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Abstract
In this paper, we introduce a comprehensive re-
formulation of the task known as Circuit Discov-
ery, along with DiscoGP, a novel and effective
algorithm based on differentiable masking for dis-
covering circuits. Circuit discovery is the task of
interpreting the computational mechanisms of lan-
guage models (LMs) by dissecting their functions
and capabilities into sparse subnetworks (circuits).
We identified two major limitations in existing
circuit discovery efforts: (1) a dichotomy be-
tween weight-based and connection-edge-based
approaches forces researchers to choose between
pruning connections or weights, thereby limiting
the scope of mechanistic interpretation of LMs;
(2) algorithms based on activation patching tend
to identify circuits that are neither functionally
faithful nor complete. The performance of these
identified circuits is substaintially reduced, often
resulting in near-random performance in isola-
tion. Furthermore, the complement of the circuit—
i.e., the original LM with the identified circuit
removed — still retains adequate performance, in-
dicating that essential components of a complete
circuits are missed by existing methods.

DiscoGP successfully addresses the two afore-
mentioned issues and demonstrates state-of-the-
art faithfulness, completeness, and sparsity. The
effectiveness of the algorithm and its novel struc-
ture open up new avenues of gathering new in-
sights into the internal workings of generative AI.

1. Introduction
Large-scale Transformer language models (LMs) (Vaswani
et al., 2017; Devlin et al., 2019; Radford et al., 2019; Raf-
fel et al., 2020; OpenAI, 2023; Touvron et al., 2023) have
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demonstrated their incredible capabilities in solving various
natural language tasks across different fields. Yet, the exact
mechanisms by which these models solve tasks remain enig-
matic. Researchers in the field of interpretability therefore
aim to provide human-understandable explanations of the
computational mechanisms of these “black-boxed” LMs.
Should the interpretation of LMs become possible, it could
lead to the improvement of LMs with better controllability
and performance, and even germinate the next generation
of explainable artificial intelligence (XAI) systems.

Most recently, a nascent and promising thread of research
known as circuit discovery has emerged (Elhage et al., 2021;
Nanda et al., 2022; Conmy et al., 2023). This method views
language models as computation graphs and interprets the
internal workings of LMs by identifying subnetworks (cir-
cuits) that explain the original model’s capability on solving
certain tasks. In our opinion, circuit-based LM interpreta-
tion can serve as the basic unit of LM interpretation, and
provides a new direction towards XAI by dissecting LMs.

Nevertheless, existing circuit discovery efforts face two ma-
jor challenges. First, researchers must choose between
identifying important model weights or recognizing es-
sential connections between model components, which
cannot be localized together by prior circuit discovery
methods. As previous interpretability research has high-
lighted, components such as attention heads often exhibit
high polysemy in terms of storing parametric knowledge
(Gurnee et al., 2023; Huang et al., 2024; Black et al., 2022)
and interacting with other modules (Geva et al., 2023; Chan
et al., 2022; Neo et al., 2024). Therefore, it is crucial to
selectively reduce both the weight and connection edge com-
plexities of language models to disentangle task-specific
functionalities from general model capabilities (Cunning-
ham et al., 2023).

Second, algorithms using activation patching tends to
identify circuits that are not functionally faithful. We
conducted a thorough reappraisal of the activation patching
methods (Geiger et al., 2021; Meng et al., 2022; Nanda,
2023; Wu et al., 2024), on a wider range of tasks and settings.
Our evaluation shows that the so called “canonical circuits”
identified by previous work such as (Wang et al., 2022;
Conmy et al., 2023) have very low functional faithfulness –
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Figure 1. An illustration of different circuit discovery methods. The large blocks symbolize transformer modules, such as attention heads,
MLP weights, or input/output nodes. Each small block represents an individual weight parameter. Our DiscoGP algorithm enables the
joint pruning of model weight parameters and connection edges, achieving the state-of-the-art performance.

i.e., their performance drastically reduced to near-random
levels when being evaluated in isolation.

These difficulties underscore the inherent challenges in cir-
cuit discovery and necessitate a careful reconsideration of
its definition and relevant concepts. Therefore, we redefine
the two primary objectives of circuit discovery: (functional)
faithfulness and (functional) completeness. Furthermore,
we argue that computation graph sparsification, the com-
mon practical implementation of circuit discovery, should
be conducted through pruning rather than patching during
evaluation. Our comprehensive reappraisal indicates that
the currently adopted notions of circuit faithfulness and
completeness are excessively relaxed.

To address the two aforementioned issues, we introduce
DiscoGP, a differentiable circuit discovery algorithm with
joint weight and edge computation graph pruning.1 Figure 1
shows an illustration of different circuit discovery methods.
We place a set of learnable binary mask parameters at the
weights of LM components and their interconnecting edges,
and these masks can be trained together in an end-to-end
manner to discover an LM computation subgraph (i.e., a
circuit) with desired properties. As a result, DiscoGP solves
issue (1) by having two compatible modes of computation
graph pruning: weight pruning and edge pruning. DiscoGP
enables joint computational graph sparsification by iterating
between the two modes. Our evaluation shows DiscoGP
is not only functionally faithful (it retains near-perfect
performance with only a fraction of the original model’s
weights and edges when performing inference in isolation)
but also functionally complete (when the identified circuits
are removed from the model, the performance of the model
drops substantially to random levels).

