

Our results first establish that current LLMs possess remarkable capabilities for detailed chemical
reasoning, accurate analysis and evaluation of chemical objects at multiple scales, from functional
groups in molecules to strategic patterns in full synthetic routes. We leverage these capabilities
through a framework where potential solutions are generated by traditionally used computational
environments, while LLMs analyze intermediate solutions to assess their validity towards constructing
the desired solution.

We showcase the practical utility of this approach through two challenging applications: steerable
synthesis planning and mechanism elucidation. In synthesis planning, our system enables natural lan-
guage specification of strategic constraints, allowing chemists to guide Computer Assisted Synthesis
Planning (CASP) searches towards solutions that are more aligned with their intent. We furthermore
evaluate the system on experimentally validated routes for complex targets like Atorvastatin, and
show how the system correctly identifies and evaluates key strategic elements, not only providing key
insights into the analyzed solutions but also validating the practical potential of this approach.

Similarly for mechanism elucidation, we show that a similar approach can successfully guide search
towards chemically feasible mechanisms, starting only from a set of simple and general elementary
steps, making our approach generally applicable to a large space of organic reactions. We note that
any arbitrary specification, guidance, or initial condition can be encoded as input to the system, thanks
to the flexibility of the LLMs’ text interface. We show the potential of this idea by experimenting
with "expert guidance" prompts in the input, which resemble intuitions of expert chemists about how
the mechanism of a given reaction should look like. These considerations can be extended to include
feedback from experiments, that iteratively refine mechanistic hypotheses.

However key limitations remain. On our most complex synthetic tasks (Strychnine with 26 steps),
LLMs exhibited a number of failure modes, some of which can be traced back to the several stages
of pre- and post-training, that bias models’ responses towards shorter and overly simplistic and
optimistic responses. This largely limits the analysis and application of our framework to larger
routes and thus more complex targets. Some of these limitations can be tackled through improved
and more specific fine-tuning techniques, data collection methods, among other techniques that better
align the models with the tasks presented here. Still, as we show in this work, commercially available
models are already very strong baselines on these tasks, which highlights the potential for future
improvements.

Looking forward, our framework opens new possibilities for computer-aided chemistry systems that
better align with human chemical intuition while maintaining computational precision. The ability to
incorporate diverse forms of chemical knowledge —from initial conditions, to practical constraints,
experimental data, or even expert intent— through natural language interfaces could make advanced
computational tools more accessible to practicing chemists while enabling new forms of human-AI
collaboration in chemical research.
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4 Methods

4.1 Large Language Models

Throughout this work we used several LLMs from different providers, all through litellm54 as it
provides an unified interface to multiple provider’s APIs. A temperature of 0.1 has been used across
all LLMs. The specific model versions used throughout this work are as follows: gpt-4o-mini-2024-
07-18, gpt-4o-2024-08-06, claude-3-5-sonnet-20241022, claude-3-7-sonnet-20250219.

4.2 Steerable synthesis planning

In this work we present a framework for steerable synthesis planning, which integrates LLMs as
evaluators within a traditional retrosynthetic search algorithm. The process begins with a target
molecule and a natural language query specifying desired strategic features of the synthetic route. We
employed the AiZynthfinder software16 as the underlying retrosynthesis engine to generate a diverse
set of potential synthetic routes for a given target molecule. For each candidate route generated by
the underlying retrosynthesis software, we constructed a detailed textual representation of the route,
including SMILES strings of all intermediates and reactants, and the sequence of transformations
applied at each step. This textual representation, along with the user-provided natural language
query, is then passed to the LLM. The LLM is prompted to analyze the synthetic route and evaluate
its alignment with the strategic requirements specified in the query. The LLM’s output is a score
reflecting the degree to which the route satisfies the user’s query, along with a textual rationale
justifying its assessment. This score is then used to rank and filter the candidate routes generated by
AiZynthfinder, prioritizing routes that are deemed strategically relevant by the LLM. This process
allows us to leverage the systematic exploration capabilities of AiZynth while incorporating the
sophisticated chemical reasoning of LLMs to guide the search towards strategically desirable synthetic
pathways.

