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Abstract

We describe a basic correspondence between linear algebraic structures within vector embeddings
in artificial neural networks and conditional independence constraints on the probability distributions
modeled by these networks. Our framework aims to shed light on the emergence of structural patterns
in data representations, a phenomenon widely acknowledged but arguably still lacking a solid formal
grounding. Specifically, we introduce a characterization of compositional structures in terms of
“interaction decompositions,” and we establish necessary and sufficient conditions for the presence of
such structures within the representations of a model.

1 Introduction
Neural networks today generally operate without imposing explicit statistical or modeling assumptions on
data. For example, transformer architectures [39] are now used with little or no architectural modifications
for a wide variety of tasks and data types — from natural language [10], vision [11], audio [40], and
multi-modal data [25]. The philosophy of deep learning is to try to learn all relevant structure ’end-to-end’
from data, instead of relying on hand-crafted inductive biases.

This kind of approach has had great empirical success, but the resulting models generally lack
interpretability and controllability [35]. Indeed, treating a model’s intermediate representations as
unstructured makes them difficult to manipulate and understand by humans. This has motivated research
in the area of “explainable AI” (XAI) [24].

Even if models are unstructured, symmetries and patterns in the data may be reflected inside the model
after training. This has been empirically observed at least since the introduction of word embeddings in
NLP [26]. More recently, emergent structures have been observed in different settings [34], sometimes
presented as “world models” [22, 16]. However, these findings are almost entirely empirical, and the
emergence of structure — and particularly of linear structure — is sometimes still referred to as a
“hypothesis” [28].

The purpose of this note is to spell out a simple but precise mathematical correspondence between
statistical independence conditions on modeled distributions and geometric patterns within the internal
representations of network models. This correspondence can be clearly stated in terms of interaction
decompositions [9]. These are linear algebraic decompositions closely related to the theory of log-linear
expansions and graphical models [21]. Our main result extends a fact pointed out for independence
models in [37], and shows more generally how probabilistic structure in the data is reflected in linear
algebraic patterns in the representations. Despite the simplicity of this connection, we are not aware of
other works that present such a general statement in the context of neural embeddings.

More broadly, we believe that interaction decompositions provide an intuitive and theoretically
grounded framework for describing linear compositional patterns within neural embeddings, and hold
promise as a useful practical tool for future work on interpretability and controllability.
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2 Related work
Data representations used in modern machine learning are generally distributed [18], meaning that
coordinate dimensions do not correspond to “semantic components” from the data. For example, in
natural language processing (NLP), distributional representations are constructed by simply observing
how words or linguistic parts co-occur in text [7, 38]. Unlike traditional symbolist approaches, these
representations are not designed to satisfy structural constraints. A large body of work aims to combine
symbolic and distributed elements, e.g., [36, 27, 4, 8] (see also [14] for a survey).

It is now well-established that semantically meaningful structures can emerge within data embeddings,
even if they were not explicitly designed or enforced during training. A classic example is the vector
arithmetic associated with analogies in word embeddings [26], but similar phenomena have been observed
in various other contexts [34, 22, 37]. Emergent structures are also known to sometimes be linear,
particularly towards the final layers of the model [12, 28]. These matters have attracted interest in the
area of “mechanistic interpretability” [6] which aims to reverse-engineer machine learning models and
provide human-understandable interpretations of their activations. We also mention [42] that recently
proposed “representation engineering” as a top-down investigation of emergent structures in models for
AI transparency.

Despite this widespread recognition, the emergence of latent semantic structures is often regarded
as an empirical phenomenon, and lacks a solid mathematical grounding. Many theoretical justifications
are heavily centered on word embeddings [2, 15, 13, 1], and are not applicable to other models including
transformers. Some recent exceptions include [41], which considers linear decompositions of the “score
representation” and is especially relevant for diffusion models, and [19], which argues that softmax
objective and gradient descent contribute to the emergence of linear representations (see Section 5
for a comparison with our results). More similar to our perspective, [37] considers general “linearly
decomposable” vector embeddings and proves that these structures correspond to independence conditions
for probabilistic softmax models. In this paper, we expand on this observation by: 1) considering a much
more general form of linear structures based on interaction decompositions [9], and 2) showing that these
structures precisely correspond to conditional independence relations in softmax models.

Finally, there has been recent discussions on the observed emergence “world models” within transformer-
based models [22, 28, 16], and whether these structures challenge prior claims that models trained solely
on text lack a fundamental “understanding” of the world [5]. This work can offer insights into these
debates by explaining in a simple but precise setting when latent geometric structures can be expected in
a model’s representations.