Moreover, the better functional faithfulness of the algorithm
and its novel structure pave the way for new approaches
in LM interpretation. Here, we highlight two significant

1Code and data will be publicly available online soon.

findings. First, the attention heads in the lower layers play
a crucial role in executing LM functions, a role that has
been largely overlooked in prior research of circuit analy-
sis. Second, there are distinct localization characteristics
between connection edges and model weight parameters.
Specifically, attention weights are predominantly found in
the lower layers, while connection edges are more promi-
nent in the upper layers. Our results support the hypothesis
that LM functions occur in two distinct stages (Meng et al.,
2022; Geva et al., 2023; Niu et al., 2024; Hernandez et al.,
2024), offering a more detailed and nuanced understanding
of the process due to the comprehensive nature of DiscoGP.

In summary, our main contributions are: (1) We provide a
thorough reappraisal of previous activation-patching-based
circuit discovery methods and identified their limitations
under a more stringent evaluation; (2) We provide a refor-
mulation of circuit discovery through the redefinition of its
primary objectives: faithfulness and completeness; (3) We
propose DiscoGP, a novel and effective circuit discovery
algorithm that achieves joint weight and edge pruning of
the computation graph and gained state-of-the-art circuit
discovery performance; (4) Using circuits discovered by
DiscoGP, we enable new modes of LM interpretation, un-
covering novel insights into how functions and capabilities
are mechanistically implemented by LMs.

2. Circuit Discovery
We define circuit discovery and the relevant concepts in this
section. Additionally, we enumerate several issues present
in previous definitions and practices. Furthermore, we ad-
dress how these issues are resolved in our new formulation.

2.1. Task Formulation

Computation Graph & Circuit Discovery We can model
the computational process of a neural LM as a directed
acyclic graph (DAG) G = {E, V }. Following Wang et al.
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Figure 2. An example computation graph. We follow Conmy et al.
(2023) to use separate query, key and value activations by adding
an “output” node. Particularly, the Q, K, and V nodes receive
all the residual inputs, but their outputs are directed solely to the
output node. The output node then carries the residual output to
the rest of the model.

(2022); Goldowsky-Dill et al. (2023); Li et al. (2024b), we
define each vertex v ∈ V in the graph as an LM component
node such as input, output, the MLPs, and attention heads.
Each attention head is further split into query, key, value and
output nodes (Figure 2) to better capture their interactions.
Each edge e ∈ E in the graph symbolize the information
flow from one component to another, and it is implemented
through residual rewrite (Nanda & Bloom, 2022). The
attention head A

(i)
j (the jth attention head on layer i) takes

the residual from the previous Ri−1 layer as input. Since
R0 = I and Ri = Ri−1 +

∑
j A

(i)
j +Mi, where Mi is the

ith layer MLP node output, we can unroll the residual term
and consider attention heads operate on the sum S

(i)
A =

I +
∑

l<i(Ml +
∑

j A
(l)
j ) and MLPs on a similar S(i)

M =

I +
∑

l<i Ml +
∑

l<i

∑
j A

(l)
j . An edge e = (u, v) ∈ E

therefore symbolises that the node u operates on the output
of v. Under this framework, the task of circuit discovery is to
identif a subnetwork GT = {ET , VT }, ET ⊆ E, VT ⊆ V
for a particular task T . We evaluate tasks and functions
based on the LMs’ ability to assign the highest probability
to the next token candidate that is syntactically well-formed,
or semantically and factually coherent.

Computation Graph Knockout What happens to an LM
component or a connection edge when it is “turned off?”
This is not a trivial question and previous work has dras-
tically different definitions that leads to different results.
Previous work coined the term knockout to refer to the
action of removing and disabling an LM module or con-
nection (Wang et al., 2022; Chan et al., 2022; Geva et al.,
2023). Generally speaking, there are two distinct types of
computation graph knockout: patching-based knockout and
pruning-based knockout.

Activation patching, also known as path patching or sim-
ply patching, has been widely applied by mechanistic inter-
pretability researchers to identify circuits (Wang et al., 2022;
Olsson et al., 2022; Goldowsky-Dill et al., 2023; Heimer-

sheim & Janiak, 2023; Hanna et al., 2024), and have also
demonstrated its potential in better aligning language mod-
els with human values (Li et al., 2024a; Hernandez et al.,
2024; Turner et al., 2023). This method was later automated
by ACDC (Conmy et al., 2023). Patching involves replacing
part of a model’s forward pass with activations from a differ-
ent input to observe the resulting influence on the model’s
final output. While sometimes referred to as a “causal inter-
vention”, (Vig et al., 2020; Finlayson et al., 2021; Geiger
et al., 2021), this method is more accurately described as
influence attribution. Various strategies can be employed
for patching: Mean ablation sets the activation to an aver-
age activation output value across a reference distribution
obtained from feeding a sample dataset through the model;
Interchange ablation overwrites the activation with its value
from another data point within the dataset; and Random
ablation replaces the input with a random value.

