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Abstract
Locating and editing knowledge in large lan-
guage models (LLMs) is crucial for enhancing
their accuracy, safety, and inference rationale.
We introduce “concept editing”, an innova-
tive variation of knowledge editing that uncov-
ers conceptualisation mechanisms within these
models. Using the reverse dictionary task, infer-
ence tracing, and input abstraction, we analyse
the Multi-Layer Perceptron (MLP), Multi-Head
Attention (MHA), and hidden state components
of transformer models. Our results reveal dis-
tinct patterns: MLP layers employ key-value re-
trieval mechanism and context-dependent pro-
cessing, which are highly associated with rela-
tive input tokens. MHA layers demonstrate a
distributed nature with significant higher-level
activations, suggesting sophisticated semantic
integration. Hidden states emphasise the impor-
tance of the last token and top layers in the infer-
ence process. We observe evidence of gradual
information building and distributed represen-
tation. These observations elucidate how trans-
former models process semantic information,
paving the way for targeted interventions and
improved interpretability techniques. Our work
highlights the complex, layered nature of se-
mantic processing in LLMs and the challenges
of isolating and modifying specific concepts
within these models.

1 Introduction

The interpretation and reasoning over concepts are
integral to natural language (NL) understanding
tasks such as textual entailment and question an-
swering. Language models (LMs) are assumed to
perform conceptual interpretation, but this is often
evaluated extrinsically on proxy tasks, with limited
literature elucidating how LMs represent and inter-
pret concepts.
Conceptual interpretation, a subset of semantic in-
terpretation, involves mapping lexical items and
structures to concepts, i.e., abstract notions of en-
tities, events, quantities, and rules (Brown, 2006;

Hirst, 1987). This mapping is fundamental to lan-
guage learning and use, grounding its capability to
transmit information through interactions with the
observable world.
Research on transformer-based large language
models (LLMs) has established that these models
represent factual associations as localisable net-
work activation patterns (Geva et al., 2021; Dai
et al., 2022), enabling the development of efficient
approaches to update targeted associations, known
as knowledge editing (Dai et al., 2022; Meng et al.,
2022).
However, locating and updating modelled factual
associations does not determine whether these as-
sociations are based on valid interpretations of the
corresponding concepts. Thus, characterising in-
terpretation mechanisms is necessary for effective
explainability and validation of LM capabilities.
Challenges in characterising conceptual interpreta-
tion mechanisms in LMs include (i) defining an in-
terpretation task simple enough to evaluate concep-
tual interpretation in isolation and (ii) establishing
an intervention to observe the internal representa-
tion of a language model during inference.
Efforts to abstract representations by reverse-
engineering network activations, such as Mecha-
nistic Interpretability, allow for fine-grained LLM
analysis but are limited in scalability. We propose
uncovering interpretation mechanisms at a higher
granularity by leveraging linguistic signals (e.g., ar-
gument structure, semantic roles) to perform sym-
bolic extraction of the compositional patterns in-
volved in factual associations. Specifically, we
examine natural language definitions as a baseline
for isolating conceptual interpretation and their cor-
responding structural and semantic signals. Having
the localisation of concept composition as a means
of interpretation.
To elucidate how transformer-based LMs interpret
concepts, we introduce concept editing, a variation
of knowledge editing defined over the reverse dic-
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tionary definition generation task. This method
uses causal tracing and Rank-One Model Editing
(ROME) (Meng et al., 2022) to localise internal
projection and decision states within generative
LMs.
This paper focuses on the following overarching
research questions: “What are the observable rep-
resentation patterns that characterise conceptual
interpretation within LMs?” and “Can we localise
specialised representational patterns to derive an
interpretation model within LMs?”.
In order to answer these research questions, this
paper provides the following contributions:

1. Introduction of the task of concept editing, a
variation of knowledge editing, grounded in
the reverse dictionary definition generation
task.

2. An extensive systematic analysis of the rep-
resentation components within a transformer
(Multi-Layer Perceptron (MLP) layers, Multi-
Head Attention (MHA) layers and hidden
states) across different target languages.

3. Eliciting of a conceptual interpretation model
for LMs based on the observed representation
patterns.

Empirical analysis indicates that compositionality
is critical in observed representation patterns. Mod-
els do not process a concept through a single, direct
mapping of a definition to its definiendum. Instead,
different model components (MLP layers, MHA
layers, and hidden states) interact and complement
each other to form a conceptual understanding,
each utilising different aspects of the input tokens.
This process involves MLP layers focusing on spe-
cific lexical and semantic features, while MHA
layers and hidden states aggregate broader contex-
tual information to reach a final representation of
the concept.
In the following sections, we present: (2) relevant
background knowledge; (3) the proposed approach
in detail; (4) empirical analysis and discussion; (5)
related work; (6) conclusion; and (7, and 8) final
remarks.