3 Preliminaries
Our results apply to general “softmax” probabilistic models of the form

P (Y = y|X = x) =
exp⟨u(x),v(y)⟩∑

y′∈Y exp⟨u(x),v(y′)⟩
, (1)

where X ,Y are sets and u : X → V and v : Y → V are “input” and “output” embeddings into a common
vector space V with a fixed an inner product ⟨·, ·⟩. For simplicity, we assume that both X and Y are
finite; if this is not the case, we can restrict ourselves without loss of generality to arbitrary finite subsets.1
Expressions similar to the right-hand side of (1) appear as the final processing step for machine learning
models that solve classification-type tasks. For example, in feed-forward networks u(x) is a vector
encoding of an input x and v(y) is a row of the final-layer weight matrix corresponding to a candidate
label y. Similarly, in auto-regressive language models, u(x) is the encoding of a string of text and v(y) is
the embedding of a candidate token for the task of next-token prediction. In vision-language models such
as CLIP [33], u,v are separate encodings of an image and of a caption. In these examples, the embeddings
are defined by parametric models u(x) = u(x; θ), and v(y) = v(y; η) (the latter is often an unconstrained
vector). However, once trained, the parameterization of these embeddings becomes irrelevant. We thus
assume that the model has been trained to accurately represent a “true” data distribution and our goal is
to explore how the geometry of embeddings is related to statistical structures present in the data.

1The embeddings u,v determine restrictions of (1) to all subsets of the data in a way that is consistent with marginalization.
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4 Interaction decompositions
In this section, we introduce interaction decompositions that will be our main tool for characterizing
geometric structures in the embeddings. This sort of decomposition is well known and discussed for
example in [21] and [3], although not in the context of neural embeddings.

Let Z = Z1 × . . .×Zk be a finite factored set. For any set of indices I ⊂ [k], we write ZI :=
∏

i∈I Zi

and zI := (zi)i∈I . Given z = (z1, . . . , zk) ∈ Z, we refer to each zi ∈ Zi as a “variable.” We consider the
vector space V Z = {w : Z → V } of all embeddings. For any I ⊂ [k] := {1, . . . , k}, we define subspace
EI ⊂ V Z consisting in w ∈ V Z such that:

1. w depends only on variables in I (i.e., w(zI , z[k]\I) is fixed as z[k]\I varies, for all zI);

2.
∑

z[k]\J∈Z[k]\J
w(zJ , z[k]\J) = 0 for any J ⊊ I, and zJ ∈ ZJ .

Intuitively, the space EI contains embeddings that depend only on the variables in I but not only on
variables of a proper subset J of I. We refer to EI as the pure interaction space. We now have the
following general description of these spaces.

Proposition 1. In the setting described above, there exists a direct sum decomposition of vector spaces

V Z =
⊕
I⊂[k]

EI . (2)

The projection of V Z onto EI is given by

QI :=
∑
J⊂I

(−1)|I\J|πJ , (3)

where πJ : V Z → V Z is described by

πJ(w)(z) =
|ZJ |
|Z|

∑
z[k]\J∈Z[k]\J

w(zJ , z[k]\J).

We also have that dim(EI) = dim(V ) ·
∏

i∈I(|Zi| − 1).

This result implies that any embedding w : Z → V has a unique decomposition

w =
∑
I⊂[k]

wI , where wI ∈ EI . (4)

Here wI depends only on variables in I and thus can also be viewed as a map wI : ZI → V . We refer
to the embeddings wI in (4) as the interaction components of w. Note that all components are easily
obtained from w via (3). We sometimes say that wI has order equal to |I|. First-order components
correspond to factors Zi, and we can view Vi := Span(wi(zi), zi ∈ Zi) = E{i} ∩ Span(w(z), z ∈ Z) as
the “factor space” associated with Zi (here and in the following we write wi instead of w{i}). If w
only has components of order 0 or 1 then we may write w(z) = w∅ +

∑
i∈[k] wi(zi), which expresses a

representation as a “disentangled” sum of vectors wi associated with each variable (and each belonging to
the corresponding factor space Vi), plus a mean vector.

The vanishing of interaction components can be seen as influencing the geometry of the polytope in
embedding space whose vertices are embeddings of elements z ∈ Z. Roughly speaking, more vanishing
terms mean that this polytope is lower-dimensional and more “regular.” For example, if all interactions
are allowed, then this polytope is generically a simplex of dimension

∏
i |Zi| − 1 (spanned by |Z| points

in general position); on the other extreme, if only unary interaction terms are allowed, it is a product
of simplices corresponding to each factor, with total (affine) dimension

∑
i(|Zi| − 1). The classical

parallelogram structure for word analogies is a particular example of the latter situation. See Section C
in the Appendix for some visualizations.

Finally, we note that interaction spaces can also be viewed from the perspective of mathematical
representation theory: each space EI = W⊕ dimV

I is associated with an irreducible representation WI

of a product of symmetric groups G = S|Z1| × . . .×S|Zk|. This perspective is briefly discussed in the
appendix of [37], and is related to the notion of disentanglement given in [17].
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5 Main results
We now return to the probabilistic model for P (Y |X) in (1). We assume that the value sets are factored
as set products X = X1 × . . .×Xm and Y = Y1 × . . .×Yn. This allows us to view each input and output
data point as factored into variables x = (x1, . . . , xm), y = (y1, . . . , yn) with xi ∈ Xi and yi ∈ Yi. We
assume that “structure” in the data can be modeled by probabilistic dependencies between these variables.
We formalize this as follows.