Another line of interpretability research utilizes network
pruning (Louizos et al., 2018; Csordás et al., 2021) to locate
functional modules by masking out component weights that
do not contribute to model outputs. Pruning has also been
widely used as to find small parameter efficient subnetworks
of NLP applications (Voita et al., 2019; Ren & Zhu, 2022;
Zhang et al., 2021; Zhao et al., 2020; Wang et al., 2020;
Bayazit et al., 2023). We view pruning as the most stringent
method for performing knockout, as it completely elimi-
nates the informational content of the targeted module and
is equivalent to activation patching with zero values. In
comparison, intervention-based patching does not compre-
hensively remove the influence of model components, as
the patched activation values often still retain vestiges of
information about the original input. We therefore disagree
with the critics on zero-ablation by Chan et al.; Wang et al.;
Conmy et al.; Chan et al.’s (2022; 2022; 2023; 2022) that
it takes the model too far away from actually possible acti-
vation distributions and hence should not be used. To the
best of our knowledge, we are the first contemporary circuit
discovery study to utilize a strict pruning-based analysis of
LM computational graph.

2.2. Evaluation and Objective of Circuit Discovery

Wang et al. (2022) proposed three criteria to evaluate a cir-
cuit: faithfulness (the circuit can perform the task as well as
the original model), completeness (the circuit contains all
the nodes used to perform the task) and minimality (spar-
sity) (the circuit should be as small as possible). While we
strongly appreciate Wang et al.’s (2022) theoretical fram-
ing of these criteria, we have identified several limitations
in their practical implementations of faithfulness and com-
pleteness. The same issue persists in most patching-based
interpretability research that adopted the same empirical
framework (Chan et al., 2022; Conmy et al., 2023; Ghan-
deharioun et al., 2024). In this section, we elaborate on
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these limitations and propose a new, more comprehensive
reformulation.

Functional Faithfulness Again, faithfulness refers to the
circuit’s ability to perform the task (T ) in isolation. How-
ever, in practice, Wang et al. (2022) measured faithfulness
by computing the average difference in the unnormalized
output logits between the correct token and an incorrect
option in the test set. This evaluation method has two major
issues. First, raw logit differences without normalization
(typically softmax) do not accurately represent how lan-
guage models are used in practice. Second, without normal-
ization, the difference measure can be misleading due to the
influence of outliers, and this issue is exacerbated when the
average is taken.

Conmy et al. (2023) computes the KL divergence across the
entire output vocabulary between the circuit and the original
model, using this metric to assess faithfulness. While this
practice is standard in model compression and knowledge
distillation (Kim et al., 2021), we argue that it is not appro-
priate for circuit discovery. A circuit is expected to retain its
performance only on the specified task, with other irrelevant
capabilities and behaviours potentially differing from the
original model. Computing KL divergence across the entire
output vocabulary diminishes the focus on the primary task
and unfairly penalizes the circuit for reduced performance
in unrelated areas.

We emphasize that both Wang et al. (2022) and Conmy
et al. (2023) conducted their main evaluations using patch-
ing rather than pruning. Therefore, their circuit discovery
methods have only been assessed in this less stringent man-
ner. As previously discussed and as we will demonstrate
later, patching merely introduces perturbations to the model,
retaining the majority of the original model’s information.
Although precise statistics were not provided, Wang et al.
(2022) noted that the use of pruning yielded “noisy results
in practice.” We believe this outcome reflects the challenges
inherent in their circuit discovery method when subjected
to more rigorous testing conditions, rather than an inherent
flaw in the pruning technique itself.

We propose using the original task evaluation to measure
faithfulness, specifically by directly computing task accu-
racy. To avoid any confusion in terminology, we term this
measure functional faithfulness. This measure best reflects
the original definition of faithfulness: whether the circuit
can perform the task. Our evaluation suggests that previ-
ous patching-based circuit discovery methods exhibit poor
functional faithfulness, as we will demonstrate in Section 5.

Functional Completeness In practice, Wang et al. (2022)
defined completeness as |F (C \K)−F (M \K)| for every
subset K ⊆ C. However, calculating this metric directly

is intractable, leading to the use of random sampling of
subsets, which provides an unreliable approximation. In
our work, we follow De Cao et al. (2022); Bayazit et al.
(2023) to compute completeness as the task performance of
the complement of the circuit. I.e., we want the model to
perform poorly on the task when the circuit is removed.

2.3. Survey: Previous Circuit Discovery Methods

SP: Subnetwork Pruning through Weight Masking SP
methods such as (Louizos et al., 2018; Cao et al., 2021; Sanh
et al., 2020; De Cao et al., 2022) learn a binary mask for
every weight parameter of the internal model components
(such as attention heads and MLPs), using an objective that
encourages high accuracy and low sparsity of the pruned
subnetwork consisting of unmasked weights after training.
However, SP cannot remove a node component from LM
computational graph unless all of its weights are masked
out. Moreover, as each component is still connected to its
neighbor nodes after pruning, SP is not able to discover a
circuit with low edge-level complexity either.

HISP: Head Importance Score for Attention Head Prun-
ing HISP methods such as (Voita et al., 2019; Michel
et al., 2019) assign a shared binary mask for all weights in
the attention head, so that a head is either fully preserved
or completely removed from the computational graph after
mask learning. In our framework, we extend HISP to enable
masking of MLP nodes in each layer as well. However,
HISP only reduces edge-level complexity by eliminating all
edges pointing to a masked component, but cannot selec-
tively remove connections for a preserved node.