4.3 Steerable synthesis planning - Benchmark

To evaluate the performance of our steerable synthesis planning framework, we created a benchmark
consisting of pairs of molecular targets and steering prompts. We selected a diverse set of molecular
targets that represent various levels of complexity and synthetic challenges. These targets include
both well-studied molecules and novel compounds to ensure a comprehensive evaluation. For each
molecular target, we crafted steering prompts that specified desired strategic elements in the synthetic
route. These prompts ranged from simple reaction preferences to complex strategic requirements.
The specific prompts used are given in the SI B.

As the system returns a set of routes, together with alignment scores, the primary evaluation metric
reported in this work is correlation with ground truth scores. The scores are computed using scripts
tailored for each target-prompt pair, and work by finding a specifically defined event in a synthetic
route. For example, if the prompt requires "an early ring formation", then this is translated into a
script that finds ring-forming reactions, together with the relative position of this reaction, if any, in
the route. A score is thus calculated to account for the happening of the reaction, and it’s relative
position, in this case giving a higher score to routes where a ring-forming reaction occurs in the early
stages (far from the final product), and progressively lower scores for routes when this happens in
later stages. The minimum score is given to routes where the ring-forming reaction doesn’t happen.
The full scripts can be found in the github repository.

4.4 Mechanism elementary steps

In order to create an exhaustive and computationally accessible state/action space, mechanisms have
been broken down into their most elementary components. Rooted in the arrow-pushing formalism,
the possible actions at each state (corresponding to a set of molecules) consist of two fundamental
types: ionisation and attack moves. An ionisation move is defined as any bond decreasing its bond
order by one, ionising at the same time on one of its terminal atoms. An attack move, on the other
hand, is defined as any atom with a lone pair of electrons attacking any atom with an empty orbital,
increasing the bond order between them by one, and charging them correspondingly. In both cases, a
bond order of 0 corresponds to no bond existing between the two atoms. As minimalistic as this set
of moves might seem, it has proven to be quite practical as a systematic way to enumerate and also to
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translate the majority of non-radical chemistry. However, a limit has been found regarding concerted
moves. Even though such cases could often be detected and resolved via a post-processing process,
cases like SN1 vs. SN2 (which explicitly require one to know if the electron moves are concerted or
not) could not be resolved from the move sequence itself.

4.5 Mechanism elucidation - Benchmark

The mechanism elucidation benchmark was designed to include diverse cases of chemical reactions.
It includes several reaction types as well as different scales of molecular weight of the products,
assessing different levels of understanding of chemical principles, molecular and reaction representa-
tions, and ability to understand the rules proposed by the environment. In Figure 4c and SI-D, it is
shown how a mechanism is broken down into ionizations and attacks only.

4.6 Mechanism elucidation - Metrics

For each elementary step of the 12 reactions, we computed five alternatives to the ground truth that
are legal in our framework. At each step n of a certain mechanism m, the LLM is prompted with
the mechanistic rules defined here, along with the reactants and products of the reaction, as well as
the history of ground-truth moves up to step n− 1. The prompt also includes a possible next step —
one of the 6 in the benchmark — and instructs the LLM to score such move in a scale from 0 to 10
according to alignment with its knowledge of chemical principles and the given reaction. The results
presented here correspond to 5 independent runs on each step for reproducibility. The main metric
reported in Figure 4d, is the score delta between the ground-truth option, and the mean score for the 5
alternative options, averaged across all steps for a given task. Table 1 reports the percentage of moves
for which the ground truth option was given as a strict top-1 (score strictly higher than any of the
other possibilities).
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Supplementary Information

A Chemical reaction reasoning capabilities

Unless specified, all the experiments and results that follow were conducted with Claude-3.5-Sonnet
as the LLM.