Given any partition ZA, ZB , ZC of the variables {X1, . . . , Xm, Y1, . . . , Yn}, we say that ZA and ZB

are conditionally independent given ZC for P (Y |X) if there exists a strictly positive density p(x) over X
such that that ZA and ZB are conditionally independent given ZC for the joint density q(x, y) = P (Y =
y|X = x)p(x). We write this condition as ZA ⊥⊥ ZB |X ZC . As before, we write ZA,ZB ,ZC for the
co-domains of ZA, ZB , ZC . This condition can also be understood as follows.

Lemma 2. A partition of variables satisfies ZA ⊥⊥ ZB |X ZC for P (Y |X) if and only if there exist
functions f ∈ RZA×ZC , g ∈ RZB×ZC , and a strictly positive h ∈ RX such that

P (Y = y|X = x) = f(zA, zC)g(zB , zC)h(x1, . . . , xm), (5)

where (zA, zB , zC) = (x, y).

We now state our main result relating interaction decompositions and conditional independence
constraints. In the following, given two sets of indices I ⊂ [m], J ⊂ [n], we write I ⊔ J for the disjoint
union as a subset of [m] ⊔ [n] ∼= [m+ n].

Theorem 3. Let ZA, ZB , ZC be a partition of the variables {X1, . . . , Xm, Y1, . . . , Yn}. Then for a
distribution P (Y |X) as in (1), the condition

ZA ⊥⊥ ZB |X ZC (6)

holds if and only if the interaction decompositions of the embeddings u =
∑

I⊂[m] uI and v =
∑

J⊂[n] vJ

satisfy
⟨uI ,vJ⟩ = 0, (7)

for all I ⊂ [m] and J ⊂ [n] with J ̸= ∅ such that (I ⊔ J) ∩A ̸= ∅ and (I ⊔ J) ∩B ̸= ∅.

Note that the condition on interaction decompositions excludes J = ∅, which corresponds to the
“mean” term v∅ = 1

|Y|v(y): indeed, it is easy to realize that translating the embeddings v by any fixed
vector does not affect the model (1).

This result provides a simple but precise “dictionary” for translating probabilistic conditions on the
data (6) into geometric conditions on the embeddings (7) and vice-versa. While several recent works have
proposed similar formalisms for linear structures in embeddings using the softmax loss (e.g., [32, 19, 37])
we believe that our description is simpler while also being more general. For example, [19] consider only
pairs of separable (independent) binary concepts, whereas we consider conditional independence relations
between arbitrary factors. Our treatment also significantly extends that of [37], which only considers
factorizations of the output variable, while we also deal with factorizations of the input (which is more
important in many situations). Another advantage of our description is that it provides necessary and
sufficient conditions for the existence of geometric structure, as opposed to only sufficient conditions that
most prior works focus on. This gives a simple way to impose interpretable probabilistic conditions by
manipulating embeddings. As we will discuss, the condition (7) is also significantly more informative
than prior intuitions such as “relations”=“lines” [2], or “features”=“directions” [12].

In the remainder of the section, we describe a few specializations of Theorem 3 to particular cases
of interest, with some slight refinements. First, we assume that m = 1, n > 1, which means that we
consider only factorizations of the output variable y = (y1, . . . , yn) and conditional independence on
Px := P (Y |X = x).

Proposition 4. Let I, J,K be a partition of [n] and let x ∈ X be arbitrary. Then the conditional
independence relation

YI ⊥⊥ YJ | YK for Px = P ( · |X = x) (8)
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where P (Y |X) is as in (1) is equivalent to the interaction components of the embedding v satisfying

⟨u(x),vH⟩ = 0, (9)

for all H ⊂ [n] such that H ∩ I ̸= ∅, H ∩ J ̸= ∅. In particular, if (8) holds for all x ∈ X0 ⊂ X and
Span(u(x) : x ∈ X0) = V , then vH = 0; this in turn implies that (8) holds for all x ∈ X .

The last part of the statement says that if the conditional independence on output variables holds for
a set of inputs X0 whose representations span V , then it must actually must hold for all input variables,
because certain interaction components actually vanish. For example, if the factors are independent for
Px for all x, then only components of order 0 or 1 appear in the decomposition of v (as in the setting
of [37, Proposition 7]).