ACDC: Greedy Patching-based Circuit Discovery
Conmy et al. (2023) systematizes a common workflow of
recent mechanistic interpertability research in finding task
specific circuits (Nanda et al., 2022; Wang et al., 2022;
Conmy et al., 2023; Olsson et al., 2022; Hanna et al., 2024;
Heimersheim & Janiak, 2023; Goldowsky-Dill et al., 2023).
ACDC starts from the last transformer layer and iteratively
searches for key model components with highest influence
to nodes in upper layers through edge connections. The in-
fluence of an edge is measured through the aforementioned
patching practice. As we have explained in Section 2.1 and
shall demonstrate in the results sections, patching-based
methods such as ACDC fail to identify a circuit that func-
tions as the original model when isolated, and therefore do
not guarantee functional faithfulness.

3. DiscoGP: Differentiable Computational
Graph Pruning

Given the limitations of existing circuit discovery methods
introduced above, we propose DiscoGP, an algorithm that
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finds from the transformer computational graph a sparse
set of nodes and edges that can perform as a task-specific
subnetwork that behaves similar to the full model.

Computational graph pruning Consider the computa-
tional graph Gf (Vθ, E) of a neural network f(x) that
takes x as input (e.g. a sequence of tokens) and returns
a probability distribution pf (y|x) of a discrete output la-
bels y (e.g. the vocabulary index of the predicted next
token). DiscoGP learns two sets of binary mask parame-
ters m = (mθ,mE) ∈ {0, 1}|θ|+|E| that is element-wise
multiplied to node component weights and edge connection
parameters, resulting in a circuit that represents a function
cm(x) with a computational graph Gf (Vθ⊙mθ

, E ⊙mE).
Similar to existing work on differentiable mask learning
(Louizos et al., 2018; Csordás et al., 2021; Cao et al., 2021;
De Cao et al., 2022; Bayazit et al., 2023), DiscoGP models
each mask mi ∈ m as a random variable with a hard-
concrete or gumbel-sigmoid distribution. In particular, we
first compute a continuous score si ∈ [0, 1] in the following
way:

si = σ
( li − log logU1

logU2

τ

)
;U1,U2 ∼ Uniform(0, 1), (1)

where τ ∈ (0, inf) is a temperature hyperparameter, li a
learnable logit parameter of a sigmoid distribution σ(·), and
U1,U2 are variables drawn from a uniform distribution. We
then apply the straight-through estimator (Bengio et al.,
2013) to cast the sampled si into a binary mask variable:

mi = [1si>0.5 − si]detach + si, (2)

where 1 is the indicator function and [·]detach is an operator
that prevents backward gradient flow. In this way, the result-
ing binary mask mi is a differentiable function of the logit
li, which can then be optimized through backpropagation
on certain objectives. We can therefore implement the SP
baseline as special cases of DiscoGP by setting m = 1 for
all m ∈ mE). To implement HISP, we can simply force all
weight masks mv of a node v ∈ V to have the same value.

Differentiable circuit search objectives Given a task
dataset D = {x(i), ŷ(i)}, where x(i) is the input and
ŷ(i) = argmaxypf (y|x) is the model predicted label, we
wish to find a set of masks m on the weights parameters of
transformer computational graph nodes and their connec-
tions, so that the predicted label of the masked subnetwork
made on each x(i) ∈ D is identical to the full model pre-
diction ŷ(i). We therefore define the following (functional)
faithfulness loss as the negative likelihood of the full model
predicted label in the output distribution by the pruned cir-
cuit:

Lfaith = −
∑
i

log pcm(ŷ(i)|x(i)). (3)

Moreover, we would like to ensure that we have located all
task-specific node components and edge connections – that
is, if we sever the identified circuit from G, the remaining
computational graph should yield near-random performance
on D. In particular, let m̃ = 1 − m be the reverse mask
of m, and cm̃ be the resulting complementary circuit of c
after applying m̃ on G, we define the following complete-
ness loss as the cross entropy between the circuit output
distribution and a uniform distribution over the label space
{yk}Kk=1:

Lcomplete = −
∑
i

K∑
k=1

1

K
log pcm̃(yk|x(i)). (4)

Lastly, we introduce the following sparsity loss as the den-
sity of node weights and edge connections to remove as
many task-irrelevant computational graph components pos-
sible:

Lsparse = Lsparse−θ + Lsparse−E

=
1

|mθ|

|mθ|∑
i=1

σ(li) +
1

|E|

|mE |∑
i=1

σ(li).
(5)

The final objective function is then comprised of a weighted
mixture of the three loss terms:

LGP = Lfaith + λcLcomplete + λsLsparse, (6)

where λc, λs are hyperparameters that regulate relative loss
importance.

Graph pruning after mask search Since our training
objective does not include graph connectivity, after learning
a set of masks by optimizing Equation 6, we could further
reduce number of the circuit components by running graph
search to remove all unmasked nodes and edges that are
not reachable from either the output or the input node, as
these graph components no longer affect predictions of the
pruned circuit. Similarly, we can also perform post-hoc
graph pruning for a weight-only pruning method (e.g. Sub-
network Probing) by removing nodes (and their associated
edges) whose weight density drop to zero after applying the
learned weight masks.

