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Abstract
While machine learning has transformed poly-
mer design by enabling rapid property pre-
diction and candidate generation, translating
these designs into experimentally realizable ma-
terials remains a critical challenge. Tradition-
ally, the synthesis of target polymers has re-
lied heavily on expert intuition and prior expe-
rience. The lack of automated retrosynthetic
tools to assist chemists, limit the rapid prac-
tical impact of data-driven polymer discovery.
To expedite lab-scale validation and beyond, we
present a retrosynthetic framework that lever-
ages large language models (LLMs) to guide
polymer synthesis. Our approach, which we call
polyRETRO, involves two key steps: 1) pre-
dicting the most likely polymerization reaction
class of a target polymer and 2) identifying the
underlying chemical transformation templates
and the corresponding monomers, using pri-
marily natural-language based constructs. This
LLM-driven framework enables direct retrosyn-
thetic analysis given just the target polymer
SMILES string. polyRETRO constitutes a ini-
tial step towards a scalable, interpretable, and
generalizable approach to bridge the gap be-
tween computational design and experimental
synthesis.

Introduction
The rapid advancement of machine learning
(ML) has significantly advanced the field of
polymer informatics, enabling efficient predic-
tion of polymer properties and the generation of
novel candidate structures with tailored func-
tionalities.1–6 These data-driven approaches
have expanded the explored design space and
reduced the reliance on trial-and-error exper-
imentation.7–14 However, a critical bottleneck
that remains is the translation of computation-
ally proposed polymers into synthetically acces-
sible materials.15,16 Identifying viable polymer-
ization routes, including the appropriate selec-
tion of monomers, catalysts, solvents, and reac-
tion conditions still heavily relies on expert do-
main knowledge, chemical intuition, and liter-
ature mining.16 This manual, iterative process
is labor-intensive, non-systematic, and poorly
suited for high-throughput autonomus work-
flows. Consequently, many ML-generated poly-
mer candidates remain theoretical, with limited
experimental realization. The absence of ret-
rosynthetic analysis capabilities due to the com-
plexity of polymer synthesis further exacerbates
this gap.
Polymer synthesis typically involves multi-

ple stages: initial reactions between one or
more monomeric units via classical organic
transformations, formation of oligomers, and
subsequent polymerization steps that generate
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Figure 1: The retrosynthesis workflow of the polyRETRO pipeline for predicting monomers corre-
sponding to a target polymer. Objective 1 employs a classification language model to identify the
polymerization class. Objective 2(a) uses a second language model to predict the reaction template,
while Objective 2(b) determines the monomers through bond cleavage or cyclization steps.

long polymer chains. This hierarchical and
multi-step process makes retrosynthetic map-
ping from a target polymer back to its monomer
precursors particularly challenging. Without a
reliable way to map desired polymer structures
back to feasible synthetic routes, the practical
utility of ML-driven polymer design is severely
constrained. Bridging this disconnect between
in silico design and experimental synthesis is
essential for advancing the real-world impact of
polymer informatics.
In contrast, retrosynthesis for small molecules

has already made significant progress through
both rule-based systems and end-to-end ma-
chine learning models.17–24 But for polymers,
retrosynthesis remains underdeveloped due to
their structural complexity and the limited
availability of high-quality reaction data. To
address this gap, Chen et al. collected a dataset
of over 10,000 polymerization reactions and de-
veloped a system that recommends potential
monomers or precursors by matching the target
polymer to known reaction templates via struc-
tural similarity.16 Recently, fine-tuned trans-
former models have also been used to predict
both forward reactions and retrosynthetic paths
for polymer and small molecule synthesis.25–29

Rule-based tools like SMiPoly and polyVERSE
have also been proposed to encode common
polymerization patterns, but they do not in-

clude corresponding retrosynthetic logic.5,30,31

Despite these advances, current methods are of-
ten limited in the types of reactions they sup-
port, lack flexible template handling, or are
hard to interpret chemically, especially when
it comes to polymer retrosynthesis.
To overcome these limitations for polymers,