We next consider the case m > 1, n = 1 and x = (x1, . . . , xm). If I, J,K are a partition of [m], then
Lemma 2 means that we can write

P (Y = y |XI = xI , XJ = xJ , XK = xK)

= f(y, xI , xK)g(y, xJ , xK)h(xI , xJ , xK),
(10)

for appropriate functions f, g, h. This condition is a sort of “relative causal independence” between XI , XJ .
Indeed, (strict) causal independence can be defined as (10) with h = 1, since in that case the contribution
of XI and XJ to P (Y |X) can be computed separately. In contrast, when h ̸= 1, the contributions of
XI , XJ are entangled, but they become independent if we consider ratios of probabilities for y, y′ ∈ Y:

P (Y = y |XI = xI , XJ = xJ , XK = xK)

P (Y = y′ |XI = xI , XJ = xJ , XK = xK)

=
f(y, xI , xK)

f(y′, xI , xK)
· g(y, xJ , xK)

g(y′, xJ , xK)
.

(11)

Since (10) is a weaker constraint than strict causal independence, it is satisfied by more distributions.

Proposition 5. Let I, J,K be a partition of [m]. Then the condition of “relative causal independence”
in (10) is satisfied for all y, y′ ∈ Y0 ⊂ Y if and only if the interaction components of the embedding u
satisfy

⟨uH ,v(y)− v(y′)⟩ = 0, (12)

for all H ⊂ [m] such that H∩I ̸= ∅, H∩J ̸= ∅ and y, y′ ∈ Y0. In particular, if Span(v(y)−v(y′) : y, y′ ∈
Y0) = V , then uH = 0; this in turn implies that (10) holds for Y0 = Y.

We observe that when factorizations of the input variables are considered, the corresponding interaction
decompositions are constrained by differences between pairs of output embeddings in (12). As before,
this is consistent with the fact that applying translations to v does not affect the model.

Finally, we assume that m = n and P (Y |X) factors as

P (Y1 = y1, . . . , Yn = yn|X1 = x1, . . . , Xn = xn)

= h(x1, . . . , xn) ·
n∏

i=1

fi(xi, yi).
(13)

This describes the situation in which the variable xi only affects a corresponding part of the output yi,
albeit in a “relative” sense, as before. Theorem 3 directly gives the following.

Proposition 6. Write the interaction decompositions of the embeddings as u = u∅ +
∑k

i=1 ui + ũ and
v = v∅ +

∑k
i=1 vi + ṽ, where ũ, ṽ collect all components of order at least two. Then the condition (13) is

equivalent to:

1. ⟨u, ṽ⟩ = ⟨ũ,v − v∅⟩ = 0.

2. ⟨ui,vj⟩ = 0 unless i = j.

Other sets of independence constraints can be considered and similarly characterized geometrically
using Theorem 3.
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6 Qualitative examples and discussion
In this section, we discuss a few informal examples of data structures reflected in model embeddings.

Example 7 (Analogies.). Consider the typical example of word analogies: Z = {w,m, q, k} (woman,
man, queen, king). This set of words is naturally viewed as a product of variables Z = Z1 × Z2 with
Z1 = {female,male} and Z2 = {non-royal, royal}. If w : Z → V is any vector embedding, then the
interaction decomposition of the vector of (say) ‘woman’ is given by w(w) =

∑
I wI(w) where

w∅(w) =
1

4
(w(w) +w(m) +w(q) +w(k))

w1(w) =
1

4
(w(w)−w(m) +w(q)−w(k))

w2(w) =
1

4
(w(w) +w(m)−w(q)−w(k))

w{1,2}(w) =
1

4
(w(w)−w(m)−w(q) +w(k)) .

The pairwise interaction component w{1,2}(w) is, up to a scalar factor, precisely the vector which is
required to be zero in the classical “parallelogram” relation (w(w)−w(m) = w(q)−w(k)). The same
is true for the representations of m, q, k. Thus, linear analogy relations arise exactly when pairwise
interaction components vanish.

Example 8 (Decomposable embeddings). Embeddings with only unary interactions w = w0 +
∑

i∈[k] wi

generalize the parallelogram structure of analogies and correspond to independence conditions among
factors (Figure 1, left). Decomposability is not only about “directions” but requires actual equality among
differences of embedding vectors with the same differentiating factors (e.g., sides of a parallelogram).
The vector components wi are also generally not orthogonal, but one can show that different interaction
components orthogonal if and only if the inner product is invariant to permutations of factors (i.e.,
⟨u(x),u(x′)⟩ = ⟨u(g(x)),u(g(x′))⟩ where g ∈ S|X1| ×S|X2| ×S|X3|). Decomposability is best viewed as
an affine property of embeddings, involving parallelism but not distances or angles.2 However, since
non-zero interaction terms means that different factors are not independent, the norm of the interaction
factors could be used as a heuristic geometric version of mutual information (Figure 1, right).
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Figure 1: Left: visualization of decomposable structure from object-attribute paris embedded with ST5-
XL [29]. Right: norm of interaction components for pairs of attributes-objects. Large norms correspond
to pairs of words with strong contextual meanings.