4. Experimental Setup of Circuit Discovery
We use GPT-2 small as our LM for circuit discovery, as it has
been extensively studied by the mechanistic interpretability
research community on similar application tasks. For each
circuit discovery task, we ran DiscoGP to find a set of weight
and edge mask logits that optimize the learning objective
defined in Equation 6. We also evaluated the aforementioned
baseline methods using the same methods: (1) HISP, (2) SP,
(3) ACDC, and (4) an “edge-only” version of DiscoGP that
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Table 1. An overview of the tasks and datasets.
Dataset LM Function Example Prompt Correct Solution Incorrect Solution

BLiMP Syntactic Many girls insulted themselves herself
IOI Semantic When Mary and John went to the store, John gave a drink to Mary John
OQA Factual The capital city of Canada is Ottawa *not unique

only learns masks for computational graph edges without
pruning node weights. We reproduce HISP and SP following
the formulations introduced in Section 3. For ACDC, we
use the implementation released by (Conmy et al., 2023).
We learn masks for all weights, edges and nodes except for
the input embedding and the output unembedding layers.
For each method, we report test set results of the discovered
circuit with highest validation set accuracy among all saved
checkpoints. For ACDC, we identify circuits with various
pruning thresholds τ and select the one with an edge density
comparable to that of DiscoGP.

We evaluate DiscoGP and the baselines across three tasks
covering various linguistic and world knowledge. The tasks
are well-established within the mechanistic interpretabil-
ity community. Table 1 provides an overview of the tasks
and datasets. See Appendix A for additional details of the
datasets.

1. BLiMP Syntactic Agreement: We use the minimal pair
data from BLiMP (Warstadt et al., 2020) to study how syn-
tactic phenomena are expressed by LMs. There has been
an extensive line of research on understanding how neu-
ral LMs represent and apply syntactic knowledge (Lakretz
et al., 2019; Hu et al., 2020; Finlayson et al., 2021). Since
we focus on decoder-only LMs (GPT-2 small), we select
syntactic agreement paradigms where the target words are
located at the end of the sequence.

2. Indirect Object Identification (IOI): The task of IOI
(Wang et al., 2022) is one of the most well-known mecha-
nistic interpretability benchmarks. As the example shown
in figure 1, the model should choose between completing
the main clause by generating one of the two names (the
indirect object (IO) or the subject (S1)). We follow Wang
et al. (2022) and use the “BABA” templates to generate
1,280 examples for each evaluation.

3. Open-Domain Question Answering (OQA): The
PARAREL dataset (Elazar et al., 2021) was created for
studies investigating how LMs encode and process world
knowledge (Petroni et al., 2019; Safavi & Koutra, 2021; Car-
lini et al., 2022; Bayazit et al., 2023). The dataset contains
facts formulated as a fill-in-the-blank cloze task, as demon-
strated by the example in Table 1. We generate prompts
using 9,543 triples taken from 12 out of 38 PARAREL re-
lations that have a unique object answer at the end of the
generated prompt and can therefore be predicted by an au-
toregressive LM. See Appendix A for additional details.

5. Experiment Results
Table 2 summarizes our experiment results. We evaluated
the functional faithfulness of each circuit by measuring its
test accuracy on the specified task. Functional completeness
was assessed by determining the test accuracy of the “com-
plementary circuit,” which was derived using the reverse
node and edge masks. Additionally, we included the KL di-
vergence between the output label distributions (not the full
output vocabulary) to facilitate comparison with previous
studies. Furthermore, we provided the weight, node, and
edge density metrics for each discovered circuit, which are
defined as the percentage of weight/edge/node with assigned
masks and remain open in the circuit.

Key findings from our study include: (1) Subnetwork Prun-
ing fails to reduce the node or edge complexity of GPT-2
small, indicating that weight-only pruning methods can-
not uncover “circuits” with simplified computational graph
structures. (2) HISP is less effective than DiscoGP in reduc-
ing weight and edge density, as it only assigns node-level
masks and cannot eliminate task-irrelevant model parame-
ters and edge connections. (3) ACDC identifies circuits with
low complexity but at the expense of functional faithfulness,
resulting in the lowest test accuracy among all baselines.
For the IOI and OQA tasks, ACDC’s circuit performance
is comparable to random baselines. Moreover, it produces
significantly higher KL-divergence compared to other meth-
ods. (4) In contrast, DiscoGP not only discovers structurally
sparse task-specific circuits with low weight density but also
maintains model performance, achieving near-perfect test
accuracy across all three datasets.

DiscoGP optimizes the complexity-faithfulness trade-off
DiscoGP demonstrates superior efficiency compared to base-
line circuit discovery methods by effectively balancing the
trade-off between circuit complexity and functional faith-
fulness. Figure 3 illustrates the IOI test accuracy of circuits
discovered by each method, plotted against varying num-
bers of nodes and edges. To generate a series of pruned
subnetworks with increasing complexity in nodes and edges,
we adjusted the hyperparameters controlling circuit sparsity
for each method. Our findings indicate that the functional
faithfulness of circuits identified by baseline methods deteri-
orates substantially faster than those discovered by DiscoGP
as the subgraphs become sparser. In contrast, the accuracy
of circuits identified by DiscoGP remains nearly perfect
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Table 2. Circuit discovery results.

Circuit Discovery Method Weight Node Edge KL Div. Func. Func.
Density Density Density Faith. Comp.