we propose a framework called polyRETRO
that combines a curated set of fundamental
polymerization reactions, represented through
interpretable and generalizable reaction tem-
plates, with the reasoning capabilities of
large pre-trained language models (LLMs).
polyRETRO proceeds via two objectives based
on the polymer synthesis procedure: Objec-
tive 1 fine-tunes a LLM to identify the poly-
merization reaction class that may be used to
synthesize a given polymer; second, Objective
2 (a) involves fine-tuning of a second LLM to
predict the underlying functional group trans-
formations of the reacting monomers in the
form of a reaction template. Furthermore, Ob-
jective 2(b) finally determines the monomers
by locating synthons, the potential synthetic
building block of the polymer through bond
cleavage and cyclization. Figure 1 summa-
rizes the process. Beginning with the SMILES
representation of the polymer repeat unit,
polyRETRO pipeline assigns a polymerization
class, then proposes a reaction template, and
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finally recovers the monomers required to syn-
thesize the target polymer. Although Objective
2(a) still leverages manually curated reaction
templates, polyRetro differs significantly from
traditional template matching methods, as it
does not require explicit structure compari-
son or manual template selection. Instead,
we fine-tune a LLM to directly predict a suit-
able reaction template, in natural language,
from the SMILES string of a polymer’s repeat
unit. polyRETRO retains the interpretability
and chemical reasoning embedded in rule-based
templates while harnessing the scalability, flex-
ibility, and pattern-recognition strengths of
LLMs. As a result, it enables a more efficient
and generalizable path toward retrosynthetic
analysis of computationally designed polymers,
bridging the gap between in silico design and
experimental feasibility.

Results and Discussions
Objective 1 - Predicting Polymer-
ization Class
Objective 1 of polyRETRO focuses on predict-
ing the class of the polymerization reaction nec-
essary to synthesize a target polymer. Pos-
sible outcomes include condensation, addition,
ring-opening polymerization (ROP), and ring-
opening metathesis polymerization (ROMP).

Dataset

Our dataset of polymerization reactions con-
tains 11,245 previously reported polymerization
paths, for 10,051 homopolymers starting from
5105 unique monomers. This dataset was man-
ually collected from various resources, includ-
ing online repositories and published journal ar-
ticles.10,32–34 Four polymerization classes were
considered, including condensation (8044 poly-
mers), addition (2308 polymers), ring-opening
(586 polymers), and ring-opening metathesis
(307 polymers) as shown in Table 1. The poly-
mers and reactant molecules are made up of 12
elements (i.e., C, H, B, O, N, S, P, Si, F, Cl,
Br, and I) and a variety of polymer classes. In
the present work, the role of other factors, such

as solvents, catalysts, and experimental condi-
tions, is neglected. It is worth pointing out that
both the training and test datasets are com-
posed of homopolymers and exclude copoly-
mers, polymer blends, ladder, cross-linked, and
metal-containing polymers.

Table 1: Summary of polymer counts per
polymerization class in the dataset used for
polyRETRO.

Polymerization Class Known Polymers Train Polymers Test Polymers
Condensation 8044 500 7544
Addition 2308 500 1808
Ring opening 586 500 86
ROMP 307 250 + 250* 57 + 28232*
* Virtual polymers

The dataset used to train the model for Ob-
jective 1 of polyRETRO pipeline comprises 500
data points from each polymerization class, to
ensure a balanced training set of known poly-
mers as shown in Table 1. The remaining data
points, 7544 from condensation, 1808 from ad-
dition, and 86 from ring-opening polymeriza-
tion (ROP), were reserved for testing. The deci-
sion to use only 500 data points per class in the
training set was made to prevent data imbal-
ance and ensure fair model learning across all
polymerization classes. In the case of ROMP,
due to the limited number of curated examples,
the training set includes 250 manually curated
polymers and 250 virtual polymers from the to-
tal of 28,482 polymers generated in one of our
previous works.31 The corresponding ROMP
test set consists of the remaining 57 known and
28,179 virtual ROMP polymers.

Fine-tuning

For the classification task of predicting the
polymerization class, we fine-tuned LLMs,
including OpenAI’s proprietary GPT-3.535,36

and Meta’s open-source LLaMA-3B.37 The
fine-tuning process involved training these
base models on a curated dataset comprising
prompt–response pairs specifically designed for
the polymerization domain. Each data point
was formatted as a question–answer pair consis-
tent with the input structure expected by these
LLMs. As illustrated in Figure 2 (a), the fine-
tuning followed a structured message format
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Figure 2: (a) The workflow for classifying polymerization class using LLMs, (b) The Accuracy of the
LLMs and the machine learning models for the polymerization classification task, (c) The confusion
matrix for the GPT fine-tuned model. and (d) The class-wise accuracy for each polymerization
class for the GPT-finetuned model

