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ABSTRACT

Since the release of ChatGPT, and subsequently GPT-4, there has been an increased
interest in AI safety and alignment research. As Large Language Models are de-
ployed within Artificial Intelligence systems, that are increasingly integrated with
human society, it becomes more important than ever to study their internal structures.
Higher level abilities of LLMs such as GPT-3.5 emerge in large part due to infor-
mative language representations they induce from raw text data during pre-training
on trillions of words. These embeddings exist in vector spaces of several thousand
dimensions, and their processing involves mapping between multiple vector spaces,
with total number of parameters on the order of trillions. Furthermore, these language
representations are induced by gradient optimization, resulting in a black box system
that is hard to interpret. In this paper, we take a look at the topological structure
of neuronal activity in the “brain” of Chat-GPT’s foundation language model, and
analyze it with respect to a metric representing the notion of fairness. We develop a
novel approach to visualize GPT’s moral dimensions. We first compute a fairness
metric, inspired by social psychology literature, to identify factors that typically in-
fluence fairness assessments in humans, such as legitimacy, need, and responsibility.
Subsequently, we summarize the manifold’s shape using a lower-dimensional sim-
plicial complex, whose topology is derived from this metric. We color it with a heat
map associated with this fairness metric, producing human-readable visualizations of
the high-dimensional sentence manifold. Our results show that sentence embeddings
based on GPT-3.5 can be decomposed into two submanifolds corresponding to fair
and unfair moral judgments. This indicates that GPT-based language models develop
a moral dimension within their representation spaces and induce an understanding
of fairness during their training process.
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INTRODUCTION

Figure 1: Large transformer language models develop their understanding of sentences by inducing
informative vector space representation of linguistic units within their neural activations. The
above figure summarizes this idea. A corpus of text is transformed into a point cloud of vectors
by the base language model. This induces an implicit embedding of any text into a submanifold
of a high dimensional ambient vector space, whose metric is learned in self-supervised fashion
by backpropagation gradient descent on large amounts of text extracted from the internet. It is
precisely the topology and geometry of that vector space that allow AI assistants such as Chat-GPT
to perform their cognitive functions. (The figure above shows the point cloud in 3D for visualization
purposes, while the manifold we analyze in this study is embedded within a much larger space
∼= R1536.)

Large Language Models and Natural Language Processing systems based on them are currently at
the forefront of research and applications of Artificial Intelligence. Progress in this subfield of AI
was made possible through increasingly more advanced representation methods of natural language
inputs. Initially shallow pre-training of early model layers became standard in NLP research through
methods such as word2vec [1]. Subsequent progress followed trends similar to those in Computer
Vision, which naturally led to pre-training of multiple layers of abstraction. These advancements
resulted in progressively deeper hierarchical language representations, such as those derived using
self-attention mechanisms in transformer-based architectures [2]. Currently SOTA NLP systems
use representations derived from pre-training of entire language models on large quantities of raw
text, and often involve billions of parameters. Those informative distributed representations of
language in high dimensional vector spaces induced from large quantities of raw text are at the core
of emergent abilities of Large Language Models.

Vector space representations of linguistic units within language models reflect the social propensities
determined by the psychology literature, as language reflects the social values of its speakers [3] [4].
Therefore, sentences describing fair acts will be more closely associated with sentences describing
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responsibility, benefit, joy, and reward than their antithesis terms of irresponsibility, harm, sadness,
and punishment. This pro-social bias can be leveraged to construct a moral compass within LLM
embedding manifolds. To this end linear spans of specially selected vectors can be used [5] to narrow
the implicit ontological associations. Word embeddings implicitly reflect ontological knowledge
[6] [7] [8] [9], such as grammatical ontologies due to the co-occurrence of specific grammatical
knowledge in the co-occurrence of words [10]. The term "fairness," being a collection of several
social ontologies, may be represented using linear combinations of hand crafted basis vectors.