A.1 LLM analytic capabilities on measurable tasks

We examine how LLMs comprehend synthetic strategy through their ability to describe the starting
materials used in a synthesis. Starting materials play a crucial role in determining synthetic strategy
through providing pre-constructed structural motifs, functional groups and stereocenters to the
synthesis pathway. An ability to parse, understand, and extract semantic value from starting materials
can be viewed as a necessary pre-condition for LLMs to understand entire synthetic routes. To
assess this, we ask an LLM to describe the synthetic route in relation to its starting materials. This
is then embedded using OpenAI’s embedding model "text-embedding-3-large", and a pairwise
similarity matrix is constructed using cosine similarity. In parallel we extract the starting material’s
SMILES from the relevant routes, and compute a similarly-constructed pairwise matrix using size of
intersection set as a similarity measure; this functions as the ground truth similarity matrix.

a | Correlation 0.506 b | Correlation 0.418 c | Correlation 0.467 d | Correlation 0.265
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Figure 5: Comparison between different comparison methods between synthetic routes in terms of
their starting materials. Top row shows the similarity computed as the cosine similarity between LLM
descriptions of the routes in terms of their starting materials. The bottom row is a fractional overlap
between the starting materials in each pair of routes. All plots are sorted according to clustering in
the plots of the top row.

The results in Figure 5 show a relatively high correlation between the two route comparison methods,
indicating that the LLMs can accurately describe synthetic routes, at least in terms of their starting
materials. In addition, the figures displayed show similar patterns between the ground truth (bottom
row) and the LLM-computed similarities (top row).

For a slightly more advanced task, we construct an experimental setting where an LLM is tasked
to extract all functional groups from the starting materials in a synthetic pathway. By doing so we
directly assess whether LLMs grasp the chemical constraints that dictate the available reaction space
and order of transformations. We use an in-house rule based system for functional group extraction
to determine the ground truth set and measure (treating a functional group as a token) the LLM’s
error using the Jaccard coefficient (Figure 6).

Claude-3.5-sonnet shows higher overall alignment with the rule-based ground truth, while GPT-4o-
mini generates more functional groups but suffers lower precision. Both LLMs show significant
variance in their output. Minor formatting and naming differences between the rule-based and LLM
outputs obscure direct comparisons, likely understating the true accuracy of the LLMs. We leave an
anecdote that LLMs manage to correctly extract additional ring-system functional groups which are
not currently tagged by our rule-based approach.
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Figure 6: Jaccard similarity between ground truth functional groups in starting materials, and
functional groups extracted with an LLM. The boxplots represent a distribution across multiple routes
for a given target. The targets used are the same as shown in SI-B.

A.1.1 Strategic elements in synthetic routes

Synthetic routes can be analyzed across multiple dimensions. Previous results show promise in
synthetic route analysis at the level of single molecules, however strategy in synthetic routes is
marked by a sequential, non-local analysis of the sequence of reactions55, where some steps are
only performed in preparation for other steps down the line56. An important pattern in synthesis is
the use of protecting groups, which temporarily mask reactive functional groups to allow selective
transformations57. Correct understanding of protecting groups remains a major weakness of existing
synthesis tools. These tools often propose either non-selective reactions that require protection, or
conversely, include redundant protecting groups that add unnecessary steps58,59.

In a first experiment, we formulate the challenge as false positive detection, where LLMs identify
routes where protecting groups are proposed unnecessarily. We instructed the LLM to analyze each
synthetic route and tag them using a classification scheme:

• No protecting group: Routes that correctly do not use protecting groups
• Protecting group needed not used: Routes requiring protection but lacking it
• Protecting group not needed but used: Routes with unnecessary protecting groups
• Protecting group needed and used: Routes that correctly use protecting groups

Routes tagged as either requiring but not containing , or containing unnecessary protecting groups
were subsequently subjected to in-depth analysis to evaluate the model’s reasoning capabilities.