consisting of three roles: the system role, which
defines the model’s expertise and sets the con-
text for the task; the user role, which poses the
question “What is the reaction type required
to synthesize polymer with SMILES {polymer
SMILES}?”, where the placeholder {polymer
SMILES} is replaced with the actual SMILES
(Simplified Molecular- Input Line-Entry Sys-
tem)38,39 representation of the polymer; and
the assistant role, which provides the correct
answer. The model was trained to generate a
response from a predefined set of four possible
polymerization classes: “Condensation,” “Ad-
dition,” “Ring-opening,” and “ROMP.” This
structured approach enabled the model to ef-
fectively learn the classification task and accu-
rately predict the polymerization reaction class

for unseen examples.
While both GPT-3.5 and LLaMA-3B were

fine-tuned for the polymerization classification
task using the structured prompt–response for-
mat described above, the two models differ
significantly in their fine-tuning flexibility and
transparency. GPT-3.5, fine-tuned via the
OpenAI API, offers ease of use for training and
inference but provides limited control over in-
ternal hyperparameters. As a result, GPT-3.5
functions largely as a black-box model, with
fine-tuning restricted to a few configurable pa-
rameters such as the number of training epochs
and the softmax inference temperature (T),
which is a measure of model’s imagination.
Moreover, the details of the underlying fine-
tuning mechanisms and model architecture re-
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main proprietary and are not publicly disclosed.
In order to optimize the number of epochs, the
model was finetuned on several epochs using the
2000 train points and tested on the remaining
data. Epoch 5 is found to be the most opti-
mum. Furthermore, for inference temperature,
GPT finetuned model on 2000 datapoints with
epoch 5 was tested on 100 randomly selected
datapoints with varying temperature. The op-
timum value of T was found to be 1 as shown
in Figure S1.
In contrast, fine-tuning the open-source

LLaMA-3B model provided greater flexibil-
ity and control over the training process. The
model was fine-tuned on in-house servers using
Low-Rank Adaptation (LoRA),40 a parameter-
efficient approach that injects trainable rank-
decomposed matrices into the pre-trained
weight space. This technique substantially
reduced computational overhead, accelerated
training time, and lowered memory usage with-
out compromising performance. We conducted
systematic hyperparameter optimization for
LLaMA-3B, tuning the rank (r), scaling fac-
tor (α), number of training epochs, and soft-
max temperature (T) during inference to max-
imize model accuracy. Detailed results of the
optimization are provided in the Supporting
Information. Specifically, Figure S2 presents
the selected values of rank and α, while Fig-
ure S3 highlights that 10 training epochs pro-
duced the best performance. This level of con-
trol and transparency afforded by LLaMA-3B
fine-tuning was advantageous for tailoring the
model to the specific demands of the task in-
hand. Performance of all these models was
assessed using accuracy metrics which is de-
fined as the total number of correct prediction
divided by total number of predictions.
The performance of the hyperparameter op-

timized fine-tuned model is shown in Figure
2(b), GPT-based fine-tuned model achieves the
highest accuracy (0.98), followed by LLaMA
(0.96). The fine-tuned GPT-model (Figure
2 (c)) demonstrates strong class-specific per-
formance with particularly high precision for
ROMP (true positive count: 28,224, out of
28,232) and condensation (7,504 out of 7,544),
while minor misclassifications occur between

addition and condensation due to structural
similarities in some monomers as shown in Fig-
ure 2(c). Predictions for ROP and ROMP show
high specificity with minimal cross-class confu-
sion. The GPT model achieves per-class accu-
racies of 0.89 for addition, 0.93 for condensa-
tion, 0.94 for ROP, and 0.99 for ROMP, indi-
cating consistent performance across all reac-
tion classes and especially strong classification
of ROMP-type polymers (Figure 2 (d)). The
per-class accuracies for LLaMA is depicted in
Figure S4.
In addition to fine-tuning LLMs, we trained