The seminal work of [1], [11], and [12] was foundational in providing machinery for progress in this
area. Later studies have demonstrated that language models hold implicit representations of moral
values as seen in [13] [14] [15]. The authors of [16] applied word embeddings to analyze cultural
meaning and [17] used them for a study on social justice. Moral Foundation Theory developed in
[18] was used to analyze texts, and previous studies labeled datasets with categories and applied
machine learning algorithms to learn the distinctions between each category. Similarly, the authors
of [19] [20] [21] [22] [23] worked on predefined measures of moral language. Prior exploration of
psychological factors influencing fairness assessments includes Dictator Game and its variations,
including [24] [25] [26] [27] [28]. These studies emphasize the role of legitimacy and need in
pro-social behavior. The principal factor of responsibility is discussed with reference to several
studies, such as [29] [30] [31] [32]. They highlight the influence of responsibility on pro-social
behavior and its dependency on cultural climate. Additionally, contingent factors that influence
responsibility perception were explored in studies by [33] [34] [35] [36] for the benefit-harm gained;
[37] [38] [39] for the consideration of wider public benefit and harm; [40] [41] [42] [43] for the
emotional salience of the context; [44] [45] [46] [47] [48] [42] [49] for the possible consequences
of rewards and punishments. Several studies aimed to remove or diminish the role of responsibility,
including [50] [51] [44]. These studies show that when responsibility is diminished, pro-social
behavior decreases. By integrating these observations, the authors of [15] developed a fairness
metric for natural language text, that approximates human perceptions of fairness.

In this paper we probe the topological structure of vector space representations of sentences induced
by GPT-3.5 - the foundation language model behind Chat-GPT in order to gauge its understanding
of moral values. For this purpose we introduce novel approaches from computational algebraic
topology into the study of LLMs. We compute a metric of fairness based on prior studies in
computational social sciences, and use it to perform a topological summary of 1536-dimensional
sentence embedding manifold with a one-dimensional simplicial complex (i.e. a graph) whose
vertices correspond to clusters of sentence representations under a projection onto a "fairness"
dimension, and edges to pairwise cluster intersections. This procedure produces a sketch of the
original high-dimensional manifold (which is impossible to visualize directly) with a topological
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Figure 2: Vector space representations induced by LLMs such as GPT-3.5 are the result of multiple
nonlinear mappings through a sequence of high dimensional ambient vector spaces. Simple
dimensionality reduction techniques such as linear projections can be very misleading. We would
like to visualize the distribution of sentence embeddings with respect to the fairness dimension
(as defined here) while preserving some notion of shape of the original space. In order to do so,
instead of simply projecting sentence embeddings onto that direction, we cluster the original data
by the mapping technique described in this paper. This results in a low dimensional simplicial
complex, whose shape can be thought of as a coarse grained summary of the topological features
of the original high dimensional representation manifold. Here vertices correspond to clusters of
sentence embeddings, while edges correspond to intersections of clusters in the projection onto
the fairness direction. Higher dimensional simplices (triangles, tetrahedra, ...) would correspond
to multiple clusters intersecting. In our study we study this representation only up to the graph
dimension, which gives a good enough sketch of the manifold’s shape to conclude separation into
two submanifolds corresponding to fair versus unfair moral judgments.

object that can be visualized in human readable form. Furthermore, the shape of the resulting
visualization gives clues about the general shape of the representation space of the language model.
We also produce a heat map with colors corresponding to the degree of fairness. This coloring
allows us to inspect the manifold for separation into submanifolds corresponding to fair vs unfair
moral judgments. We observe a clear pattern of separation, which suggests the notion of fairness
is encoded in the shape of the high dimensional representation manifold induced by the language
model.

FAIRNESS METRIC

The authors of [15] propose to harness implicit social biases in language as a metric for an
explainable assessment of sentences related to fairness. They delve into the psychology literature
to identify factors that influence humans’ fairness assessments. They discuss the Dictator Game
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Figure 3: Topological summary of the 1536-dimensional vector space representation within GPT-3.5
of the fairness corpus [15] composed of equal number of fair and unfair sentences (according to
human judgement). Each node is composed of multiple sentences. The size of the node corresponds
to the cardinality, and the color to fairness metric (dark purple corresponding to unfair, and bright
yellow corresponding to fair directions within the embedding manifold). The heat map on the
left corresponds to the fairness measure based on the criterion described here (magnitude of the
projection onto the fairness subspace), while the one on the right to human judgments (-1 for unfair,
1 for fair).

and its variations, which have been used to isolate factors that predict pro-social behavior, such
as legitimacy and need. They also highlight the principal factor of responsibility, which has been
shown to play a critical role in pro-social behavior and fairness assessments. We compute a fairness
metric based on those ideas with respect to sentence representations induced by the foundation
language model behind Chat-GPT3.5. We subsequently use this metric to analyze the shape of high
dimensional point clouds of sentence embeddings induced by the language model.