Example 9 (Conditionally independent factors.). Consider inputs X = X1 ×X2 ×X3 corresponding to a
random variable X = (X1, X2, X3) with X1 ⊥⊥ X2 |X3. Assume that the output embeddings are such
that Span(v(y)− v(y′) : y, y′ ∈ Y) = V . If this is not the case, we replace the embeddings u with their
projections onto that space. Proposition 6 implies that output embeddings can be written as

u(x1, x2, x3) = u0 + u1(x1) + u2(x2) + u3(x3) + u12(x1, x2) + u13(x1, x3).

2Indeed, as noted in [32, 37], the inner product of embeddings of the same type is not meaningful in terms of probabilities.
The two embeddings should actually be seen as mappings into dual vector spaces V and V ∗.
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If we fix the value x3, then the the embeddings are decomposable; however if we vary x2 they are not
(e.g., if |X1| = |X2| = 2 then different parallelograms do not have parallel edges) unless X1 ⊥⊥ X2 ⊥⊥ X3.
See Figure 3 in the Appendix. This means that our framework also models “nonlinear structures” in
embeddings as a varying conditioning contexts.

Example 10 (Grammars). Assume that Y is a set of text strings and X is a set of conditioning inputs,
which may be text strings, images, or any other data type. Assume that Px = P ( · |X = x) is described
by a probabilistic context-free grammar (PCFG) [20] for all x. Assume moreover that the underlying
context-free grammar for this distribution does not depend on x; this means that only conditional
probabilities of expansions depend on x. Then for every derivable string of (terminal and non-terminal)
symbols t = A1 . . . An, the expansion probabilities of the string depend on the probabilities of the symbols
Ai independently. This allows us to apply Proposition 4, viewing Yi as the set of possible expansions of
Ai. Thus, if a string s is an expansion of t in a unique way, then we can decompose its embedding as

v(s) = vt,∅ + vt,A1
(s) + . . .+ vt,An

(s).

If the parsing of s is ambiguous from t then its representation will be a “superposition” of representations
of this type. We can also iterate this approach and obtain a decomposition of the form

v(s) = v0 +
∑
i

vαi→βi
(s)

where αi → βi is a sequence of derivations. This discussion suggests that syntactic structure will be at
least partially reflected in language embeddings in a linear fashion.

Example 11 (Vision-Language models.). In vision-language model such as CLIP [33], a set of images
X and text Y are represented as vectors using embeddings u : X → V and v : Y → V that capture
conditional probabilities p(y|x) and p(x|y) as in (1). It has been empirically observed that embeddings
obtained in this way are not “aligned,” in the sense that it need not be true that an image and its
corresponding best caption are close in embedding space [23]. On the other hand, other recent works
have observed that embeddings of images and text can be interchanged in some cases [30, 37], suggesting
at least some amount of structural alignment. We believe that our framework can be used to gain
insights on these phenomena. Specifically, consider a set of paired images and captions jointly factored
x = (x1, . . . , xk) and y = (y1, . . . , yk) for example object, style, background, color, etc. In this setting, it
is reasonable to assume a “disentanglement” probabilistic condition of the form

p(y|x) ∝
∏
i

fi(yi, xi).

This allows us to apply Proposition 6 which describes structural conditions between the embeddings
from the two modalities. In particular, the first-order components for the two modalities are paired from
the second condition of Proposition 6, thus providing a weak form of alignment. For example, if factor
variables are binary attributes, then first order interaction terms form a dual vector basis.

Example 12 (Compositional structures during training.). We present a small experiment to validate our
results in a synthetic setting. We generate data by sampling from a categorical distribution P (z1, z2, z3)
over Z3, with Z = {1, . . . , 10} and train a small transformer to predict z3 given z1, z2 (see the Appendix for
experimental details). We construct P so that z1, z2 are conditionally independent given z3. Proposition 6
then says says that the projections of input embeddings u(z1, z2) onto the space Span{v(z)−v(z′) : z ∈ Z}
should be decomposable. Our experiment shown in Figure 2 confirms this, as can be seen from the relative
norm of the pairwise interaction terms throughout training (the curve for [1, 1]) and the geometry of
a projected set of paired 2 × 2 inputs. However, the plots on the left also shows that embeddings are
roughly decomposable even at beginning of the training process. Indeed, it was already observed in [37]
that a randomly initialized transformer encoder exhibits decomposable structures when factors are aligned
with tokens (i.e., when each factor corresponds to a substring). This is a useful bias of transformers, as it
encourages words to be processed compositionally. In the plots shown at the center, we use a categorical
distribution where the z1, z2 are conditionally independent but not in a token-aligned manner (we apply
a permutation to the set of all pairs (z1, z2)). In this case, the decomposable structure is not present at
initialization but “emerges” with training. Finally, in the plot on the right, we use a distribution without
the factored structure but consider aligned interactions when z1, z2 take the same values. Here we see
that the embeddings are roughly decomposable at initialization however this structure is destroyed during
training.
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Figure 2: Compositional structures throughout training. The top row shows the evolution of the norm
of interaction components for the two input tokens ([1,1] corresponding to the pairwise interaction u12)
and the second row shows projections of embeddings. Left (top and bottom): for factors aligned with
tokenization (“syntactic factors”), the decomposable structure is present at initialization. Center (top and
bottom): for factors that do not correspond to tokens (“semantic factors”) the decomposable structure
is emergent. Right (top and bottom): if the probability is not factored, the decomposable structure is
destroyed by the training process.