traditional machine learning (ML) classifiers to
predict the polymerization class using the same
dataset. This workflow began by computing
Polymer Genome fingerprints,2 which capture
chemically meaningful structural and electronic
features of polymer repeat units. These fin-
gerprints were used as input features for the
classification models. The full ML pipeline,
including data preprocessing, model training,
hyperparameter tuning, cross-validation, and
evaluation was implemented using scikit-learn.
A thorough comparison of multiple algorithms
was performed, and the top five models based
on performance metrics were XGBoost, Ran-
dom Forest, Gradient Boosting, Extra Trees,
and Decision Tree. All models were evalu-
ated using stratified cross-validation to ensure
balanced representation across polymerization
classes and to enhance the robustness of per-
formance estimates. Details of the models and
their corresponding hyperparameters are pro-
vided in the Supporting Information.
As shown in Figure 2(b), all traditional ML

models underperformed in comparison to the
LLMs. Tree-based methods such as XGBoost
and LightGBM achieved an accuracy of 0.87,
while ensemble learners like Gradient Boosting
(0.85), Decision Tree (0.81), and Extra Trees
(0.78) showed even lower performance. These
results highlight the superior ability of LLMs
to capture complex reaction patterns and ac-
curately classify polymerization classes. One of
the reasons for the superior performance of the
LLMs is their prior understanding of the vari-
ous polymerization classes, which, in turn, can
affect the model performance.
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Figure 3: (a) Template generation and (b) LLM finetuning workflow for the addition polymer-
ization reaction. (c) Template generation and (d) LLM finetuning workflow for the condensation
polymerization reaction.

Objective 2 - Predicting Reaction
Templates and Monomers
Once the polymerization class suitable for a
given polymer structure is identified, the next
step of polyRETRO is to determine the cor-
responding monomer(s) that could have led to
its synthesis. For ring-opening polymerization
(ROP) and ring-opening metathesis polymer-
ization (ROMP), this retrosynthetic prediction
is straightforward, as the monomers are of-
ten cyclic compounds that can be inferred by
“closing” the repeating unit present in the poly-
mer backbone. In such cases, a single monomer
typically undergoes ring opening to form the
polymer chain. Among the 29,287 ROP and
ROMP polymers evaluated in this study, the

correct monomer was accurately predicted for
29,056 cases, reflecting the well-defined and pre-
dictable nature of these polymerization mecha-
nisms.

Table 2: Total number of reaction templates for
each polymerization class and the correspond-
ing polymer count.

Polymerization Class SMARTS language Templates Total Polymers
Addition 129 42 2,273
Condensation 314 68 + 6* 7,130 + 8000*
* Virtual polymers

In contrast, addition and condensation poly-
merizations usually involve the coupling of
two different monomeric units through more
complex reaction pathways. The resulting
polymer structure often does not contain ex-
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plicit signatures that can directly reveal both
monomer structures, making retrosynthetic in-
ference more challenging. Accurately identify-
ing the monomers in these cases requires un-
derstanding the specific chemical transforma-
tion involved, which cannot be inferred from
the polymer alone without additional reac-
tion context. Therefore, to enable reliable
monomer prediction for addition and conden-
sation polymers, we advanced to objective 2(a)
of polyRETRO: determining the underlying re-
action template. This step is crucial for dis-
ambiguating the set of possible reactants and
reconstructing the polymer synthesis route ac-
curately.

Objective 2(a) - Predicting Reac-
tion Templates
First, we focus on predicting the underlying
reaction template used in the polymer’s syn-
thesis. This step of polyRETRO serves as a
critical bridge between the polymer structure
and its corresponding monomeric precursors.
To accomplish this, we first represent polymer-
ization processes through generalized retrosyn-
thetic pathways. These synthesis routes, along
with their associated reaction templates, are il-
lustrated in Figure 3 as standardized retrosyn-
thetic schemes. Following conventional nota-
tion, the final polymer is depicted on the left
side of each reaction, while the reactants, rep-
resenting the monomers are shown on the right.
These pathways are encoded using two com-
plementary template formats, each designed to
capture the essential chemical transformations
that govern polymer formation. This frame-
work enables the LLMs to learn the underlying
reaction logic and forms the foundation for the
subsequent step of monomer prediction.
The first format employs SMARTS (SMILES

Arbitrary Target Specification)16 patterns, a
flexible language for defining substructural
transformations at the atomic level. In this rep-
resentation, atoms are denoted using the for-
mat “[expr:n]”, where expr is a valid atomic
expression (e.g., element type, hybridization,
aromaticity) and n is a mapping index used to
track atom correspondence between reactants

and products. For example, [C:2] refers to an
aliphatic carbon atom labeled with the index
2. These simplified and generalizable SMARTS
templates allow precise representation of the
core transformation while maintaining broad
applicability across diverse polymer structures.
Further details on the SMARTS syntax and its
application in polymer reaction modeling are
provided in our previous work.16

