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Abstract
Compositional generalization (the ability to respond correctly to novel combina-
tions of familiar components) is thought to be a cornerstone of intelligent behav-
ior. Compositionally structured (e.g. disentangled) representations are essential
for this; however, the conditions under which they yield compositional gener-
alization remain unclear. To address this gap, we present a general theory of
compositional generalization in kernel models with fixed, potentially nonlinear
representations (which also applies to neural networks in the “lazy regime”). We
prove that these models are functionally limited to adding up values assigned to
conjunctions/combinations of components that have been seen during training
(“conjunction-wise additivity”), and identify novel compositionality failure modes
that arise from the data and model structure, even for disentangled inputs. For
models in the representation learning (or “rich”) regime, we show that networks
can generalize on an important non-additive task (associative inference), and give
a mechanistic explanation for why. Finally, we validate our theory empirically,
showing that it captures the behavior of deep neural networks trained on a set of
compositional tasks. In sum, our theory characterizes the principles giving rise
to compositional generalization in kernel models and shows how representation
learning can overcome their limitations. We further provide a formally grounded,
novel generalization class for compositional tasks that highlights fundamental
differences in the required learning mechanisms (conjunction-wise additivity).

1 Introduction

Humans’ understanding of the world is inherently compositional: once familiar with the concepts
“pink” and “elephant,” we can immediately imagine a pink elephant. Stitching together concepts in this
way allows humans to generalize far beyond our prior experience, preparing us to cope with unfamiliar
situations and imagine things that do not yet exist [1, 2]. Understanding the basis of compositional
generalization in humans and animals, and building it into machine learning models, is a long-standing
and historically vexing problem [3–7]. Accordingly, a broad range of studies have investigated the
conditions under which compositionally structured (i.e. “disentangled”) representations can be learned
[8–14]. However, it remains unclear whether learning these representations is actually useful: while
some work suggests that disentangled representations improve compositional generalization [12,
15–17], other studies challenge this view [11, 18–20]. In particular, it is often unclear how insights on
a certain compositional task generalize to others, as the relationship among them remains unclear [6].

To clarify when compositionally structured representations yield compositional generalization, we
define a family of compositional tasks, theoretically analyse the compositional generalization of
kernel models, and then validate our theory in several relevant deep neural network architectures.
Kernel models are an important class of statistical models in their own right (describing e.g. linear
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readout fine-tuning), provide a simplified approximation to neural network learning under certain
conditions [21, 22], and more broadly have provided fundamental insight into generalization behavior
in humans and machine learning models [23–26].

Despite the broad importance and relative simplicity of kernel models, it remains largely unclear how
they generalize on compositional tasks [though see 27, 28, see Section 2]. To address this gap, we
present a theory of compositional generalization in kernel models. We define a new generalization
class for compositional tasks and show that characterizing kernel models on such tasks helps us
understand realistic neural network architectures. Our specific contributions are as follows:

• We prove fundamental limits on the generalization behavior of kernel models with disentan-
gled inputs, showing that they are constrained to summing up values implicitly assigned to
each component or combination of components seen during training. We define the class of
compositional tasks with this form as “conjunction-wise additive” (Section 4.1).

• We define a metric to quantify how salient different component “conjunctions” (entangled
features unique to component combinations) are in the representation (Section 4.2).

• For conjunction-wise additive tasks, we then highlight two important failure modes impact-
ing generalization (memorization leak and shortcut bias) (Section 4.3), which describe how
biases in the training data can limit compositional generalization even for kernel models
with disentangled inputs.

• We validate our theory in several deep neural network architectures, showing that it captures
their behavior on conjunction-wise additive tasks (Section 4.4).

• Finally, we show how feature learning can overcome certain limitations of kernel models
and learn non-additive tasks (Section 4.5).

2 Related work

Compositional generalization. Compositionality is an important theme across human and machine
reasoning problems, including visual reasoning [29–33], language production [6], rule learning [34,
35], image generation [36], and robotics [37]. Recent breakthroughs (especially in language and
computer vision) have led to massive improvements in models’ compositional capacities, but in some
cases, these models still fail spectacularly [38–42]. Attempts to improve compositional generalization
often leverage meta-learning [43–47], or modular architectures, in the hopes that different modules
will specialize for different components [48]. End-to-end training of these architectures often does not
result in the desired modular specialization [49–51]; notably, [52] theoretically clarify the necessary
conditions for correct modular specialization and compositional generalization in hypernetworks.

Here we highlight that kernel models add up values assigned to each combination of features (or
“conjunction”) seen during training. Notably, constraining a network to be additive can be sufficient
for compositional generalization [53, 54]. Even without such constraints, language models encode
many semantic concepts in an additive manner [55, 56]. Conjunctive codes (representations specific
to a particular feature combination), on the other hand, have a long history in neuroscience [57, 58],
and are theoretically linked to forming highly specific, episodic memories.

Kernel and rich regime. Prior work has revealed two key strategies by which deep neural networks
learn [22, 59]. In the kernel (or “lazy”) regime (which can be induced with large initial weights or
wide networks), the networks’ learning is well approximated by gradient descent on a model with a
fixed representation [21]. In the rich regime (brought forth, for example, by small initial weights,
small width, low-rank connectivity, or loss functions like cross-entropy), the networks learn structured
(i.e. abstract and sparse) representations over the course of learning [59–65]. This is often suggested
to give rise to better generalization and more human-like behavior in neural networks [66–68].

When using gradient descent, ridge regression, or similar learning algorithms to train the readout
weights of a model fw(x) = wT r(x), this model depends on its representation r(x) only through its
induced kernel K(x, x′) = ⟨r(x), r(x′)⟩ [69]. Specifically, when trained on a dataset {(xi, yi)}ni=1,
it can be written in its “dual form” as

fa(x) =
∑n

i=1 aiK(x, xi). (1)

Gradient descent and ridge regression learn the readout weights that describe the training data
with minimal ℓ2-norm; this is also true of neural networks in the kernel regime [70–72]. Norm
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minimization is a standard theoretical framework for analyzing how representational geometry
influences generalization [25, 73] and we here apply it to the compositional task setting. This is
similar to [28] who characterize model behavior on a specific compositional task (transitive ordering)
and [27] who characterize the inductive bias of norm minimization for inputs with binary components
in the limit of infinite components. Compared to [27, 28], we analyze a broader range of compositional
tasks and derive exact constraints for finite numbers of components.

Memorization and shortcut learning. The relationship between memorization and generalization
has been extensively studied [74, 75]. Memorization sometimes refers to models’ tendency to learn
difficult (and even randomly labeled) examples [76–78]. This may improve generalization on long-
tailed data [79, 80]. Alternately, memorization can refer to models learning a narrow mapping on the
training data rather than a generalizable rule [81, 82]. We here find models tend to partially memorize
their training data even when they extract the correct rule at the same time. Relatedly, Jarvis et al.
[51] analyze how the learning dynamics in deep linear networks can give rise to this phenomenon.

Shortcut learning refers to models exploiting spurious correlations between certain features and the
target to learn the training data and has been essential for understanding why the performance of
deep neural networks can drop substantially when tested out-of-distribution [83]. Models are more
likely to use shortcut features that are easily extracted from the input and highly predictive of the
output [84–86]. Shortcut learning has also been connected to the implicit bias of gradient descent [87,
88]. Our findings highlight a particular compositional shortcut: models tend to use a more salient,
partially predictive component conjunction (memorizing the remaining data) over the fully predictive
but less salient ground-truth conjunction.