Syntactic Agreement (SA)

Weight pruning (HISP) 68.09 38.5 100 0.1132 95.7 43.9
Weight pruning (SP) 3.21 72.7 100 0.0782 96.5 39.0
Edge patching (ACDC) 100 28.3 3.02 0.1331 85.2 54.6
Edge pruning (DiscoGP) 100 17.2 2.87 0.0757 95.5 21.0
Joint pruning (DiscoGP) 3.08 16.9 2.98 0.0569 98.0 26.0

Indirect Object Identification (IOI)

Weight pruning (HISP) 71.05 83.9 100 0.0502 99.2 57.8
Weight pruning (SP) 1.87 93.6 100 0.0438 98.4 50.0
Edge patching (ACDC) 100 28.8 2.45 0.7305 51.6 50.6
Edge pruning (DiscoGP) 100 19.0 2.97 0.0322 100 57.5
Joint pruning (DiscoGP) 1.79 17.3 2.03 0.0204 100 49.2

Open-Domain Question Answering (OQA)

Weight pruning (HISP) 73.20 86.3 100 0.0105 96.1 0.61
Weight pruning (SP) 3.58 96.4 100 0.0041 98.2 0.68
Edge pruning (ACDC) 100 85.0 2.55 0.0500 0.1 5.00
Edge pruning (DiscoGP) 100 84.4 3.15 0.0046 96.6 0.34
Joint pruning (DiscoGP) 3.25 80.8 2.09 0.0026 98.5 0.31

100 200 300 400 500 600
Number of nodes

0.3

0.4

0.5

0.6

0.7

0.8

0.9

1.0

Ac
cu

ra
cy

HISP SP ACDC DiscoGP

100 500 1k 5k 10k 32K
Number of edges

0.3

0.4

0.5

0.6

0.7

0.8

0.9

1.0

Ac
cu

ra
cy

Figure 3. Test accuracy vs. node (left) and edge (right) complexity
for IOI circuits discovered by DiscoGP and three baselines.

until the edge density reaches approximately 1% and the
node density about 15%.

Edge patching is far from edge pruning To better under-
stand why patching-based methods such as ACDC fail to
discover functionally faithful circuits, we run GPT2-small
on the corrupted versions of each of the three evaluation
benchmarks by ablating the key input tokens that directly
affects the answer (See Appendix B for how we construct
corrupted inputs).

We then compute the average cosine similarity between the
original and corrupted hidden representations propagated
through each edge. For comparison, we also compute the
average similarity for a random ablation, where the input
prompt is replaced with a completely different sentence.
The results are shown in Table 3. For both mean and in-
terchange ablations used in existing patching studies, the
hidden representation of each edge remains very similar

Table 3. Mean cosine similarity between clean and corrupted edge
hidden representations on three application datasets.

Task Clean-Ablated Edge similarity

Mean Interchange Random

Agreement 0.878 0.907 0.582
IOI 0.943 0.996 0.597
OQA 0.951 0.960 0.556

Table 4. Edge and weight overlap across different circuits. The
results indicate a trend where similar tasks exhibit higher circuit
overlaps. In the table, the overlap percentage are followed by the
exact number of overlaps in brackets.

Circuit 1 Circuit 2 Edge Overlap Weight Overlap

AGA DNA 14.86% (251) 2.69% (8020)
ANA DNA 16.19% (277) 1.12% (14816)

ANA AGA 18.32% (266) 0.91% (17693)
DNA DNA irr 21.07% (317) 4.72% (69364)
DNA DNA adj 18.46% (332) 4.96% (74782)
DNA DNA irr adj 18.24% (323) 6.06% (96727)

to the clean ones. Therefore, edges “knockedout” from a
circuit by patching-based methods may still propagate a
substantial amount of task-related information to the output
node. Therefore, as previously discussed, evaluation results
based on patching rather than pruning could be misleading,
as they tend to be overly lenient.
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Figure 4. Distributions of attention heads in DiscoGP-discovered
circuit and the canonical “in-the-wild” circuit by (Wang et al.,
2022).

6. Analysis and Findings
Circuit similarity reflects functional similarity Table 4
illustrates the overlap levels between different circuits. The
overlap percentages are calculated by dividing the number
of overlap cases by the size of the logical union of the two
masks. In this analysis, we only considered the agreement
tasks as their task similarity is easier to perceive. BLiMP
offers several variants of the Determiner-Noun Agreement
(DNA) tasks, and we observed a relatively high level of
circuit overlap in terms of weights and edges among them.
The Anaphor Number Agreement (ANA) and Anaphor Gen-
der Agreement (AGA) tasks exhibit greater similarity to
each other compared to DNA tasks, as ANA and AGA fol-
low similar templates (see Appendix A). This similarity
is reflected in the level of edge overlap. Curiously, the
weight overlap between the AGA and the ANA circuits is
low. We conjecture that this distinction between weight and
edge overlap is due to the different roles they play: weights
store information, while edges guide the function of the task.
While ANA and AGA share similar templates (and therefore
exhibit higher edge overlap), performing the task requires
distinct parametrized information (resulting in lower weight
overlap).

Unfaithful IOI circuits “in the wild” Our experimental
results indicate that the previously identified IOI circuits
are not functionally faithful. This discrepancy may arise
because patching-based methods overlook critical compo-
nents of the computation graph. Figure 4 displays the at-
tention head distributions of IOI circuits identified by edge-
only DiscoGP and ACDC, the latter corresponding to the
“canonical” IOI circuit (Wang et al., 2022). We observe
that DiscoGP retains more attention heads in the lower lay-
ers while excluding many middle and upper layer heads
that were identified by ACDC. Additionally, we found that
all MLP sublayers were selected by DiscoGP, indicating
their significant functional roles, which have been largely
neglected in previous IOI circuit analyses.