Within the polyRETRO pipeline, we also in-
troduce natural language reaction templates to
represent the same transformations in a human-
readable format. This approach was moti-
vated by the hypothesis that LLMs, which are
inherently trained on natural language data,
may better interpret and generalize from text-
based descriptions than from symbolic repre-
sentations like SMARTS. The language tem-
plates explicitly describe the functional group
transformations that occur during polymeriza-
tion, such as, the esterification of a carboxylic
acid with an alcohol. As illustrated in Fig-
ure 3a and 3b, both addition and condensa-
tion reactions were translated into natural lan-
guage templates that capture the key chemical
logic. By framing reaction knowledge in a lin-
guistically intuitive format, we aim to enhance
polyRETRO’s ability to reason over chemical
processes and improve its performance in down-
stream tasks such as monomer prediction and
reaction classification.
It is important to note that the SMARTS-

based representations of these reaction tem-
plates are highly detailed and structurally spe-
cific. Each SMARTS template encodes atom-
level information, including hybridization, for-
mal charge, connectivity, and atom mapping
indices. As a result, the number of unique
SMARTS templates corresponding to the same
reaction type can be very large, since even mi-
nor structural variations across polymers lead
to different SMARTS patterns. This granular-
ity, while chemically precise, poses a challenge
for generalization and model training due to the
large template space. This was also one of the
reasons for translating the SMARTS templates
into natural language templates that abstract
away atom-level details and instead focus on
the functional group transformations central to
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the reaction mechanism. This conversion signif-
icantly reduced the number of unique templates
by capturing reaction logic in a more general-
izable and interpretable format. For example,
multiple SMARTS templates representing vari-
ations of an amide formation reaction could be
unified under a single language template such
as Amide >> Amine.Carboxylic acid. This
simplification not only reduces the complexity
of the classification task but also aligns better
with the capabilities of LLMs. Therefore, the
use of generalized language templates plays a
crucial role in improving model interpretability,
reducing data sparsity, and facilitating more ro-
bust learning.

Dataset

As summarized in Table 2, a total of 42 unique
natural language templates were developed for
addition reactions, covering 2,273 polymer in-
stances, while 68 templates were created for
condensation reactions, corresponding to 7,130
manually curated known polymers and 6 tem-
plates for click chemistries, corresponding to a
total of 8000 virtual polymers selected for this
study. The virtual polymers are added to the
dataset in order to add more polymer classes
and differet chemistries to the dataset. The
addition and condensation reaction templates
capture the underlying functional group trans-
formations that drive polymer formation and
are used to map the polymer structure to its
likely synthetic route. It is important to note
that the number of SMARTS templates corre-
sponding to the language templates is signifi-
cantly high as shown in Table 2.
A further breakdown of these language tem-

plates by polymer type is provided in Ta-
bles 3 and 4 for addition and condensation
reactions, respectively. For example, the
majority of addition polymers are alkanes,
which are associated with two distinct reac-
tion templates: Alkane >> Alkane.Alkane and
Alkane >> Alkene.Alkene. These templates
represent different retrosynthetic possibilities
for forming alkane-based polymers, depending
on the specific reactant structures involved.
The most prevalent class in this category is

polyamides, which are predominantly derived
from two common reaction templates: Amide
>> Amine.Carboxylic acid and Amide >>
Amine.Halide. These templates reflect the two
major synthetic routes for amide bond forma-
tion via carboxylic acid activation or halide sub-
stitution. A detailed description of each tem-
plate for all the polymer class is provided in
Table S1.