3 Model and task setup

3.1 Task space

We assume that our model extracts a set of components z =
∑C

c=1 zc from its input x. Each zc ∈
Zc ⊂ Rd is drawn from a discrete set of possible components. For example, z could specify the color
and shape of an object, and the background color of an image (Fig. 1a). Alternately, z may express
different words in an input sentence (“the red sphere is in front of the blue background”). We assume
that each component zc is represented in an orthogonal subspace (e.g. by concatenating representations
of individual components, Fig. 1a). Further, because we consider categorical components, we can
assume that for each component c, all representations zc ∈ Zc have equal magnitude mc and
are represented with equal similarity ρc to alternative component values. The target, y ∈ R, is
some function of z (see Section 3.3). After training models on certain component combinations
Z train ⊂ Z =

∏C
c=1 Zc, we assess generalization on all other combinations, Z test := Z \ Z train to

understand how biases in the training data affect compositional generalization.

3.2 Models

Linear readout models. We first consider kernel models which take in a disentangled representation
z, apply a nonlinear transform ϕ(z) ∈ Rh and learn a linear readout using gradient descent or ridge
regression, fw(x) := wTϕ(z) (Fig. 1a). For ϕ, we consider a neural network with random weights:
Definition 3.1. Given an input z ∈ Rd, a network depth L ≥ 2, and a set of widths H1, . . . ,HL ∈ N,
we define a neural network by recursively defining the operation ϕ(l) of the lth layer as

a(0) := z, a(l) := ϕ(l)(a(l−1)) := σ
(

1√
Hl

(
W (l)a(l−1) + b(l)

))
, W (l) ∈ RHl×Hl−1 (2)

where W (l) and b(l) are i.i.d. sampled from a random distribution and σ : R → R is a nonlinearity.
The complete transform is then given by ϕ := ϕ(L) ◦ · · · ◦ ϕ(1).

We consider the infinite-width limit of ϕ, where H1, . . . ,HL−1 → ∞ (the order of these limits does
not matter). Note that our model setup includes as a special case the random feature model studied by
Abbe et al. [27] and further captures training through backpropagation in the kernel/lazy regime.

Deep neural network models. Additionally, we consider different deep neural network architectures
used for vision (convolutional networks, ResNets, and Vision Transformers, Section 4.4) and ReLU
networks trained through backpropagation (Section 4.5).
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Figure 1: a, Theoretical setup: we consider a disentangled representation of the input, followed by a
nonlinear transform ϕ and a learned linear readout w. b, Training sets for symbolic addition. The
grid represents nine components with associated values −4,−3, . . . , 4. Each tile represents a data
point in the training set. c, Context dependence. In context 1, feat. 1 determines the category; in
context 2, feat. 2 determines the category. The training sets leave out different subsets of the lower
right orthant. d, Transitive equivalence: six items are split up into two arbitrary equivalence classes
(e.g. A,B,C and D,E,F) and generalization requires transitive inference over equivalence classes.

3.3 Example tasks

In addition to deriving a general theory, we consider a set of example tasks that are important building
blocks for compositional reasoning in machine learning and cognitive science (Appendix D discusses
additional tasks including logical operations and partial exposure):

Symbolic addition. Many tasks involve inferring a magnitude associated with different underlying
components (e.g. handwritten digits) [89, 90]. We consider two components (z1, z2) with unobserved
assigned values v1(I1) and v2(I2). The target is the sum of those values: y = v1(z1) + v2(z2). After
sufficient exposition to individual items, a model with an additive structure can generalize to novel
combinations of items [54]. In particular, we consider nine input elements [−4], [−3], . . . , [4] with
associated values −4,−3, . . . , 4 and training sets containing all pairs where at least one component
is equal to a certain subset of values. This can require interpolation, extrapolation, or both (Fig. 1b).

Context dependence. The relevance of different stimuli often depends on the context we are in.
Taking into account this context is a crucial aspect of cognition in humans and animals [34, 91–93].
We therefore consider a task with three input components (zco, zf1, zf2). The context (zco) has two
possible values specifying whether zf1 or zf2 determine the response. Both features have six possible
values which are split up in two categories. If the model has learned this context dependence, it
should be able to generalize to novel feature combinations. We evaluate on the orthant for which zf1
indicates Cat. 2 and zf2 indicates Cat. 1. In the most extreme generalization test (CD-3), we leave
out the entire orthant, in easier versions we leave out conjunctions of two or one of those features
(CD-2 and CD-1) (Fig. 1c).

Transitive equivalence. Relational reasoning is an important instance of compositional generalization
and often involves extending the learned relations to new item combinations [4, 94]. Given an
unobserved (and arbitrary) equivalence relation, the task is to determine whether two presented items
(z1, z2) are equivalent. The model should generalize to novel item pairs using transitivity (A = B
and B = C imply A = C) (Fig. 1d). This is an important instance of relational cognition (often
studied as “associative inference” in cognitive science [95, 96]). Note that prior work has found that
kernel models often successfully generalize a transitive ordering relation [28].

4 Results

4.1 Kernel models with compositional structure are conjunction-wise additive

Our primary theoretical contribution in this work is to characterize the full range of compositional
computations that can be implemented by kernel models with disentangled inputs: specifically, they
assign a value to each combination of components seen during training and generalize to test inputs
by adding up the relevant combinations’ values. We call this motif “conjunction-wise additivity.”
Below we formally state our finding and then explain its implications.
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We first note that the kernel of the disentangled representation, K(z, z′) = zT z′, only depends on the
components for which the two inputs are overlapping, O(z, z′) := {c|zc = z′c} where c ∈ {1, . . . , C}.
This is necessitated by the fact that separate components are represented in orthogonal subspaces.
We call any representation satisfying this criterion “compositionally structured.” Notably, the hidden
representation ϕ(z) is also compositionally structured (in the infinite-width limit). This is because the
kernel of the neural network’s representation, Kϕ(z, z

′) := ϕ(z)Tϕ(z), only depends on the inputs
z, z′ through their kernel K(z, z′) and thus conserves this property [97–100, see Appendix B].

Intriguingly, we find that any kernel model with a compositionally structured representation is
constrained to be conjunction-wise additive. To state this finding, we define, for each z ∈ Z, the set
of conjunctions for which z overlaps with some element in the training set ztr ∈ Z train,

O(z|Z train) :=
{
S ⊆ {1, . . . , C}|∃ztr ∈ Z train s.t. S ⊆ O(z, ztr)

}
. (3)

We then prove:
Theorem 4.1. For z ∈ Z, any kernel model f with a compositionally structured representation and
training data Z train can be expressed as a sum of functions fS over all conjunctions S ∈ O(z|Z train),
where each fS associates a value with each unique combination of features zc for c ∈ S:

f(z) =
∑

S∈O(z|Z train) fS(zS), zS := (zc)c∈S . (4)

We prove the theorem in Appendix A. Intuitively, it holds because the model associates a distinct
weight vector with each conjunction/combination of components. The weight vectors associated with
conjunctions not seen during training remain at their initial value and can therefore not be used.