Similarly to [15] we define the fairness dimension as a linear combination of 5 factors representing
concepts of responsibility, pleasure, benefit, reward, and harm. In our computation, every factor is
derived from pairs of sentences representing two polarities of each factor. The vector representations
are obtained from stimulating neurons of the transformer encoder blocks within GPT3.5 by a set
of several hundred examples of sentences representing fair vs unfair moral situations according to
human feedback.

In particular the fairness dimension is defined to be the linear span of the vector defined by:

⃗resV − ⃗irresV + ⃗joyV − ⃗painV + ⃗libV − ⃗priV + ⃗benV − ⃗harV + ⃗appV − ⃗inappV

, where resV, irresV, joyV, painV, libV, priV, benV, harV, appV, inappV are GPT-3.5 derived vector
space representations of respective concepts: "it was very respondible", "it was very irresponsible",

5



"it was joyous", "it was sad", "it was beneficial to society", "it was not beneficial to society", "was

free to and rewarded", "was sent to prison and punished", "it was beneficial", "it was harmful".

Because large GPT models are trained in autoregressive fashion on trillions of tokens of text, the
metric they induce in the sentence representations encodes various features of natural language
sentences, including semantics and moral judgments. This translates to the inner product within
those spaces expressing similarity across multiple aspects of natural language. Convex combinations
of sentence embeddings can be used to express a semantic gradient ranging between the chosen
concepts expressed by these sentences. Very large language models like GPT-3.5 induce surprisingly
powerful sentence representations, leading to the observed emergent properties of these models.
If we consider vector space representations of sentences "it was beneficial" and "it was harmful",
and compare them to a representation of a test sentence, such as "the guard helped the man" by
computing cosine similarity, the result will be a score in the interval [−1, 1]. The more associated
the sentence is with benefit, the closer to 1 will this normalized inner product tend to be. Whereas
sentences that are more associated with harmfulness will provide an outcome closer to -1.

In figure 3 we summarize this by displaying side by side comparison between human judgment and
the distribution of the fairness metric within GPT-3.5’s text representation manifold.

METHOD OF ANALYSIS

Figure 4: Inducing topological structure from a point cloud representing noisy samples from
a neighborhood of a 1-dimensional submanifold of R2. The resulting simplicial complex is a
graph with four vertices corresponding to clusters of the projection on the left, and four edges
corresponding to their intersections in the original embedding space. Note that the simplicial
complex obtained is homotopy equivalent to the circle S1 (a 1-dimensional topological manifold)
and gives a reasonable summary of the shape of this original 2D point cloud of vectors.

The technique we use to study GPT-3.5’s sentence embeddings can be thought of as a topological
dimensionality reduction method, where the goal is to summarize the shape of our representation
space with a rough sketch in form of a low dimensional topological manifold. This reduced
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representation can be thought of as a map approximating the shape of our embedding space. Such
description can be visually inspected by a human, while remaining more topologically informative
than a naive projection. Instead of studying those high dimensional vectors directly, we can map
them to a different space first, define an open cover, and then cluster the original points within the
preimage of each cover set. This produces a summary of the topological features in the embedding
with a simplicial complex of a chosen dimension [52]. In particular we generated 1-dimensional
simplicial complexes (i.e. graphs) from GPT-3.5 based sentence representations by projecting them
onto the fairness dimension (from the last section) and then analyzing clusters of original high
dimensional sentence embeddings with respect to an open cover of that projection. We also applied
a coloring according to a heat map corresponding to the magnitude and sign of that projection.
The resulting data structure allows for a visual exploration of the shapes of these high dimensional
embedding manifolds in order to identify distribution of fairness in the representation space. Figure
4 shows a visualization of this process for a point cloud sampled from the circle (S2).