Fine-tuning

To train the models for reaction template pre-
diction, we fine-tuned the LLMs using these
two types of structured templates as target out-
puts. This task builds upon the earlier clas-
sification of polymerization classes (objective
1) and represents a more fine-grained objec-
tive that enables the reconstruction of com-
plete polymer synthesis routes. To fine-tune
the LLM for reaction template prediction, the
polymer–template dataset was reformatted into
question–answer pairs, as shown in Figure 3.
Each question was phrased as- “What is the
reaction template required to synthesize the
polymer with SMILES <Polymer SMILES>?”,
where <Polymer SMILES> represents the spe-
cific polymer structure. The corresponding re-
action template was provided as the assistant’s
response. During fine-tuning, the model was
trained to associate these polymer SMILES in-
puts with the correct template from the curated
set.
As illustrated in Figure 3, we trained separate

models for the addition and condensation poly-
merization classes (Model 1 and Model 2). To
initially assess the model’s ability to understand
both types of template formats (SMARTS and
natural language), we fine-tuned GPT 3.5 using
a subset of 1,000 data points for each template
format, resulting in four independent models
corresponding to the two polymerization classes
and the two template formats. Model per-
formance was evaluated using accuracy, de-
fined as the number of correctly predicted tem-
plates divided by the total number of data
points. As shown in Figure S6, GPT 3.5 trained
on natural language templates achieved signif-
icantly higher accuracy for both addition and
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Table 3: Total number of different polymer types and their corresponding language templates for
addition polymerization.

Polymer Type Templates Count Polymer Count Train polymer count Test polymer count
Alkane 2 1,315 1184 131
Alkene 5 209 188 21
Urea 2 144 130 14
Cyclicalkane 3 106 95 11
Urethane 1 103 93 10
Amine 2 64 58 6
Alcohol 4 54 49 5
Carboxylic acid 1 31 28 3
Thiol 2 26 23 3
Ether 1 20 18 2
Aldehyde 4 20 18 2
Sulfone 2 18 16 2
Amine(Alcohol) 1 18 16 2
Amine(Thiol) 1 14 13 1
Ester 4 12 11 1
Silane 1 9 8 1
Silylether 2 6 5 1
Nitrile 1 6 5 1
Amide(Ester) 1 4 3 1
Imine 1 3 2 1
Disulfide 1 1 1 -
Total 42 2308 2077 231

condensation compared to the models trained
on SMARTS templates. These results suggest
that LLMs interpret human-readable chemi-
cal descriptions more effectively than symbolic
SMARTS patterns. Based on this insight, we
proceeded to develop the final predictive mod-
els by finetuning GPT-3.5 and LLaMA 3B with
the complete dataset of addition and condensa-
tion using natural-language templates.

Addition Templates - Model 1

For the addition polymerization model (Model
1), the complete addition dataset was divided
using a 90 to 10 split, where the training set in-
cluded 2,002 unique polymers and the test set
comprised 271 unique polymers with their cor-
responding language templates. The train and
test set contains various polymer types, how-
ever, there is an imbalance between the differ-
ent polymer types as shown in Table 3. This
split was used to fine-tune both GPT 3.5 and
LLaMA 3B models. Hyperparameter optimiza-

tion for the GPT and LLaMA 3B model is de-
tailed in Figure S7 and S8. Inference tempera-
ture of 0.5 was found to be the most optimum
for GPT-3.5. The best-performing configura-
tion for LLaMA finetuning was found to be a
rank of 32, α of 64, and 20 training epochs.
Figure 4a presents the performance of the op-

timized fine-tuned models, demonstrating that
both LLMs are capable of accurately predict-
ing addition reaction templates for previously
unseen polymers. The GPT model achieved
a high overall accuracy of 0.93, indicating
strong predictive capability and generalization.
LLaMA also performed well, though slightly be-
low GPT, confirming its potential as a viable
alternative. These results suggest that LLMs,
particularly GPT, are highly effective at cap-
turing the underlying reaction logic from poly-
mer structures. Although the overall accuracy
of LLaMA is lower than that of GPT, it offers
several important advantages. Figure 4b pro-
vides a class-wise breakdown of accuracy for the
GPT model across different polymer types. The
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Table 4: Total number of different polymer types and their corresponding language templates for
condensation polymerization.