To understand the theorem’s implications, we first consider a direct linear readout, f(z) = wT z. This
constrains the model to adding up a value for each component (“component-wise additivity”):

f(z) = wT z = wT
∑C

c=1 zc =
∑C

c=1 fc(zc), fc(zc) := wT zc. (5)

Component-wise additivity is a strict subset of conjunction-wise additivity (each fS depending on
more than one component is set to zero). It lets the model generalize perfectly on component-wise
additive tasks like symbolic addition. However, it also prevents the model from learning any training
set that is not component-wise additive, including context dependence and transitive equivalence.

The nonlinear transform ϕ can overcome this constraint [101–104]. Indeed, conjunction-wise additive
functions more broadly can learn arbitrary training data, as the full conjunction S = {1, . . . , C} is
in O(z|Z train) for each z ∈ Z train and fS(z) can take on a distinct value for each z. However, for
z ∈ Z test the full conjunction is not in O(z|Z train). Thus, while conjunction-wise additivity (unlike
component-wise additivity) does not impose a constraint on the kinds of training data the model can
learn, it does impose constraints on the kinds of generalizations it can implement.

In particular, for inputs with two components, f(z) = f1(z1) + f2(z2) + f12(z) for z ∈ Z train. How-
ever, for z ∈ Z test, f12(z) falls away and kernel models are constrained to an additive computation:
f(z) = f1(z1) + f2(z2). Thus, they cannot generalize on any non-additive task, including transitive
equivalence: while they learn the training data (using f12(z)), they cannot generalize to the test data.

For inputs with more than two components, a conjunction-wise additive computation does not just
encode each component and their full conjunction, but also partial conjunctions between components
(e.g. 12, 13, and 23 for three components). For test inputs, the model can still not rely on the full
conjunction (123), but it can rely on any partial conjunction it may have seen before.

To see whether such a model can, in principle, generalize on a given task, we must 1) identify the
overlaps with the training set, O(z|Z train), and 2) determine whether the target can be written as a
conjunction-wise sum. For example, for context dependence, for all new test inputs, we have seen
the context-feature conjunctions (i.e. 12 and 13), but not the feature-feature conjunction (i.e. 23).
As a result, model behavior on the test set can be written as f(z) = f1(zco) + f2(zf1) + f3(zf2) +
f12(zco, zf1) + f13(zco, zf2). While the task is not component-wise additive, we can use f12 and f13
to encode the task: f12(zco, zf1) encodes the target when the context zco indicates the first feature
zf1 as relevant and is zero otherwise; f13(zco, zf2) works in the opposite way.

Hence, conjunction-wise additivity not only tells us whether kernel models with compositionally
structured representations can solve a certain task, but also how they solve it. Further, it tells us
to make a task non-additive: in Appendix D.2.3, we describe a modification that makes context
dependence non-additive by requiring generalizations to novel context-feature conjunctions.

5



Importantly, conjunction-wise additivity only determines whether certain compositional generaliza-
tions are, in principle, feasible. Model generalization also depends on whether the model identifies
the correct conjunction-wise function. We discuss this in the next two sections.

4.2 Overlap salience characterizes compositional representational geometry

Model generalization is determined by how prominently different component conjunctions are
represented. This is measured by the similarity K(S) between inputs with overlap S ⊆ {1, . . . , C}.
K(S) depends on responses to that particular conjunction S as well as all of its sub-conjunctions
S′ ⊊ S. We thus define the scalar salience of an overlap S as its unique contribution. We then
normalize this salience, so all saliences add up to one:

Definition 4.2. For a representation with kernel K and a conjunction S ⊆ {1, . . . , C}, we define

Sal(∅) := K(∅), Sal(S) := K(S)−
∑

S′⊊S Sal(S′), Sal(S) = Sal(S)∑
∅̸=S⊆{1,...,C} Sal(S)

. (6)

Overlap 1 Overlap 2 Overlap 3
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Figure 2: Normalized salience (i.e. SalC(k)) for
neural networks with random weights and different
nonlinearities for inputs with three components.

We now analyze how the representational
salience evolves over different layers of a ran-
dom network, considering an uncorrelated disen-
tangled correlation with equal magnitudes (i.e.
ρc = 0 and mc = mc′) (see Appendix B.2
for analysis beyond these assumptions). In that
case, the salience only depends on the overlap
size k := |S| and we denote it by SalC(k).

Notably, conjunctions are only encoded and can
only be used if they have non-zero salience. In
particular, the disentangled representation has
zero salience for all conjunctions of more than
one component. As the network gets deeper, the
salience of these conjunctions increases. In fact,
for (leaky) ReLU networks, the salience of the full conjunction converges to one:

Proposition 4.3. For a random neural network with a (leaky) ReLU nonlinearity, as L → ∞,
SalC(k) → 0 for k < C and SalC(C) → 1.

We prove this statement in Appendix B.1. Empirically, we find that SalC(C) indeed increases with
depth, whereas SalC(1) decreases (Fig. 2). The salience of intermediate conjunctions (e.g. Sal3(2))
first increases and then decreases, its trajectory depending on the nonlinearity.

4.3 Kernel models suffer from two failure modes: memorization leak and shortcut bias

In Section 4.1, we found that kernel models sum up values assigned to different component con-
junctions. This leaves ambiguous, however, whether they generalize correctly, as they can learn
the training data using different combinations of conjunctions. Notably, kernel models trained with
gradient descent or ridge regression generally learn the readout weights with minimal ℓ2-norm [Sec-
tion 2; 70–72]. This inductive bias gives rise to weights that are distributed across different predictive
features. For in-distribution generalization, this is often useful, as it allows us to integrate different
kinds of evidence. However, for compositional generalization, we often need to rely on a small group
of conjunctions and the tendency towards distributed weights causes generalization failures.

Here we highlight two particular failure modes arising from this. First, the full conjunctions always
serve as predictive features (“memorization leak”). Second, the model can often use statistical
shortcuts to predict parts of the training set, using the full conjunction to learn the rest (“shortcut
bias”). Below we explain how these failure modes impact symbolic addition and context dependence.

Symbolic addition suffers from a memorization leak. The functional form f(z) = f1(z1) +
f2(z2)+ f12(z) implies that using the full conjunction f12(z) to learn the training set will necessarily
distort the inferred values f1(z1), f2(z2). This, in turn, negatively impacts generalization on the test
set. To analyze the impact of such a memorization leak in detail, we characterize model behavior on
symbolic addition analytically for training sets that are balanced around zero:
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Figure 3: Kernel models’ behavior on (a,b) symbolic addition and (c,d) context dependence. a, Factor
m distorting the inferred values as a function of Sal2(1) and the training set size p = |W|. b, Inferred
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saliences yield successful generalization. Trajectories of networks with different nonlinearities are
highlighted (color scale see Fig. 2). d, Inferred coefficients of the different conjunction types for two
example representations: a network with three layers and a rectified linear or quadratic nonlinearity.

Proposition 4.4. Consider input elements in {[v]}v∈V ,V ⊂ R with associated values v. We assume
that the training set contains all pairs such that at least one component is zc ∈ {[w]}w∈W ,W ⊂ R
and that the average value in both V and W is zero. Then, model behavior on the test set is given by

f([i], [j]) = m(i+ j), m := p·Sal2(1)
1+(p−2)Sal2(1)

, p := |W| (7)

We prove the proposition in Appendix D.1.1. It implies that for any representation that encodes the
conjunction (i.e. has Sal2(2) > 0 and therefore Sal2(1) < 1

2 ), the model underestimates the inferred
values by a constant factor m < 1. Further, m decreases for smaller Sal2(1) and increases for larger
training set size (Fig. 3a,b). Perhaps surprisingly, these are the only two factors influencing m. In
particular, while we often assume that interpolation is easier than extrapolation, these changes in
training set do not impact model behavior here. We found qualitatively similar behavior for randomly
generated, dispersed training sets (Appendix D.1.2, Fig. 7).