The general procedure can be summarized as follows.

Given data points X = {x1, . . . , xn}, xi ∈ Rd, a function f : Rd → Rm,m < d, and a
cover U =

⋃
i∈I Ui of the image f(X) (where I is some index set) we construct a simplicial

complex as follows:

1. For each Ui ∈ U , cluster f−1(Ui) into kUi
clusters CUi,1

, . . . , CUi,kUi

2.
⊔

Ui∈U
{CUi,1

, . . . , CUi,kUi
} now define a cover of X; calculate the nerve of this cover

Nerve is defined in the following way. Given a cover U =
⋃

i∈I Ui, the nerve of U is the
simplicial complex C(U) where the 0-skeleton is formed by the sets in the cover (each Ui is

a vertex) and σ = [Uj0 , . . . , Ujk ] is a k-simplex ⇐⇒
k⋂

l=0

Ulk ̸= 0

DISCUSSION OF RESULTS

Visualization in figure 5 shows the results of applying our method to 1536-dimensional vector
space representations of sentences obtained from GPT-3.5 based embedding model. This is the
foundation language model used by ChatGPT, and we believe its emergent abilities to judge fairness
of situations are partially enabled by the topological structure of this embedding manifold. Each
node corresponds to a cluster of sentences obtained by first projecting their embeddings onto the
fairness subspace defined earlier in this paper, and then grouping the original sentences based on
preimages of an open cover of this projection. This procedure gives a topological sketch of the
general shape of this high dimensional sentence representation manifold. Node sizes are defined in
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Figure 5: The fairness subspace clearly subdivides the 1536-dimensional representation space
within the GPT-3.5 language model, into two submanifolds. When the language model is prompted
with fair sentences, different patterns of neuronal activation are manifested within the transformer
layers than when the model is prompted with morally unfair examples. This leads to the sentence
representation manifold being separated into submanifolds corresponding to these two extremes.
Each part is itself a topologically complex space, but the two parts are linked at a single cluster of
morally ambiguous sentences. The sentences represented in the green part of the manifold are all
judged to be fair, while all the sentences in the blue part represent unfair situations.

proportion to the number of sentences in each cluster. Their colors are based on the heat map shown
to the right, which is a gradient corresponding to the sign and magnitude of the projection. High
values on that scale correspond to fair, while low values to unfair situations (as described by the
sentences). The edges come from cluster intersections in the original high dimensional space, and
thus give visual cues to how the clusters are distributed within the embedding manifold.

The two boxes contain fair and unfair sentences. We see that each box bounds a topologically
complex manifold (due to the nontrivial pattern of edges), but there are no edges connecting
nodes from different boxes. This means the entire manifold is composed of two submanifolds
corresponding to fair and unfair situations. This separation of colors suggests that there are
subregions in this high dimensional representation space corresponding to activation patterns
within the encoder neural network that occur only when fair sentences are processed, and separate
disconnected regions corresponding to neural activations caused by unfair sentences. Before the
model is trained, this separation could not occur (other than with infinitesimal probability from
random initialization), and the fact that GPT-3.5 arrives at this topology in its neural representations
of language, implies it (and hence models based on it, such as ChatGPT) possess the ability to
represent moral dimensions of fairness.
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The behavior of these models is determined by the vector space representations of inputs they
induce from text during training. Therefore, the existence of clear patterns in the shape of those
representation manifolds, such as separation into regions corresponding to moral aspects of language,
can serve as a tool to intrinsically examine their abilities. This is in contrast to currently used
mainstream approaches, which are extrinsic and behavioral in nature. In these contemporary
approaches the abilities of the model are examined with techniques based on prompting and
analysing the outputs, or by proxy of performance on downstream tasks. We believe the approach
presented here is novel in the field of AI, and NLP in particular. It is more analogous to performing
studies on the brain with something like fMRI or a Neuralink device, and analyzing topological
patterns in neural communication in order to study the subject, instead of making judgment based
on the subject’s apparent behavior, or reports from introspection. We believe this alternative way of
looking at language models could benefit alignment research and AI safety, and we hope this paper
serves as an inspiration for the community to develop more tools of this kind.
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