Polymer Type Templates Count Polymer Count Train Polymer Count Test Polymer Count
Amide 2 2973 2676 297
Ester 4 2263 2037 226
Thioether 2 16 15 + 500* 1 + 500*
Urethane 2 14 13 +500* 1 + 500*
Ethersulfone 1 1000* 500* 500*
Furan Maleimide 1 1000* 500* 500*
Imide 1 1000* 500* 500*
Oxime 1 1000* 500* 500*
Triazole 1 1000* 500* 500*
Urea 1 1000* 500* 500*
Ether 3 569 512 57
Amine 6 324 288 36
Cyclicalkane 2 255 225 30
Imine 4 122 109 13
Alkene 2 33 29 4
Alkane 3 46 41 5
Thiol 2 48 43 5
Ether(Amine) 2 47 42 5
Disilane 1 35 32 3
Alcohol 2 32 28 4
Aldehyde 1 21 19 2
Sulfonic acid 1 30 27 3
Silane 1 13 12 1
Alkyne 1 18 16 2
Siloxane 1 15 13 2
Silylether 2 17 7 10
Thioamine 1 10 9 1
Amine(Thiol) 1 9 8 1
Disulfide 2 9 8 1
Thiourea 1 5 4 1
Sulphonamide 1 5 4 1
Azo 1 5 4 1
Thioamide 1 4 3 1
Amine(Thioether) 1 1 1 –
Thiocarbamoyl 1 3 2 1
Ester(Amine) 1 2 1 1
Amide(Ester) 1 2 1 1
Cyanide 1 2 1 1
Carboxylic acid 1 1 1 –
Sulfamide 1 1 1 –
Thioester 1 1 1 –
Thionoester 1 1 1 –
Total 74 8044 7240 + 4000* 804 + 4000*

* Virtual polymers

results indicate consistently high accuracy for
the major polymer classes, which have strong
representation of each corresponding reaction
template in the training dataset. However, for
underrepresented polymer types with limited
data per reaction template, the model perfor-

mance decreases slightly, reflecting the influ-
ence of insufficient training examples on predic-
tive accuracy. For instance, silylether consti-
tutes only 0.25 % of the training dataset and is
associated with two distinct reaction templates,
while aldehyde represents about 0.9 % of the

10
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Figure 4: (a) Template classification accuracy for addition polymerization by GPT and LLaMa.
(b) Accuracy for template prediction per polymer class of addition polymers using GPT.

dataset with four different reaction templates.
Consequently, these sparsely represented poly-
mer types, each associated with multiple reac-
tion pathways but limited data coverage, ex-
hibit poorer predictive performance compared
to polymer classes with broader and more bal-
anced representation in the dataset.

Condensation Templates - Model 2

Similarly, for the condensation polymerization
model (Model 2), we fine-tuned LLMs using the
condensation polymer dataset paired with the
corresponding natural language reaction tem-
plates. The dataset comprised two compo-
nents: a curated experimental known polymer

set of approximately 7,000 condensation poly-
mers corresponding to 68 reaction templates,
and a second set of 8000 virtual polymers gener-
ated in-house using common condensation tem-
plates and click chemistry strategies (Table S1).
The distribution of polymer types and their
associated templates across the experimental
and virtual datasets is summarized in Table
4. For fine-tuning, the experimentally known
polymer dataset was divided into a 90/10 train–
test split, ensuring that all unique reaction tem-
plates were represented within the training set
across various polymer classes. Furthermore,
the same 90 % experimental training set was
augmented with 500 additional virtual data
points from each of the eight virtual polymer
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classes, incorporated into both the training and
test subsets (Table 4). This augmentation step
expanded the chemical and structural diversity
of the training corpus, enabling the model to
generalize more effectively across novel polymer
types and reaction chemistries, thereby improv-
ing the robustness of the condensation polymer-
ization predictions.
Both GPT 3.5 and LLaMA 3B were fine-

tuned using these two datasets. The compara-
tive performance of the models is shown in Fig-
ure 4c, which clearly indicates that GPT out-
performs LLaMA. GPT has an accuracy of 0.97,
on the other hand, LLaMA has lower accuracy
of 0.73. Class-wise performance for the GPT
models is shown in Figures 4d. GPT achieves
high accuracy in identifying the correct reaction
templates. The model performs exceptionally
well for the classes having balanced 500 data
points per class in both training and testing.
This balanced representation ensures that the
fine-tuned models are able to generalize effec-
tively and accurately predict the reaction tem-
plates for the dominant classes of condensa-
tion polymers. Furthermore, for other classes
like ester, amide, ethersulfone, sulphonic acid,
alkyne, ether, etc, the model is able to effec-
tively select the reaction templates.

Table 5: The overall accuracy of all the polymer
retrosynthetic steps for the best models in the
polyRETRO pipeline.