Notably, because the full conjunction can always be used to learn the training set, the memorization
leak impacts a broad range of compositional tasks, including partial exposure (Appendix D.4).

Context dependence suffers from a shortcut bias. Next, we empirically analyzed model gener-
alization on context dependence across different representational geometries and training sets. We
found that on a given task, each model either generalizes with 100% or 0% accuracy. For CD-3, the
model only generalizes when Sal3(2) is high relative to Sal3(1) (Fig. 3c). As a result, whether the
network generalizes is highly sensitive to the nonlinearity and depth of the network. In contrast, for
CD-2 and CD-1, a much wider range of representational geometries generalizes successfully.

To better understand this, we analyzed the total magnitude of model weights associated with the
different conjunctions. Notably, there are many possible conjunctions the model could rely on (see
Appendix D.2.4). In particular, context 1 is more likely to have the target y = 1 and context 2 is
more likely to have target y = −1. The model may thus rely on this statistical shortcut, using the
full conjunction to memorize the remaining training data. Indeed, we found that representations
that generalized unsuccessfully on CD-3 consistently had a high weight associated with the context
component and the full conjunction (Fig. 3d). Notably, for CD-3, the context shortcut yields an
accuracy of 2

3 . This explains why when Sal3(1) and Sal3(3) are high relative to Sal3(2), the model
uses the context-driven shortcut together with the full conjunction, resulting in a failure to generalize.
For CD-2, the context-driven shortcut only results in an accuracy of 9

16 , making it much less useful.
This explains why only very low Sal3(2) yields failure to generalize on CD-2 or CD-1.

Our analysis illustrates how conjunction-wise additivity lets us identify component conjunctions that
yield a shortcut. The representational salience of these conjunctions and the extent to which they can
explain the training set then helps us understand when this shortcut impacts generalization.

4.4 Conjunction-wise additivity can describe generalization behavior in deep neural networks

So far, we have analyzed kernel models, for their analytical tractability. We conjecture that large-
scale neural network architectures with more complex, interrelated inputs might also be prone to
implementing a conjunction-wise additive computation. In that case, our analyis of the kernel
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distances between digits. d, For the networks trained on variants of context dependence, the inferred
coefficients for different conjunction types (distance of 20px).

models would shed light on when the statistics of the training data enable or prevent compositional
generalization in deep neural networks as well. To test our conjecture, we trained convolutional
networks (ConvNets, [105]) on a version of the tasks with concatenated MNIST digits [106] and
residual networks (ResNets, [107]) and Vision Transformers (ViTs, [108]) on a version of the tasks
with concatenated CIFAR-10 images [109]. We considered the same tasks except that each component
was now given by images of a particular category, rather than being a single instance. Notably,
different image categories are not necessarily equally correlated with each other. To control for this,
we randomly permuted the assignment of categories to components for each (n = 10) experiment.
To compare the network behaviors to our theoretical predictions, we fit a conjunction-wise additive
function to the network output using linear regression (“additivity analysis”; see Appendix C.3).

Symbolic addition. We trained the ConvNets on a total of 20,000 randomly generated MNIST sam-
ples for 100 epochs and trained the ResNets and ViTs on a total of 40,000 CIFAR-10 samples for 100
and 200 epochs, respectively. Remarkably, we found that the kernel theory matches network behavior
almost perfectly: the networks’ average predictions (across the different possible permutations of
the digit categories) were well predicted by an additive structure and their inferred values generally
underestimated the ground truth (Fig. 4a, Figs. 9 and 10). This suggests that the kernel theory can
capture the behavior of relevant neural network architectures trained on natural image inputs.

Next, to investigate the effect of increased conjunctivity, we varied the distance between the two
MNIST digits. We hypothesized that the ConvNets’ local weight structure should produce a more
conjunctive representation for digits that are closer together. To test this, we determined Sal2(1)
in an intermediate layer of the network, averaging over different instances of all digits. We found
that Sal2(1) was indeed smaller for lower distances (Fig. 4b). Further, the inferred values were
more compressed for smaller distances, confirming that more conjunctive inputs exacerbate the
memorization leak in ConvNets as well (Fig. 4c and Fig. 9).

Context dependence. We then trained the ConvNets on an MNIST version of context dependence
using 30,000 training samples and the ResNets and ViTs on a CIFAR-10 version of the task using
40,000 training samples. Again, their behavior was aligned with the kernel theory’s predictions,
having better-than-chance accuracy on CD-1 and CD-2, but failing to generalize on CD-3. The
additivity analysis revealed that this was due to a context-driven shortcut (Fig. 4d).

4.5 Feature learning can overcome the limitations of kernel models

We proved above that compositionally structured kernel models do not generalize on non-additive
tasks, including transitive equivalence. To see if feature learning can overcome this limitation, we
trained ReLU networks through backpropagation on transitive equivalence, using a disentangled
and uncorrelated input. By varying the initial weight magnitude, we either trained these networks
in the kernel/lazy regime or the feature-learning/rich regime. Notably, when trained on symbolic
addition and context dependence, the rich networks were well-described by a conjunction-wise
additive model (Figs. 8 and 11). On transitive equivalence, however, while the kernel-regime models
failed to generalize (as predicted by our theory), the rich networks generalized correctly (Fig. 5a).
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To explain why this is the case, we leveraged the insight that rich neural networks are biased to
learning weights with a low overall ℓ2-norm ([61, 62]; cf. [110]). In particular, a one-hidden-layer
ReLU network tends to learn a sparse set of features [60, 61]. Transitive equivalence consists of
multiple overlapping equality relations (e.g. A = B ̸= D = E). Notably, ReLU networks such an
XOR-type problem by specializing one unit to each conjunction ([63, 111, 112]; Fig. 5b). Further, their
sparse inductive bias incentivizes ReLU networks to use identical units for overlapping conjunctions
(e.g. (A,B), (A,C), and (B,C)). This causes the unit to generalize to unseen item combinations (e.g.
(A,C)), enabling the network to generalize. Importantly, our theoretical argument is corroborated by
empirical simulations: each network unit has identical weights for equivalent items (Fig. 5c).

Thus, rich networks’ capacity for abstraction gives rise to an additional compositional motif, allowing
them to generalize on transitive equivalence. In particular, our findings highlight that transitive
equivalence and transitive ordering are solved by fundamentally different network motifs.

To see whether large-scale neural networks can also benefit from this feature-learning mechanism,
we trained ConvNets on an MNIST version of transitive equivalence. The networks were trained for
150 epochs on 20,000 samples. We found that if the digits were presented with a distance of zero, the
network did not generalize compositionally at all. However, with increasing distance, the network
started to improve its compositional generalization (Fig. 5e), demonstrating that a convolutional
network can benefit from this rich compositional motif.