7 Conclusions
We have given a description of linear compositional structures in neural embeddings in terms of interaction
decompositions and showed a precise correspondence between these structures and probabilistic constraints
on data distributions.

One limitation of our presentation is that products of finite sets may not always be suited for modeling
complex relational structures. Our setup also considers only the embeddings prior to the final softmax, so
our results do not directly describe structures in intermediate layers. Furthermore, our description does
not account for the learning and the training process, which are likely important for regularization, as
seen in Example 12 and also argued in [19].

Our framework can be compared with the compositional vector representations of text considered
in [8]. In that approach, a representation is constructed using tensor products from representations
associated with constituent parts of the text. While this is theoretically well-motivated, it requires a
grammar to be fixed beforehand. In contrast, we seek to “deconstruct” a given single representation
(or a pair of representations) that models a distribution with latent structure. The two perspectives
are however connected, as tensor decompositions implicitly appear in our framework as well — for
example, exponentiating decomposable representations yields tensors with rank-one slices. Interaction
decompositions are in fact related to the geometry of exponential families (see Appendix B). Ideas
from information geometry [3] and algebraic statistics [31] could be used to further study the discrete
combinatorial structures in neural embeddings described in this work.
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A Proofs
Proof of Proposition 1. The result is essentially the same as Proposition 2.17 in [3], but we sketch an
alternative (and arguably simpler) proof for completeness.

We write V Z ∼= Rn1 ⊗ . . .⊗ Rnk ⊗ V where ni = |Zi|. We also consider decompositions of the form
Rni ∼= Wni,0 ⊕Wni,1 where Wni,0 = Span{(1, . . . , 1)⊤} and Wni,1 = {v :

∑ni

j=1 vj = 0} (“trivial” and
“standard” representations of Sni

). This yields

V Z ∼= (Wn1,0 ⊕Wn1,1)⊗ · · · (Wnk,0 ⊕Wnk,1)⊗ V

∼=
⊕

ϵ∈{0,1}k

Wn1,ϵ1 ⊗ · · · ⊗Wnk,ϵk ⊗ V.

For each I ⊂ [k], the pure interaction space EI corresponds to the summand Wn1,ϵ1 ⊗ · · · ⊗Wnk,ϵk ⊗ V
where ϵi = 1 if i ∈ I and ϵi = 0 otherwise. The projection onto such space can be written as
τn1,ϵ1 ⊗ . . .⊗ τnk,ϵk ⊗ IdV where each τni,ϵi : Rni → Rni is the projection onto Wni,ϵi , described by

τni,0(v) =

 1

ni

ni∑
j=1

vj

 · (1, . . . , 1)⊤ or τni,1(v) = v − τni,0(v).

We now observe that

τn1,ϵ1 ⊗ . . .⊗ τnk,ϵk ⊗ IdV =
∑

δ∈{0,1}k

δ≤ϵ

(−1)|ϵ|−|δ|τ̃n1,δ1 ⊗ . . .⊗ τ̃nk,δk ⊗ IdV,

where τ̃ni,0 = τni,0 and τ̃ni,1 = Idni
.

and that τ̃n1,δ1 ⊗ . . .⊗ τ̃nk,δk ⊗ IdV corresponds to the map πJ (w) = |ZJ |
|Z|

∑
z[k]\J∈Z[k]\J

w(zJ , z[k]\J ) with
J = {i ∈ [k] : δi = 1}. All claims of Proposition 1 now follow.

Proof of Lemma 2. If (5) holds, then it is enough to set p(x) ∝ h(x1, . . . , xm)−1. Conversely, ZA ⊥
⊥ ZB |XZC means that there exists p such that P (Y |X)p(x) = f(zA, zC)g(zB , zC), which implies that
P (Y |X) = f(zA, zC)g(zB , zC)p(x)

−1.

To prove our main result we use the following basic fact.

Lemma 13. Let S be a family of subsets of [k]. A map w : Z1 × . . . × Zk → V can be written as
w =

∑
I∈S fI(zI) for some functions fI : ZI → V if and only if the interaction components of w are

such that wJ = 0 whenever J is not contained in any set in S.

Proof. It is clear that the condition is sufficient. To show that it is necessary, we note that πI(fI) = fI ,
so it is enough show that QJπI = 0 whenever J ̸⊂ I. It follows from the Möbius inversion formula ([3,
Lemma 2.12]) that πI =

∑
J′⊂I QJ′ . Since QJQJ′ = 0 whenever J ̸= J ′, the claim follows.