In this experiment, we examined routes where retrosynthetic planning tools proposed unnecessary
protecting groups. The route is shown in 7. Claude-3.5-Sonnet successfully identified an unnecessarily
protected ethyl ester carboxylic acid that was carried through multiple steps and removed in the final
step. The model’s analysis demonstrated sophisticated chemical reasoning, correctly determining
that:

• The initial amide bond formation could proceed selectively without protection due to the
substantially higher nucleophilicity of amines compared to carboxylic acids60

• The penultimate phosgene-driven amide bond ring synthesis did not require carboxylic
acid protection due to kinetic and entropic advantages inherent in five-membered ring
formation61,62

In a second experiment, we investigate the inverse, that is flagging routes which require protecting
groups at some stage, but don’t have them. The model correctly flagged a reactive hydroxyl group that
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could potentially undergo unwanted intramolecular polymerization with a bromide group elsewhere
in the molecule. Furthermore, the LLM proposed appropriate protection strategies, suggesting either
TBS (tert-butyldimethylsilyl) or MOM (methoxymethyl) protecting groups. This is demonstrated in 8
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B Steering benchmark targets

The specific prompts used for the steerable synthesis planning benchmark are listed here:

Molecular Glue Degrader
by Novartis
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A: Break piperidine and oxoisoindolinone rings in the synthesis. Get the piperidine-2,6-dione
from commercially available materials.

B: Break piperidine-2,6-dione and oxoisoindolinone rings in the retrosynthesis. Get the other
piperidine ring from commercially available materials.

C: Break only oxoisoindolinone ring in synthesis. Get piperidine-2,6-dione and piperidine
rings from commercially available materials.
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D: No ring formation reaction.
E: Late imidazole ring formation.
F: Early imidazole ring formation.

Wee1 kinase inhibitor
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G: Don’t break any ring but get all rings from commercial materials.
H: Break pyrimidine in the early stage but get all other rings from commercially available

materials.

I: Identify the disconnection strategy that will cut the molecule in two similarly sized interme-
diates. The disconnection should be made between two piperidine rings.

J: Identify the disconnection strategy where the key disconnection will be made between indole
and amino-piperidine rings.
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Transcriptional Activator of p53
by Stanford and Uni Bonn

K: Identify the disconnection strategy that will cut the molecule in two similarly sized interme-
diates. The disconnection should be made between piperazine and piperidine rings.

L: Identify the disconnection strategy that will cut the molecule in two similarly sized in-
termediates. One intermediate will have piperidine, indole, and aniline rings. The other
intermediate will have thiophenol, chlorobenzene, diazepine, triazole, piperazine, and the
other piperidine rings.

M: Identify the disconnection strategy that will cut the molecule in two intermediates. The
disconnection should be made between diazepine and piperazine rings.
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C Case Studies - Steerable synthesis planning

C.1 Expert queries used in the case studies

The objective with this case-study is to determine whether, given some specification of a route in
terms of desired strategic elements, our framework can selectively yield the correct route, from a set
of real routes with historical relevance. Here we present the

Atorvastatin

N

O

OH

OHOH

F

O

NH

Prompts for Atorvastatin: We use the dataset of historical routes from63, contains 3 routes, which
can be roughly categorized in terms of the strategic disconnection of the central polysubstituted
pyrrole ring: decarboxylative, formal [3+2] cyclization, or through a Paal-Knorr pyrrole synthesis
reaction. Prompts were designed to represent these categories as follows.

1. Break pyrrole ring relatively early in the retrosynthesis through Paal-Knorr condensation to
provide convergent synthesis.

2. Perform the disconnection of the side chain in racemic manner. Break pyrrole ring using
[3+2] decarboxylative cyclization.