5 Discussion

Humans often generalize to new situations by stitching together concepts and knowledge from prior
experience. Despite the broad importance of this ability (both for cognitive science and machine
learning), it has remained unclear under what conditions compositionally structured representations
give rise to compositional generalization. Here we have taken a step toward formalizing this
relationship by clarifying the full range of compositional motifs implemented by kernel models
with categorical compositionally structured representations (“conjunction-wise additivity”). For
conjunction-wise additive tasks, we analyzed how representational geometry and training data impact
successful generalization on important compositional building blocks, validating our analysis for deep
neural networks trained on natural image data. For non-additive tasks, our results immediately imply
that kernel models are unable to generalize. We then analyzed how feature-learning mechanisms can
overcome these limitations and demonstrated that deep networks benefit from the same mechanisms.
Taken together, this suggests that conjunction-wise additivity provides a useful generalization class
for understanding compositional generalization in neural networks and perhaps even humans.

Limitations. We considered tasks with a fixed number of input components and fixed output
dimensionality and assumed that all input components are represented orthogonally, excluding
continuously varying components such as position. Further, our theoretical analysis focused on kernel
models with fixed representations (though we considered deep neural networks through empirical
simulations). Future work could extend the presented theory beyond these assumptions, and could
further explore the range of compositional motifs in other learning models (e.g. rich neural networks
and modular networks) more systematically. Nevertheless, we believe that this work is an important
step towards a comprehensive theory of compositional generalization, covering a broad range of tasks
and highlighting several phenomena that might help us understand more complex models as well.
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A Proof of Theorem 4.1

Theorem 4.1. For z ∈ Z, any kernel model f with a compositionally structured representation and
training data Z train can be expressed as a sum of functions fS over all conjunctions S ∈ O(z|Z train),
where each fS associates a value with each unique combination of features zc for c ∈ S:

f(z) =
∑

S∈O(z|Z train) fS(zS), zS := (zc)c∈S . (4)

Proof. Because K is compositionally structured, its similarity K(I, I ′) only depends on the overlap
O(I, I ′) ⊆ {1, . . . , C}. We denote the similarity for inputs overlapping in S ⊆ {1, . . . , C} by κS

and define the overlap in the training dataset as

DS(I) :=
{
I ′ ∈ D(train)|∀c∈SIc = I ′c

}
. (8)

The key idea is to decompose D(train) into these different overlaps in order to separate the sum into its
components. However, by our definition, the datasets DS(I) are not disjoint. Indeed, S ⊆ S′ implies
DS′(I) ⊆ DS(I) and in particular D∅(I) = D(train). To adjust for this, we define δS as the similarity
added by κS to the similarity between conjunctions with one component fewer, recursively defining

δ∅ = κ∅, δS = κS −
∑
S′⊊S

δS′ . (9)

We then decompose

f(I) =
∑

I′∈D(train)

aI′K(I, I ′) =
∑

S⊆{1,...,C}

δS
∑

I′∈DS(I)

aI′ . (10)

This equality obtains because for each I ′ ∈ D(train),∑
S:I′∈DS(I)

δS = δO(I,I′) +
∑

S⊊O(I,I′)

δS′ = κO(I,I′) = K(I, I ′), (11)

which is true by definition. We note that for S /∈ O(I), DS(I) = ∅. Defining

fS(I) := δS
∑

I′∈DS(I)

aI′ , (12)

proves the proposition.

B Representational geometries across different deep neural network
architectures

We computed the saliences by iteratively computing the representational similarities using the kernels
derived in prior work [97–100].

B.1 Proof of Proposition 4.3

Proposition 4.3. For a random neural network with a (leaky) ReLU nonlinearity, as L → ∞,
SalC(k) → 0 for k < C and SalC(C) → 1.

Proof. Note that the proof is a minor extension of Lemma S1.3 in [28]. We present it here in a
self-contained manner. We consider a nonlinearity

σ(u) := Amin(u, 0) + max(u, 0), A ∈ [0, 1). (13)

By prior work, [97–100],

Ew

[
ϕ(wTh(l)(z))ϕ(wTh(l)(z′))

]
= σ2∥h(l)(z)∥2∥h(l)(z′)∥2k

(
ĥ(l)(z)T ĥ(l)(z′)

)
, (14)

where

k(u) =
(1−A)2

2π

(√
1− u2 + (π − cos−1(u))u

)
+Au, (15)
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σ2 is the variance of the sampled weights, and ĥ = h/∥ĥ∥2.

This means that for any two inputs that have a certain similarity u, their similarity in the L-th layer is
given by k(L)(u), where k(L) denotes the L-times application of k. Let distinct trials in the input have
a similarity of κd and let identical trials have a similarity of κi. Any set of trials with overlapping
components will have a similarity κ, κd < κ < κi. We denote their corresponding similarity in the
L-th layer by κ

(L)
i , κ

(L)
d , κ(L). Our goal is now to show that

lim
L→∞

s(L) = 0, s(L) :=
κ(L) − κ

(L)
d

κ
(L)
i − κ

(L)
d

= 0. (16)

This implies directly that the salience of all partial conjunctions converges to zero, which in turn
implies that the salience of the full conjunction converges to one.

(14) implies that κ(L+1)
i = σ2κ

(L)
i k(1) = σ2κ

(L)
i

1+A2

2 . Notably, all inputs have the same magnitude

and therefore have the same magnitude through all layers; this is given by
√

κ
(L)
i . We can therefore

denote
κ(L+1) = σ2κ

(L)
i k

(
κ(L)/κ

(L)
i

)
. (17)

Thus,

s(L+1) =
k(κ(L)/κ

(L)
i )− k(κ

(L)
d /κ

(L)
i )

k(1)− k(κ
(L)
d /κ

(L)
i )

(18)

We thus define new normalized variables κ̂(L) := κ(L)/κ
(L)
i , κ̂

(L)
d := κ

(L)
d /κ

(L)
i , i.e.

s(L) =
κ̂(L) − κ̂

(L)
d

1− κ̂
(L)
d

, (19)

and therefore
κ̂(L) = (1− κ̂

(L)
d )s(L) + κ̂

(L)
d . (20)

Note that κ̂(L+1) = k(κ̂(L))/k(1) and κ̂
(L+1)
d = k(κ̂

(L)
d )/k(1). We thus define

k̃(u) :=
k(u)

k(1)
= u+

ρ

π
(
√

1− u2 − cos−1(u)u), ρ :=
(1−A)2

(1 +A)2
. (21)

Note that

k̃′(u) = 1 +
ρ

π

(
− u√

1− u2
− cos−1(u) +

u√
1− u2

)
= 1− ρ

π
cos−1(u). (22)

Note that k(1) = 1 and as for all 0 ≤ u < 1, k̃′(u) < 1, this is the only fixed point and κ̂(L), κ̂
(L)
d →

∞. We can therefore define

s(L+1) =
k̃
(
(1− κ̂

(L)
d )s(L) + κ̂

(L)
d

)
− κ̂

(L)
d

1− κ
(L)
d

. (23)

We now determine the fixed mapping to this mapping assuming that κ̂(L)
d is fixed at some value d,

i.e.:

f(s, d) =
k̃((1− d)s+ d)− k̃(d)

1− k̃(d)
. (24)

s = 0 is a fixed point. Further,

∂f(s, d)

∂s
=

(1− d)k̃′((1− d)s+ d)

1− k̃(d)
=

(1− d)(1− ρ
π cos−1((1− d)s+ d)

1− d− ρ
π (

√
1− d2 − cos−1(d)d)

. (25)

We now prove that this for 0 < s ≤ 1
2 , this derivative is smaller than 1. Specifically,

(1− d)(1− ρ
π cos−1((1− d)s+ d) =

1− d− ρ
π (
√
1− d2 − cos−1(d)d) + ρ

π r(s, d),
(26)
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Figure 6: Extended analysis of overlap salience in random neural networks. a, Salience of the
first component (1), the second component (2), and their conjunction (12), where we vary the two
components’ saliences in the input. b, Salience for inputs with four components.

where the residual is given by

r(s, d) := (d− 1) cos−1((1− d)s+ d) +
√

1− d2 − d cos−1 d. (27)

We now need to prove that r(s, d) < 0. Note that r(s, d) is monotonically increasing in s and
therefore

r(s, d) ≤ r( 12 , d) = (d− 1) cos−1( 12 + 1
2d) +

√
1− d2 − d cos−1 d < 0, (28)

where we infer the latter inequality by visual inspection of the plot of this function.