Objective Prediction Task Polymerization class Accuracy
Objective 1 Polymerization class - 0.98
Objective 2 Reaction template Addition 0.93
Objective 2 Reaction template Condensation 0.97
Objective 2 Monomer Addition 0.89
Objective 2 Monomer (Expt. + virtual) Condensation 0.87

Objective 2(b) - Monomer Predic-
tion
Using the fine-tuned models (Model 1 and
Model 2), we are now able to determine the
reaction template corresponding to a given
polymer for both addition and condensation,
which is a critical step toward predicting the
monomers required for its synthesis. The final
step in polyRETRO involves linking the poly-

mer SMILES and the predicted reaction tem-
plate to the actual monomer structures. This
process is illustrated in Figure 5. Starting from
the polymer SMILES, as an initial preprocess-
ing step, we cyclically connect the head and tail
atoms of the repeat unit to simulate the poly-
mer’s continuous backbone. This ensures that
all bond environments are treated symmetri-
cally, and enables uniform cleavage logic across
different polymer types. Based on the predicted
template, we identify the specific bond(s) that
need to be cleaved to derive the corresponding
synthons. A synthon is an idealized fragment
of a target molecule that represents a potential
synthetic building block.41 These fragments will
have open ends, for instance, after breaking a
C–O bond in an ether, we get a carbon atom
and an oxygen atom, each with a free valence
(C*, O*). The atomic environment around the
break points is preserved, so we can attach the
right end group. The reaction logic encoded in
the template is then reapplied to reconstruct
the full monomer structures from these frag-
ments, i.e., synthons. For example, in the case
of a polyester, a cyclic structure is first gen-
erated from the polymer SMILES. The ester
linkage is then identified as the bond to be bro-
ken, as dictated by the corresponding Ester >>
Alcohol.Carboxylic acid template. Upon cleav-
age, the resulting fragments, an alcohol and a
carboxylic acid functional group are interpreted
as the monomers that would undergo conden-
sation to form the original polymer.
Final evaluation showed that the overall ret-

rosynthesis accuracy of polyRETRO for the
condensation polymerization dataset was 0.87.
Here, the accuracy is defined as the cor-
rectly predicted monomers divided by the to-
tal number of datapoints. Furthermore, the
polyRETRO pipeline achieved a high retrosyn-
thesis accuracy of 0.89 on the addition poly-
merization dataset. The overall accuracy for
each step is given in Table 5. The slight re-
duction in accuracy compared to template pre-
diction arises from the strict criteria of an ex-
act match between the predicted and ground
truth monomers. In several cases, the pre-
dicted monomers differed only in their termi-
nal groups. Therefore, such predictions should
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Polymer SMILES

Cyclic structure

Synthon 

Monomer SMILES

Ester >> Alcohol.Carboxylic acid

Template

Cyclization

Bond cleavage

Synthon to Monomer

PolymerizationPolyymmerizaattionn

Figure 5: The workflow for Objective 2(b) of the polyRETRO pipeline illustrates the mapping of
polymer SMILES to their corresponding monomer structures.

not be regarded as entirely incorrect. The ac-
curacy does not capture these slightly different
but acceptable predictions. Some examples of
the predicted monomers for both addition and
condensation is provided in table 7-12. The
overall monomer prediction as shown in table
7-12 is quite robust, suggesting the effictiveness
of the template-guided polyRETRO approach.

Conclusion
In conclusion, we introduce an LLM-based
framework called polyRETRO, for predicting
the monomers required to synthesize a tar-
get polymer. polyRETRO first determines the
polymerization class (condensation, addition,
ROP, or ROMP) of a target polymer using a
fine tuned GPT-3.5 model, achieving an ac-
curacy of 0.98. In the next step, for the
ROP and ROMP polymers, the monomer is
directly inferred through ring-closure. In con-

trast, for the addition and condensation, the
LLMs infers the underlying functional group
transformations through natural language re-
action templates that provide an interpretable
description of the underlying reaction chem-
istry. GPT-3.5 gave the most reliable template
predictions for both addition and condensation
polymerizations. These natural-language re-
action templates are finally mapped to their
corresponding monomers, yielding a complete
monomer assignment for the target polymer.
The polyRETRO pipeline serves as an initial
step towards a scalable, accurate, and inter-
pretable approach to monomer prediction that
could accelerate polymer design the closure of
the gap between in silico polymer discovery and
experimental realization.
Acknowledgement This work was sup-

ported by the Office of Naval Research through
grants N00014-19-1-2103 and N00014-20-1-
2175.
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