To further elaborate our analysis, we computed the accuracy
drops of the model on the IOI dataset after removing the
circuit attention heads discovered by DiscoGP and ACDC
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Figure 5. Layerwise attention head functional importance of the
same two circuits.
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Figure 6. Left: Number of edges ending at each layer from pre-
ceeding MLPs to current-layer attention heads and from preceeding
attention heads to current-layer MLP. Right: Number of unmasked
MLP and attention weights at each layer of the capital city OQA
circuit.

in each transformer layer, as illustrated in Figure 5. Our
findings indicate that across most layers, ablating the circuit
heads identified by DiscoGP results in a significantly greater
accuracy drop compared to removing those discovered by
ACDC. This effect is particularly pronounced in the lower
transformer layers, which are most influential to model
prediction due to residual connections. These results suggest
that the “canonical” IOI circuit identified by ACDC and
(Wang et al., 2022) has overlooked functionally essential
components and is therefore not functionally faithful.

Unveiling the factual recall pipeline in GPT By ana-
lyzing DiscoGP circuits, we confirm the theory that fac-
tual knowledge recall occurs in two distinct stages (Meng
et al., 2022; Geva et al., 2023; Niu et al., 2024; Hernan-
dez et al., 2024), i.e., the factual recall pipeline. The left
panel of Figure 6 illustrates the layer-wise average number
of MLP and attention weight parameters retained in the 12
relation-specific DiscoGP circuits learned from PARAREL.
We observe that MLPs retain substantially more weights in
the OQA circuits compared to attention heads, especially
in the lower transformer layers. This finding aligns with
recent interpretability analyses indicating that MLP sublay-
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ers function as key-value memory for factual knowledge
extraction (Geva et al., 2021). Conversely, the right panel
of Figure 6 shows the number of circuit edges at each layer,
detailing connections from lower-layer attention heads to
current-layer MLPs (MLP to Attention) and from preceding
MLPs to current-layer attention heads (Attention to MLP).
Notably, the set of connections in upper layers is dominated
by MLP-to-attention edges. This observation supports re-
cent findings in mechanistic interpretability research, which
suggest that attention heads play a major role in propagating
the retrieved factual knowledge from early-site MLPs to up-
per transformer layers, thereby selecting the most relevant
information for answering questions (Geva et al., 2023).

7. Conclusion
Through a comprehensive re-evaluation of prior research
on circuit discovery, we have pinpointed their significant
shortcomings: the inability to provide both functionally
accurate and structurally straightforward explanations for
LM capabilities. To address these deficiencies, we intro-
duce DiscoGP, an innovative differentiable algorithm that
performs joint weight and connection pruning of neural
network computation graph and achieves state-of-the-art cir-
cuit discovery results on multiple NLP tasks. Our analyses
showcase how DiscoGP paves the way for novel avenues
of language model interpretability, thereby enriching our
understanding of the inner workings of powerful yet black-
boxed state-of-the-art generative AI systems.
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A. Additional details of circuit discovery
datasets

Syntactic agreement We distill syntax-related circuits
from GPT-2 small using The Benchmark of Linguistic Min-
imal Pairs (BLiMP) by (Warstadt et al., 2020). BLiMP con-
sists of 67 individual datasets consisting of minimally differ-
ent sentence pairs that contrast in grammatical acceptability
and isolate specific phenomenon in syntax, morphology, or
semantics. We use the two BLiMP datasets of assessing lan-
guage model capability of recognizing the English syntactic
requirement of anaphor agreement that reflexive pronouns
like himself (a.k.a. anaphora) agree with their antecedents
in gender and number. Each contrasting sentence pair in
the two anaphor agreement datasets differ only in the very
last word of reflexive pronoun, so we convert every pair into
a binary classification problem of choosing one of the two
pronouns as the continuation of the shared prefix. See Table
5 for example contrasting sentence pairs of anaphora gender
agreement and anaphora number agreement, as well as their
corresponding query prompt for circuit discovery.

Indirect object identification (Wang et al., 2022) cre-
ate dataset samples for IOI using templates with random
single-token names, places and items. We follow their data
curation pipeline by taking the same set of 15 templates and
candidate infilling words to generate our circuit discovery
dataset. At each trial, we randomly draw a template and

a set of infilling tokens to construct a full sentence. We
then convert the generated sentence into a binary classifica-
tion question, where the input prompt is the sentence prefix
without the last indirect object, and the two candidate next
tokens are the indirect object and the subject tokens. See
Table 6 and 7 for a complete list of IOI sentence templates
and candidate infilling words.

Open-domain question answering We use the
PARAREL dataset by (Elazar et al., 2021) that consists of
38 relation types and 27,738 (subject, relation, object) fact
triples such as (Canada, capital city, Ottawa). We then use
the templates created by (Dai et al., 2022) to convert each
fact triple into multiple query prompts (e.g. “The capital
city of Canada is ”). We take prompts generated from
triples with 12 out of 38 PARAREL relations that satisfy the
following two conditions: 1) there is a unique object entity
answer for each (subject, relation) pair; and 2) the object
word always comes at the end of the template-generated
sentence so that it can be predicted by an autoregressive
language model. We finally obtained a total of 9,543 queries
as our dataset of open-domain question answering, and we
learn a circuit for each relational dataset for every circuit
discovery method. See Table 8 for a list of the 12 relations
we used together with examplar fact triples and queries.