B.2 Extended analysis of representational salience

To complement Section 4.2, we analyze the impact of different magnitudes for different components.
In particular, we consider a disentangled representation whose first component has a salience be-
tween s ∈ [0.1, 0.5] and whose second component accordingly has a salience 1 − s (Fig. 6a). As
becomes deeper, the more salient component (in this case component 2) increasingly dominates the
representation. While the salience of the full conjunction still eventually converges to one for most
nonlinearities, it takes longer to do so for a less balanced input representation. Further, for a Gaussian
nonlinearity, an imbalanced representation actually decreases the limit salience the representation
appears to be converging to for the full conjunction.

In Fig. 6, we plot the different saliences for an input with four components. Now the salience of
overlap 2 and 3 both first increase and then decrease and, just like for inputs with three components
(Fig. 2), a Gaussian and rectified quadratic nonlinearity yields a particularly high salience for these
intermediate conjunctions. Notably, they appear to be trading off the salience of these conjunctions
differently: the rectified quadratic nonlinearity more strongly emphasizes overlaps of three whereas
the Gaussian nonlinearity more strongly emphasizes overlaps of two.
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C Detailed methods

C.1 Models

Kernel model. We fit the kernel models by hand-specifying the kernel and fitting either a support
vector regression or classification using scikit-learn [113].

Rich and lazy ReLU networks. All networks were trained with Pytorch and Pytorch Lightning
[114]. We consider ReLU networks with one hidden layer and H = 1000 units. We initialize by
σ
√
2/H , considering σ ∈ [10−6, 1]. In particular, when reporting results on rich networks (without

further specification), we assume σ = 10−6. When reporting results on lazy network, we assume
σ = 1.

Convolutional neural networks. We considered networks with four convolutional layers (kernel
size is five, two layers have 32 filters, two have 64 filters) and two densely connected layers (with
512 and 1024 units). Each layer is followed by a ReLU nonlinearity, and the convolutional stage is
followed by a max pooling operation. All weights are initialized with He initialization [115].

Residual neural networks. We trained a residual neural network with eight blocks in total, two
with 16, 32, 64, and 128 channels, respectively, using the Adam optimizer with a learning rate of
10−3 for 100 epochs.

Vision Transformers. Finally, we trained a Vision Transformer (ViT) with six attention heads, 256
dimensions for both the attention layer and the MLP, and a depth of four, using Adam with a learning
rate of 10−4 for 200 epochs.

Data augmentation. We did not use data augmentation for MNIST. For CIFAR-10, we used a
random flip and a random crop.

C.2 Reproducibility

Computational simulations. We ran all computational simulations either on a CPU or on a single
GPU. Each kernel experiment (total number: 53 experiments) ran within fifteen minutes, each rich
network (total number: 450 experiments) and ConvNet experiment (total number: 600 experiments)
took between one and two hours, and each ViT or ResNet experiment (total number: 140 experiments)
took between five and ten hours. We used a computational cluster to run many of the experiments in
parallel. As a rough estimate, the total experiments therefore required 900 hours of CPU computations
and 2,600 hours of GPU computations.

Code repository. The code required to reproduce all experiments can be found under https://
github.com/sflippl/compositional-generalization. We additionally uploaded the reposi-
tory including all simulated data to Zenodo (https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.11308156).

C.3 Additivity analysis

To analyze how well a conjunction-wise additive computation can describe network behavior, we
considered as the set of possible features a concatenation of one-hot vectors coding for each possible
conjunction. We then removed all features that are constant at zero on the training dataset and used
linear regression to try and predict network behavior on both training and test set for all remaining
features. The resulting R2 defines the “additivity” of the network behavior (i.e. R2 = 1 indicates full
conjunction-wise additivity). Furthermore, we can use the inferred values assigned to these different
conjunctions to compare kernel models, rich and lazy networks, and convolutional networks. Note
that for the convolutional networks, we first average the model predictions across all different images
instantiating a given compositional input.
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D Compositional tasks

D.1 Symbolic addition

D.1.1 Proof of Proposition 4.4

Proposition 4.4. Consider input elements in {[v]}v∈V ,V ⊂ R with associated values v. We assume
that the training set contains all pairs such that at least one component is zc ∈ {[w]}w∈W ,W ⊂ R
and that the average value in both V and W is zero. Then, model behavior on the test set is given by

f([i], [j]) = m(i+ j), m := p·Sal2(1)
1+(p−2)Sal2(1)

, p := |W| (7)

Proof. We split up the training data into

I(1) := {[w]|w ∈ W}2, (29)
and

I(2) :=
⋃

w∈W
I(1,w) ∪ I(2,w), (30)

I(1,w) := {([w], [v])|v ∈ V \W} , I(2,w) := {([v], [w])|v ∈ V \W} . (31)
We denote the dual coefficient associated with each training point ([i], [j]) by aij ∈ R. Note that the
problem is symmetric and therefore we know that aij = aji. We define a few summed coefficients:

bv :=
∑
w∈W

avw, bw :=
∑

v∈V\W

avw, cw :=
∑

w′∈W
aww′ , (32)

b :=
∑

v∈V\W

bv =
∑
w∈W

bw, c :=
∑
w∈W

cw. (33)

Note that the sum over all dual coefficients is given by 2b + c. Let p := |W| and q := |V| − |W|.
Then, setting δ2 := κ2 − κ0 and δ1 := κ1 − κ0, the set of dual equations is given by

([w], [w′]) ∈ I(1) : κ0(2b+ c) + δ1(bw + bw′ + cw + cw′) + (δ2 − 2δ1)aww′ = w + w′, (34)

([w], [v]) ∈ I(1,w) : κ0(2b+ c) + δ1(bv + bw + cw) + (δ2 − 2δ1)awv = w + v. (35)
(Note that the equation corresponding to ([v], [w]) is equivalent due to the problem’s symmetry.)

The prediction is given by
f([v1], [v2]) = κ0(2b+ c) + δ1(bv1 + bv2). (36)

We now sum (35) over w (setting w :=
∑

w∈W w):

w + pv = pκ0(2b+ c) + pδ1bv + δ1(b+ c) + (δ2 − 2δ1)bv
= ((p− 2)δ1 + δ2)bv + (2pκ0 + δ1)b+ (pκ0 + δ1)c

(37)

Thus,

δ1bv =
δ1p

(p− 2)δ1 + δ2
v + δ1(w − (2pκ0 + δ1)b− (pκ0 + δ1)c). (38)

Thus, setting

m :=
δ1p

(p− 2)δ1 + δ2
, d := 2δ1(w − (2pκ0 + δ1)b− (pκ0 + δ1)c) + κ0(2b+ c), (39)

we can write
f([v1], [v2]) = m(v1 + v2) + d. (40)

To simplify d, we sum (34) over all w,w′:

2pw = p2κ0(2b+ c) + 2pδ1(b+ c) + (δ2 − 2δ1)c

= 2p(pκ0 + δ1)b+ (p2κ0 + 2(p− 1)δ1 + δ2)c.
(41)

We further sum (37) over all v, setting v :=
∑

v∈V\W v:

((p+ q − 2)δ1 + δ2 + 2pqκ0)b+ q(pκ0 + δ1)c = qw + pv. (42)
We can now compute b and c from this system of equations and plug it into d.