3. Break pyrrole ring using [3+2] decarboxylative cyclization.

N

O

N

O

H

H

H
Strychnine

Prompts for Strychnine: We obtain 10 routes from63 which are adapted from works in the
literature. The research articles where these routes are presented tend to describe the strategy in better
detail, hence our prompts are derived from such publications:

1. Break indole ring (ring B) using Fischer indole synthesis early in the route.
2. Strategically use veratryl group as a source of muconic ester via oxidative cleavage, prior to

synthesizing pyridone ring.
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D Mechanistic benchmark design

Here we illustrate the process of predicting elementary moves in a chemical transformation using the
LLM as described in the main article. For each reaction, we formulated the associated mechanism
using the elementary moves described in the manuscript, this is the ground truth pathway. At each
step, we add 5 additional options that represent alternative moves that possibly not lead to the correct
product and would typically count as incorrect moves.

Possible elementary electron moves for given transformation
Selected State/Action Space: 5 Alternatives + Ground Truth

a

Taken  elementary electron moves
Most likely actions taken guided by LLM scoring

b

High level reaction mechanism
Common organic chemistry mechanism interpretaton

c

NH3

O
N+

O-

+

1. (i, 1, 2)
2. (a, 7, 1) NH2

OH3. (i, 6, 5)
4. (a, 3, 0)

H

H
H

Figure 9: Description of Task 1 in the mechanistic benchmark. a shows the ground truth path
(highlighted in white) along 5 other options for each step (light grey). Dark grey indicates moves that
are part of the ground truth sequence but have already been traversed, serving as a check against loops
in the prediction model. b Isolates the ground truth and c provides an interpretation of the reaction
mechanism derived from the ground truth sequence using the electron movement representation.
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Possible elementary electron moves for given transformationa

Taken  elementary electron moves
Most likely actions taken guided by LLM scoring

b

High level reaction mechanism
Common organic chemistry mechanism interpretaton

c

Selected State/Action Space: 5 Alternatives + Ground Truth

Me

O

Me

O

Me
Me

O

+
HO NH2

NH3

1. (i, 4, 5)
2. (a, 8, 4)

3. (i, 9, 8)
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Me
Me

O
O
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H

H
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Figure 10: Description of Task 2 in the mechanistic benchmark. a shows the ground truth path
(highlighted in white) along 5 other options for each step (light grey). Dark grey indicates moves that
are part of the ground truth sequence but have already been traversed, serving as a check against loops
in the prediction model. b Isolates the ground truth and c provides an interpretation of the reaction
mechanism derived from the ground truth sequence using the electron movement representation.
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Possible elementary electron moves for given transformationa

Taken  elementary electron moves
Most likely actions taken guided by LLM scoring

b

High level reaction mechanism
Common organic chemistry mechanism interpretaton

c

Selected State/Action Space: 5 Alternatives + Ground Truth
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Figure 11: Description of Task 3 in the mechanistic benchmark. a shows the ground truth path
(highlighted in white) along 5 other options for each step (light grey). Dark grey indicates moves that
are part of the ground truth sequence but have already been traversed, serving as a check against loops
in the prediction model. b Isolates the ground truth and c provides an interpretation of the reaction
mechanism derived from the ground truth sequence using the electron movement representation.
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Possible elementary electron moves for given transformation
Selected State/Action Space: 5 Alternatives + Ground Truth

a

Taken  elementary electron moves
Most likely actions taken guided by LLM scoring

b

Figure 12: Description of Task 4 in the mechanistic benchmark. a shows the ground truth path
(highlighted in white) along 5 other options for each step (light grey). Dark grey indicates moves
that are part of the ground truth sequence but have already been traversed, serving as a check against
loops in the prediction model. b Shows the isolated ground truth mechanism of the reaction.
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Possible elementary electron moves for given transformationa

Taken  elementary electron moves
Most likely actions taken guided by LLM scoring

b

Selected State/Action Space: 5 Alternatives + Ground Truth

Figure 13: Description of Task 5 in the mechanistic benchmark. a shows the ground truth path
(highlighted in white) along 5 other options for each step (light grey). Dark grey indicates moves
that are part of the ground truth sequence but have already been traversed, serving as a check against
loops in the prediction model. b Shows the isolated ground truth mechanism of the reaction.