Proof of Theorem 3. Assume first that the interaction decompositions u =
∑

I⊂[m] uI and v =
∑

J⊂[n] vJ

satisfy
⟨uI ,vJ⟩ = 0, (14)

for all I ⊂ [m], J ⊂ [n] with J ̸= ∅ such that (I ⊔ J) ∩A ̸= ∅ and (I ⊔ J) ∩B ≠ ∅. Then we have that

logP (Y |X) =
∑

I⊔J⊂A∪C

⟨uI(x),vJ(y)⟩

+
∑

I⊔J⊂B∪C

⟨uI(x),vJ(y)⟩

−
∑

I⊔J⊂C

⟨uI(x),vJ(y)⟩

+ ⟨u(x),v∅⟩ − ψ(x),
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where ψ(x) := log
∑

y′∈Y exp⟨u(x),v(y′)⟩. Exponentiating, we see that P (Y |X) this has the same form
as (5). Conversely, assume that we can write∑

I⊂[m],J⊂[n]

⟨uI(x),vJ(y)⟩ =

= f̃(zA, zC) + g̃(zB , zC) + h̃(x1, . . . , xm).

(15)

If we treat w : (x, y) 7→ ⟨u(x),v(y)⟩ as a map X1 × . . . × Xm × Y1 × . . . × Yn → R, then it is easy to
see that ⟨uI ,vJ⟩ is the (I ⊔ J)-interaction component of w. Indeed, writing QX

I , QY
J for the projection

operators on the I, J components for X , Y respectively (cf. Proposition 1), we have that

⟨uI ,vJ⟩ = ⟨QX
I u, QY

J v⟩

= ⟨
∑
I′⊂I

(−1)|I\I
′|πX

I′u,
∑
J′⊂J

(−1)|J\J
′|πY

J′v⟩

=
∑
I′⊂I

∑
J′⊂J

(−1)|I\I
′|+|J\J′|⟨πX

I′u, πY
J′v⟩

=
∑
I′⊂I

∑
J′⊂J

(−1)|I⊔J\I′⊔J′|πX×Y
I′⊔J′⟨u(x),v(y)⟩

= QX×Y
(I,J) ⟨u,v⟩,

where QX×Y
I⊔J is the projection onto the I ⊔ J-component for X ×Y . It follows now from Lemma 13 above

that ⟨uI ,wJ⟩ ≠ 0 implies I ⊔ J ⊂ A ∪ C or I ⊔ J ⊂ B ∪ C or J = ∅, as desired.

Proof of Proposition 4. The claim follows from Theorem 3 applied to Px (which has the form (1) for
X = {x}) with m = 1.

Proof of Proposition 5. It follows from Theorem 3 applied to the restriction of P (Y |X) to Y ∈ Y0 that
relative causal independence is equivalent to

⟨uH ,v|Y0,1⟩ = 0

for all H ⊂ [m] such that H ∩ I ≠ ∅, H ∩ J ̸= ∅ where v|Y0
= v|Y0,∅ + v|Y0,1 is the interaction

decomposition for v|Y0
: Y0 → V (the restriction of v to Y0, with only one factor). The claim now

follows by observing that since v|Y0,1(y) = v(y)− 1
|Y0|

∑
y′∈Y0

v(y′) we have Span(v|Y0,1(y) : y ∈ Y0) =

Span(v(y)− v(y′) : y, y′ ∈ Y0).

Proof of Proposition 6. The condition (13) means that ZA ⊥⊥ ZB |X ZC unless ZA ⊔ ZB ⊂ {Xi, Yi}. By
Theorem 3, this is equivalent to ⟨uI ,vJ⟩ = 0 unless either 1) J = ∅, or 2) J = {i} and I = ∅ or I = {i}.
This immediately yields the second condition in the statement of the Proposition. For the first one, we
note that if |J | ≥ 2, then ⟨u,vJ⟩ =

∑
I⟨uI ,vJ⟩ = 0, which implies ⟨u, ṽ⟩ = 0. Similarly, if |I| ≥ 2, then

⟨uI ,v − v∅⟩ =
∑

J ̸=∅⟨uI ,vJ⟩ = 0 which implies ⟨ũ,v − v∅⟩ = 0. This yields the first condition.
Conversely, if the two conditions in the statement hold, then the model is equivalent to one in which

ũ = 0 and ṽ = 0. Together with ⟨ui,vj⟩ = 0 unless i = j, this means that the conditional relations (13)
hold.

B Exponential families
We briefly elaborate on the connection between interaction decompositions of embeddings and classical
ideas related to exponential families and graphical models. Our discussion on these topics follows [3].