Finally, w = v = 0 immediately implies that b = c = 0 and therefore d = 0.
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Figure 7: Kernel models on dispersed training sets. a, Four example training sets containing two
random instances containing each item. b, Generalization loss as a function of the representation’s
overlap salience. c,d, Inferred values for c) four example tasks and d) the average across fifty
randomly drawn training sets.

D.1.2 Behavior of kernel models on other tasks

To test whether the observed behavior was specific to the kinds of training sets investigated in
Proposition 4.4 and the main text, we additionally considered dispersed, randomly generated training
sets with two randomly drawn trials containing each item (Fig. 7a). We found that the generalized
loss (averaged across all cases) increased roughly linearly with salience (Fig. 7b). For individual
training sets, the inferred values were distorted in a complex, irregular manner (Fig. 7c). Further,
because the training sets were no longer symmetric, the items took on different values when presented
as the first or second component. On average, however, the inferred values were roughly proportional
to their actual value and the factor of proportionality still decreased with salience (Fig. 7d).

D.1.3 Behavior of rich networks

We first trained rich networks with one hidden layer on the different variants of symbolic addition.
We found that they generally were highly additive (R2 > 0.992, Fig. 8a). Fig. 8b confirms that
the ReLU networks indeed change their representation in the rich regime: at initialization, the
similarity between different trials is approximately clustered by whether those trials are distinct,
overlapping, or identical. After lazy training, this remains unchanged, whereas after rich training, the
similarities look entirely different. Finally, the inferred values look similar on extrapolation, but do
not exhibit a memorization leak on interpolation (Fig. 8c). On the task involving both interpolation
and extrapolation, the networks suffer from a memorization leak on the extrapolaton region but
not the interpolation region (Fig. 8d). This indicates that rich networks tend to perform better at
interpolation, unlike lazy networks which are not sensitive to this difference.

D.1.4 Behavior of deep networks

Next, we trained networks with one to four hidden layers, using σ = 0.1. We found that the networks
were generally highly additive (R2 > 0.985, Fig. 8e) and inferred highly similar values. In particular,
deeper networks also suffered from a memorization leak on extrapolation but not interpolation.

D.1.5 Behavior of vision models trained on MNIST and CIFAR-10

We now discuss in more detail the behavior of the different vision models.

First, we trained ConvNets on an MNIST version of symbolic addition for the different training
sets. For all tasks, we found that compositional generalization was worse than in-distribution
generalization (Fig. 9a) and become worse with smaller distance between the digits (i.e. higher
conjunctivity). Further all networks were highly additive (R2 > 0.98). Finally, the values inferred
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Figure 8: Behavior of rich networks on symbolic addition. a, Additivity as a function of initialization
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regime for networks with one hidden layer. d, Zoomed-in inferred values for interpolation part of the
task involving interpolation and extrapolation. e, Additivity as a function of the number of hidden
layers. f, Inferred values for networks with different numbers of layers.

by the network were well consistent with the kernel theory: First, they were an affine function of
the true item value for all training sets. Second, extrapolation was worse than interpolation and the
task involving extrapolation and interpolation. Notably, interpolation and the task involving both
yielded equally good values indicating that these networks may also not behave worse just based
on extrapolation vs. interpolation. Further, smaller distance between digits (i.e. more conjunctive
inputs) generally exacerbated the value misestimation. Finally, we also considered an asymmetric
extrapolation task (“Asymmetric”), which trained on all trials containing an item [−4]. Consistent
with our theory, we found that this resulted in an affine distortion in values.

We then trained a ResNet and a ViT on a CIFAR-10 version of the task. We found that the error on the
compositional test dataset was consistently higher than on in-distribution generalization (Fig. 10a).
Further, similarly to the ConvNets trained on MNIST, it was particularly high on the asymmetric
training set. Notably, the additivity of all of these models was reasonably high (R2 > 0.93, Fig. 10b).
Finally, we found that the models all inferred values that were distorted in a roughly affine manner
(Fig. 10c).

D.2 Context dependence

D.2.1 General task definition

We consider inputs with three components, (zco, zf1, zf2). We assume that zco ∈ C1 ∪ C2, where C1

is the set of possible contexts under which zf1 is relevant and C2 is the set of possible contexts under
which zf2 is relevant. We further assume that there are decision functions d1(zf1), d2(zf2) ∈ R.
(For example, in the example in the main text, these function map three features to the first category
(i.e. y = −1) and three features to the second category (i.e. y = 1).) The target is then given by

y(zco, zf1, zf2) =

{
d1(zf1) if zco ∈ C1,

d2(zf2) if zco ∈ C2.
(43)
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Note that in the main text, we consider C1 = {1}, C2 = {2}, and six possible values for zf1, zf2,
where the decision function maps three onto 1 and three onto −1.

D.2.2 Novel stimulus compositions are conjunction-wise additive

If the test set consists in novel combinations of stimuli, this is a conjunction-wise additive computation.
Namely, suppose that for all test inputs (zco, zf1, zf2), the two features have never been observed in
conjunction, but both (zco, zf1) and (zco, zf2) have been. (This includes the case considered in the
main text.) In this case, we can define functions f12 and f13 to implement the appropriate mapping:

f12(zco, zf1) :=

{
d1(zf1) if zco ∈ C1,

0 if zco ∈ C2,
f13(zco, zf2) :=

{
0 if zco ∈ C1,

d2(zf2) if zco ∈ C2,
(44)

f(zco, zf1, zf2) = f12(zco, zf1) + f13(zco, zf2). (45)

D.2.3 Novel rule compositions are not conjunction-wise additive

We could also imagine an alternative generalization rule in a task where there are multiple components
indicating the same context: C1 = {co1, co2} and C2 = {co3, co4}. We then leave out certain
features with certain contexts. For example, suppose we had never seen two values for zf1 and
zf2 in conjunction with zco ∈ {co2, co4}. In principle, if the model understood that zco = co1, co2
(and zco = co3, co4 resp.) signify the same context (i.e. learned to abstract the context from the
context cue), it could generalize successfully as it had observed these features in conjunction with
zco = co1, co3. However, the conjunction-wise additive mapping depends on having observed each
context in conjunction with each feature and this task is therefore non-additive.

D.2.4 Coefficient groups

In Fig. 3d, we grouped the inferred coefficients into categories. We here explain these categories:

• Right conj.: This is the correct conjunction the model should use to solve the task, i.e.
between zco = co1 and zf1 and between zco = co2 and zf2.

• Wrong conj.: This is the incorrect conjunction between context and feature, i.e. between
zco = co1 and zf2 and between zco = co2 and zf1.

• Sensory feat.: This is any conjunction involving sensory features, i.e. zf1, zf2, (zf1, zf2).

• Context only: This is the component zco by itself.

• Memorization: This is the full conjunction of all three components (zco, zf1, zf2).

We then compute the average absolute magnitude within each of these groups in order to determine
their overall relevance to model behavior.