B. Constructing corrupted inputs for edge
intervention

For Agreement dataset, we construct corrupted inputs using
the method of interchange intervention that replaces the sub-
ject token of each prompt with its opposite gender pronoun
(e.g. “Katherine” replaced with “He”). For IOI dataset,
we construct the interchange intervention inputs following
the method introduced in (Wang et al., 2022), where the
second mention of the subject token is replaced with a third
randomly sampled name, so that both the subject and the
indirect object is a feasible next word of the corrupted input
prompt (e.g. “When Mary and John went to the store, John
gave a drink to” → “When Mary and John went to the store,
Katie gave a drink to”). For OQA, we replace the subject
tokens in each prompt with another subject entity that is
randomly drawn from the same relational subset of factual
triples (E.g. “The capital city of Canada is” → “The capital
city of China is”).
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Table 5. Examples of the anaphor syntactic agreement datasets in BLiMP and their converted circuit discovery data.
Agreement Phenonemon Good sentence Bad sentence Converted input query True answer False answer

Anaphor Gender Agreement Katherine can’t help herself. Katherine can’t help himself. Katherine can’t help herself himself
Anaphor Number Agreement Susan revealed herself. Susan revealed themselves. Susan revealed herself themselves

Table 6. Sentence templates for generating the IOI dataset.
Templates

Then, [B] and [A] went to the [PLACE]. [B] gave a [OBJECT] to [A]

Then, [B] and [A] had a lot of fun at the [PLACE]. [B] gave a [OBJECT] to [A]

Then, [B] and [A] were working at the [PLACE]. [B] decided to give a [OBJECT] to [A]

Then, [B] and [A] were thinking about going to the [PLACE]. [B] wanted to give a [OBJECT] to [A]

Then, [B] and [A] had a long argument, and afterwards [B] said to [A]

After [B] and [A] went to the [PLACE], [B] gave a [OBJECT] to [A]

When [B] and [A] got a [OBJECT] at the [PLACE], [B] decided to give it to [A]

When [B] and [A] got a [OBJECT] at the [PLACE], [B] decided to give the [OBJECT] to [A]

While [B] and [A] were working at the [PLACE], [B] gave a [OBJECT] to [A]

While [B] and [A] were commuting to the [PLACE], [B] gave a [OBJECT] to [A]

After the lunch, [B] and [A] went to the [PLACE]. [B] gave a [OBJECT] to [A]

Afterwards, [B] and [A] went to the [PLACE]. [B] gave a [OBJECT] to [A]

Then, [B] and [A] had a long argument. Afterwards [B] said to [A]

The [PLACE] [B] and [A] went to had a [OBJECT]. [B] gave it to [A]

Friends [B] and [A] found a [OBJECT] at the [PLACE]. [B] gave it to [A]

Table 7. Candidate infilling words of IOI sentence templates.
Placeholder Type Candidate Infilling Words

[A] and [B] (names) Michael, Christopher, Jessica, Matthew, Ashley, Jennifer, Joshua
Daniel, David, James, Robert, John, Joseph, Andrew, Ryan,
Bran Justin, Sarah, William, Jonathan, Stephanie, Brian, Nicole,
Nicho Heather, Eric, Elizabeth, Adam, Megan, Melissa, Kevin,
Steven, Timothy, Christina, Kyle, Rachel, Laura, Lauren, Am-
ber, Brittan Richard, Kimberly, Jeffrey, Amy, Crystal, Michelle,
Tiffany, Jere Mark, Emily, Aaron, Charles, Rebecca, Jacob,
Stephen, Patrick, Kelly, Samantha, Nathan, Sara, Dustin, Paul,
Angela, Tyler, Scot Andrea, Gregory, Erica, Mary, Travis, Lisa,
Kenneth, Bryan, Lin Jose, Alexander, Jesse, Katie, Lindsay,
Shannon, Vanessa, Court Alicia, Cody, Allison, Bradley, Samuel.

[PLACE] store, garden, restaurant, school, hospital, office, house, station.

[OBJECT] ring, kiss, bone, basketball, computer, necklace, drink, snack.
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Table 8. PARAREL relations and sample queries used for circuit discovery.
Relation ID Relation No. of queries Sample Query True answer

P103 native language 977 The mother tongue of Victor Horta is Dutch
P138 named after 645 Rawlings Gold Glove Award, which is named for glove
P159 headquarters location 967 The headquarter of Strait Shipping is located in Wellington
P176 manufacturer 982 Honda RA272 is produced by Honda
P264 record label 429 Johnny Carroll’s record label is Decca
P279 subclass of 964 Nucleoporin 62, a type of protein
P30 continent 975 Romulus Glacier is located in Antarctica
P407 language of work or name 877 Ten Years Gone is a work written in English
P449 original network 881 Himalaya with Michael Palin was originally aired on BBC
P495 country of origin 909 Mundo Obrero was from Spain
P1376 capital of 234 Guangzhou is the capital of Guangdong
P36 capital 703 The capital city of Porto District is Porto
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