Let Z be a finite set and let P+(Z) be the space of probabilities over Z with full support. A (centered)
exponential family is a subset of P+(Z) of the form

E(L) =

{(
ef(z)∑
z′ ef(z

′)

)
z∈Z

: f ∈ L

}
, (16)
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where L ⊂ RZ is a vector space of real-valued functions. In particular, assume that Z = Z1 × . . .×Zk

and let S be a (non-empty) family of subsets of [k]. The hierarchical model associated with S is the
exponential family defined by the space of functions

LS :=
⊕
I∈S

EI , (17)

where EI are the interaction spaces for RZ , defined as in Proposition 1. Thus, FS is the space of functions
of the form f(z) =

∑
I∈S gI(zI) with gI : ZI → V . In particular, when S is the sets of cliques of a graph

G with k nodes, then E(FS) is called a graphical model for G. The Hammersley-Clifford Theorem [3,
Theorem 2.9] relates the structure of the graph G — and the corresponding decomposition in (17) —
with conditional independence conditions between factors.

In this work, we assume that Z = X1 × . . .× Xm × Y1 × . . .× Yn, so Z is a product of two groups
of factors, X =

∏m
i=1 Xi and Y =

∏n
i=1 Yi. Moreover, we consider functions f(z) in (16) of the form

f(z) = ⟨u(x),v(y)⟩ where z = (x, y) and u : X → V and v : Y → V are embeddings into a vector space.3
In the proof of Theorem 3, we show that if the interaction decomposition of a general f = ⟨u(x),v(y)⟩ is

f(z) =
∑

I⊂[m],J⊂[n]

gI⊔J(z), (18)

then we have that
gI⊔J(z) = ⟨uI(x),vJ(y)⟩,

where z = (x, y) and uI and vJ are terms in the interaction decompositions of the embeddings u and
v. Thus, the vanishing of terms in (18) corresponds to orthogonality conditions on the interaction
components of the embeddings.

C Examples of geometric structures
We noted in the main body of the paper that as more interaction components of an embedding w : Z → V
vanish, the structure of the points {w(z) : z ∈ Z} becomes more regular. We illustrate this by visualizing
a few small examples.

If Z = Z1×Z2 with |Zi| = 2, then w{12} = 0 means that {w(z) : z ∈ Z} are vertices of a parallelogram
in an affine plane, as discussed in Example 7. If w{12} is non-zero, then the four points can be in general
position, i.e., the vertices of a three-dimensional simplex (Figure 3, first row).

If Z = Z1 ×Z2 with |Z1| = 2 and |Z2| = 3, then w{12} = 0 means that {w(z) : z ∈ Z} are vertices of
a (three-dimensional) triangular prism. If w{12} is non-zero, then the six points can be in general position
(Figure 3, second row; note that in the second case we project the five-dimensional structure to 3D).

If Z = Z1×Z2×Z3, |Zi| = 2, and all order two interaction components are zero, then {w(z) : z ∈ Z}
are vertices of a (three-dimensional) parallelepiped. When only w{13} = 0, the embeddings of (z1, z2, z3)
for any fixed value of z2 form vertices of a planar parallelogram, but these parallegrams are not parallel
(Figure 3, third row, again projecting to 3D).

D Plot details
Figure 1: Left: We use ST5-XL [29] to embed the attributes “big,” “small,” “new,” “old,” the objects
“bike,” “car,” “boat”, and all of their combinations, and plot the embeddings in 3D with PCA (adding
colored lines for visualization). Right: We consider 7× 7 pairs of words (listed in the plot), compute the
embedding decompositon for the entire set u = u0 + u1 + u2 + u12 using Proposition 1 and then show
the norm of the interaction component u12 for each pair.

Figure 2: We use the MinGPT codebase4 and use the default model “GPT-mini” with vocab size 10
(total 2.7M parameters). We generate categorical distributions over [10]× [10]× [10] with the desired
factorization properties and create a dataset which samples from this distribution. We train for 20K
steps with batch size 512, optimizer AdamW with learning rate 3e-4, and other default parameters from
the codebase. We use a callback to compute at every training step the embeddings of all possible 10×10

3The set of all functions of the form f(z) = ⟨uf (x),vf (y)⟩ do not form a vector space if dimV < min(|X |, |Y|); however
we can always consider the space generated by a collection of such functions.

4https://github.com/karpathy/minGPT/tree/master

14

https://github.com/karpathy/minGPT/tree/master


Figure 3: Top: two factors without (left) and with (right) pairwise interactions. Middle: two factors with two
and three elements without (left) and with (right) pairwise interactions. Bottom: three binary factors without
pairwise interactions (left) and with only two out of three pairwise interactions (right). Note that in the last case
the top and bottom faces are still parallelograms, but are not parallel.

inputs and their interaction components. We project the embeddings and the components onto the space
spanned by centered output embeddings (which is the space spanned by differences v(z)− v(z′)). In the
top plot we show the mean of the ratio between the (projected) embedding norm and the interaction
component norms. In the bottom plot, we show embeddings projected in 3D with PCA for a random
quadruple {z1, z′1} × {z2, z′2} at the beginnning and at the end of training. For the second plot, we
permute inputs before feeding them to the transformer so that the tokenization cannot help the model,
however we compute the interactions for the original (latent) factorization to reflect the structure of the
data distribution.
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