D.2.5 Rich networks

We find that rich networks generalize consistently on CD-1 and CD-2 but not CD-3. They are also
perfectly conjunction-wise additive and fail due to a context shortcut (Fig. 11).

D.2.6 Deep neural networks trained on vision data

We found that convolutional neural networks trained on MNIST successfully generalized on CD-1 and
CD-2, but not CD-3 (Fig. 12). For smaller distances between digits, the models tended to generalize
worse on CD-1 and CD-2 and gradually reverted to chance accuracy (i.e. 0.5) for CD-3. Further,
the networks were generally highly additive (R2 > 0.95), but became worse for lower distance
(Fig. 12b). Finally, across all distances, they had a high magnitude associated with the context cue,
though this magnitude decreased for small distances — consistent with the accuracy of the network
increasing from below chance to chance level (Fig. 12c). Finally, we considered ResNets and ViTs
trained on a CIFAR version of the task. We found that they generally performed above chance for
CD-2 and CD-1, but below chance for CD-3 (Fig. 13a). Further, their additivity was generally high
for ResNets (R2 > 0.95) and slightly lower for ViTs (R2 > 0.9) (Fig. 13b) and both networks had a
large magnitude associated with the context cue for CD-3, but not CD-2 or CD-1 (Fig. 13c).
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Figure 11: Inferred values for different conjunctive groups on context dependence.
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Figure 12: Performance of convolutional neural networks trained on an MNIST version of context
dependence. For different distances and training sets, we plot a, the accuracy on different splits, b,
the additivity of the networks, and c, the magnitude of the different inferred coefficients.

D.3 Transitive equivalence

We additionally trained ReLU networks of various depth on the transitive equivalence (using σ = 0.1
as initialization magnitude). We consistently found that they were able to generalize to the test set
(Fig. 14).

D.4 Invariance and partial exposure

We consider invariance and partial exposure as simple case studies for the memorization leak and
shortcut distortion. In both cases, the input consists of two components and the mapping only depends
on the first (Fig. 15a). In the invariance case, we don’t see the second component vary at all, in the
partial exposure case, we see one instance of the second component. Note that the partial exposure
task has previously been studied in the context of network generalization [81, 82].

To understand the impact of different representational saliences, we consider the generalization
margin m := yŷ on the test set, where y is the ground-truth label and ŷ is the model’s estimate.
Because we consider support vector machines, the margin on the training set is one; a smaller margin
on the test set indicates worse performance. We determined a mathematical formula for the margins
as a function of Sal2(1). Below we first describe its implications and then how we derived this.
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Figure 13: Performance of ResNets and ViTs trained on a CIFAR version of context dependence. We
plot a, their accuracy on different splits over training, b, the additivity of the networks, and c, the
magnitude of the different inferred coefficients.
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Figure 14: Performance of networks with 100 hidden units per layer and varying depth on transitive
equivalence. We used an initialization constant σ = 0.1.

Invariance suffers from a memorization leak. On invariance, we find that the model’s test margin
is expressed as m = Sal2(1)

1−Sal2(1)
. This means that for a fully compositional representation (κ̂1 = 0.5), its

training and test margins are both one. However, as κ̂1 decreases, the model increasingly memorizes
the training set, resulting in a decreased margin (Fig. 15b).

Shortcut distortion. On the partial exposure task, if the model used item 1 to solve the task, it
would get two out of three training examples correct and could memorize the last data point. This is
a statistical shortcut and we find that norm minimization (just as for context dependence) ends up
partially relying on this strategy as this decreases the ℓ2-norm of the readout weights. As a result,
the test margin for the partial exposure task decreases even more strongly as a function of Sal2(1):
m = 2Sal2(1)2

1−2Sal2(1)2
(where we assume that the similarity between identical trials is one and the similarity

between distinct trials is zero) (Fig. 15b).

Derivations. We analytically compute the kernel models’ test set prediction on the invariance task.
The training set is given by {(−1,−1), (−1, 1)} and its kernel is therefore

K =

(
κ2 κ1

κ1 κ2

)
, (46)
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where κ2 is the similarity between identical trials and κ1 is the similarity between overlapping trials.
Hence, the dual coefficients are given by

a = K−1

(
1
−1

)
=

1

κ2
2 − κ2

1

(
κ2 −κ1

−κ1 κ2

)(
1
−1

)
=

1

κ2
2 − κ2

1

(
κ2 + κ1

−(κ2 + κ1)

)
. (47)

The test set is given by {(1,−1), (1, 1)} and its kernel with respect to the training set is therefore

K̃ =

(
κ1 κ0

κ0 κ1

)
, (48)

where κ0 is the similarity between distinct trials. Hence the test set predictions are given by

ŷ = K̃a =
1

κ2
2 − κ2

1

(
(κ2 + κ1)(κ1 − κ0)

−(κ2 + κ1)(κ1 − κ0).

)
(49)

As the ground truth labels are y = {1,−1}, the margin m = yŷ is identical for both test set points:

m =
(κ2 + κ1)(κ1 − κ0)

κ2
2 − κ2

1

=
κ1 − κ0

κ2 − κ1
=

(κ2 − κ0)Sal2(1)
(κ2 − κ0)− (κ1 − κ0)

=
Sal2(1)

1− Sal2(1)
. (50)

For partial exposure, the training set is given by {(−1,−1), (−1, 1), (1,−1)} and its kernel is
therefore

K =

(
κ2 κ1 κ1

κ1 κ2 κ0

κ1 κ0 κ2

)
. (51)

The test set is given by {(1, 1)} and the test set kernel is therefore

K̃ = (κ0 κ1 κ1) (52)

The margin is therefore given by

m = yŷ = −ŷ = −K̃K−1

(
1
−1
1

)
. (53)

We solve this equation for the special case where κ0 = 0 and κ1 = 1 using Mathematica and find that

m =
2Sal2(1)2

1− 2Sal2(1)2
. (54)

D.5 Other mathematical operations

We could consider mathematical operations other than addition as well, considering unobserved
assigned values v1[I1] and v2[I2] together with some composition function C(v1[I1], v2[I2]). This
task will only be additive if the composition function is additive (e.g. if it is subtraction). If it is, e.g.
multiplication, division, or exponentiation, the task will be non-additive.
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D.6 Logical operations

In this task, inputs with two components are presented. Each component Ic has an unobserved truth
value T [Ic] associated with it and the target is some logical operation over these two truth values, for
example AND: T [I1] ∧ T [I2]. After inferring the truth value of each component, the model could
generalize towards novel item combinations. As long as the logical operation is additive (e.g. AND,
OR, NEITHER, . . . ), this is an additive task. If the logical operation is non-additive (e.g. XOR), this
would be a non-additive task. Indeed, this case would correspond to the transitive equivalence task.

D.7 Transitive ordering

Transitive ordering is a popular task in cognitive science (often called transitive inference, [116]).
Here the subject is presented with two items I1, I2 drawn from an unobserved hierarchy >. It should
then categorize whether I1 > I2 or I2 > I1. Crucially, this task can be solved by assigning a
rank r(Ic) to each item and computing the response as f(I) = r(I1) − r(I2) [28]. It is therefore
additive, in contrast to transitive equivalence. This is also the case if we assume that there are multiple
such hierarchies (e.g. a1 > . . . , a5 and b1 > . . . , b5). In this case, the model would generalize to
comparisons between these different hierarchies as well.
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