22



Possible elementary electron moves for given transformationa

Taken  elementary electron moves
Most likely actions taken guided by LLM scoring

b

Selected State/Action Space: 5 Alternatives + Ground Truth

Figure 14: Description of Task 6 in the mechanistic benchmark. a shows the ground truth path
(highlighted in white) along 5 other options for each step (light grey). Dark grey indicates moves
that are part of the ground truth sequence but have already been traversed, serving as a check against
loops in the prediction model. b Shows the isolated ground truth mechanism of the reaction.
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Possible elementary electron moves for given transformation
Selected State/Action Space: 5 Alternatives + Ground Truth

a

Taken  elementary electron moves
Most likely actions taken guided by LLM scoring

b

Figure 15: Description of Task 7 in the mechanistic benchmark. a shows the ground truth path
(highlighted in white) along 5 other options for each step (light grey). Dark grey indicates moves
that are part of the ground truth sequence but have already been traversed, serving as a check against
loops in the prediction model. b Shows the isolated ground truth mechanism of the reaction.
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Possible elementary electron moves for given transformation
Selected State/Action Space: 5 Alternatives + Ground Truth

a

Taken  elementary electron moves
Most likely actions taken guided by LLM scoring

b

Figure 16: Description of Task 8 in the mechanistic benchmark. a shows the ground truth path
(highlighted in white) along 5 other options for each step (light grey). Dark grey indicates moves
that are part of the ground truth sequence but have already been traversed, serving as a check against
loops in the prediction model. b Shows the isolated ground truth mechanism of the reaction.
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Possible elementary electron moves for given transformation
Selected State/Action Space: 5 Alternatives + Ground Truth

a

Taken  elementary electron moves
Most likely actions taken guided by LLM scoring

b

Figure 17: Description of Task 9 in the mechanistic benchmark. a shows the ground truth path
(highlighted in white) along 5 other options for each step (light grey). Dark grey indicates moves
that are part of the ground truth sequence but have already been traversed, serving as a check against
loops in the prediction model. b Shows the isolated ground truth mechanism of the reaction.
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Possible elementary electron moves for given transformation
Selected State/Action Space: 5 Alternatives + Ground Truth

a

Taken  elementary electron moves
Most likely actions taken guided by LLM scoring

b

Figure 18: Description of Task 10 in the mechanistic benchmark. a shows the ground truth path
(highlighted in white) along 5 other options for each step (light grey). Dark grey indicates moves
that are part of the ground truth sequence but have already been traversed, serving as a check against
loops in the prediction model. b Shows the isolated ground truth mechanism of the reaction.
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Possible elementary electron moves for given transformation
Selected State/Action Space: 5 Alternatives + Ground Truth

a

Taken  elementary electron moves
Most likely actions taken guided by LLM scoring

b

Figure 19: Description of Task 11 in the mechanistic benchmark. a shows the ground truth path
(highlighted in white) along 5 other options for each step (light grey). Dark grey indicates moves
that are part of the ground truth sequence but have already been traversed, serving as a check against
loops in the prediction model. b Shows the isolated ground truth mechanism of the reaction.
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Possible elementary electron moves for given transformation
Selected State/Action Space: 5 Alternatives + Ground Truth

a

Taken  elementary electron moves
Most likely actions taken guided by LLM scoring

b

Figure 20: Description of Task 12 in the mechanistic benchmark. a shows the ground truth path
(highlighted in white) along 5 other options for each step (light grey). Dark grey indicates moves
that are part of the ground truth sequence but have already been traversed, serving as a check against
loops in the prediction model. b Shows the isolated ground truth mechanism of the reaction.
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