2 NL Definitions & Concept
Representation

Natural language definitions. In this work, we
use NL definitions as the foundational linguistic
artefact to elucidate conceptual interpretation in

service: work
(supertype)

done by one person or group
(differentia_quality)

that benefits another
(differentia_event)

Figure 1: Example of definitional semantic labelling for
the term service.

transformer-based LMs. Although NL definitions
do not capture the complete picture of conceptual
representation, they provide a contained setting to
evaluate conceptual compositionality. Dictionary-
style NL definitions offer a concise expression
(“definiens”) of the necessary and sufficient con-
ditions (NSC) and essential attributes of a defined
term (“definiendum”). Interpreting definition state-
ments (definiendum + definiens) requires syntax
interpretation, disambiguation, and meaning com-
position of tokens/words, which are common to all
sentence-level interpretation tasks.
We emphasise the intensional (set-theoretical) de-
scriptive aspect of definitions, which gives meaning
to a term by specifying NSC for its use. For exam-
ple, the term “odd” can be defined as “numerically
indivisible by two”, describing a condition that is
both necessary (a number must fulfil it to be odd)
and sufficient (any number that fulfils it is con-
sidered odd). Intensional definitions also include
a genus-differentia type of structure (Silva et al.,
2016), describing meanings in terms of a genus (a
broader associated set) and differentia (terms that
further specialise the genus set). For instance, the
term “service” can be defined as “work done by one
person or group that benefits another”, with “work”
as its genus and the remainder as its differentia
(Figure 1).
Conceptual composition. We examine composi-
tion from a Montagovian perspective, where the
meaning of a compound expression is a function of
the meanings of its parts and their syntactic com-
bination (Partee et al., 1984). This perspective
is chosen under the consideration that pragmatics
need to be solved at the LM context window level.
Thus, we define the sentence representation model
based on Argument Structure Theory (AST) and
the thematic roles associated with definitional state-
ments (Silva et al., 2016).
AST (Jackendoff, 1992; Levin, 1993; Rappa-
port Hovav and Levin, 2008) represents sentence
structure and meaning in terms of the interface be-
tween syntactic structure and the semantic roles
of arguments. It delineates how verbs define the
organisation of their arguments and reflect this or-
ganisation in syntactic realisation. AST abstracts
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sentences as predicate-argument structures, where
the predicate p (associated with the verb) has a
set of associated arguments argi, each with a posi-
tional component i and a thematic/semantic role ri,
categorising the definitional semantic functions of
arguments (e.g., genus, differentia-qualia) (see Ta-
ble 1 in Appendix B.1 for all roles and their descrip-
tion). In this work, the AST predicate-argument
representation is linked to a lexical-semantic repre-
sentation of the content ci of the term ti.
Following (Silva et al., 2016), we define the com-
position between argument types and modifier phe-
nomena for each argument, where the structural
syntactic/semantic relationship is defined by its
shallow semantics. This composition involves the
content of the terms, their position in the predicate-
argument (PArg) structure (argi), and their def-
initional semantic roles (DSRs) (ri: pred, arg).
Formally, a definiens statement sdefiniens consists
of a sequence of PArgs/SRs and word content as-
sociations. Upon encoding in latent space, this can
be described as:

[[sdefiniens]] = t1(c1, r1)︸ ︷︷ ︸
i.e., ARG0-genus

⊕ · · ·⊕ ti(ci, ri)︸ ︷︷ ︸
ARGN-differentia-quality

(1)
where [[sdefiniendum]] = [[sdefiniens]] and
ti(ci, ri) = ci ⊗ ri represents the semantics of
term ti with content ci (i.e., animals) and DSR
ri (i.e., ARG0-genus) in context s, ⊗: connects
the meanings of words with their roles, using the
compositional-distributional semantics notation of
(Smolensky and Legendre, 2006; Clark et al., 2008).
⊕: connects the lexical semantics (word content +
structural role) to form the definition semantics.
Reverse dictionary task. A valid formal interpre-
tation of a definition involves attributing a meaning
to each symbol in the definiens so that it evaluates it
as true for any valid use of the definiendum. In NL,
this process is analogous to the reverse dictionary
task: selecting the correct dictionary term given a
definition sentence. This task can serve as a proxy
for measuring interpretation quality in a given do-
main. For generative LMs, this is typically framed
as a next-token prediction task, where the defini-
tion sentence is the prompt and the definiendum
is the expected answer. The interpretation of the
definiens can be extended to form the following hy-
pothesis: if an LM’s predictions are accurate, show-
ing high proxy interpretation quality, the model can
assign correct meanings to all prompted symbols.
The LM achieves this by capturing the concep-

tual and compositional structure of the definiens
and operating over them through its internal repre-
sentations. Validating this hypothesis can provide
insights into the relationship between a model’s
internal representations and a formalised notion
of interpretation for NL, bridging linguistic and
statistical efforts in the interpretability analysis of
LMs.
Knowledge editing & localisation in LLMs. Iden-
tifying concept representation patterns within LMs
is crucial for updating the models’ knowledge.
These patterns, expressed as activation patterns, en-
capsulate the internal representations of concepts.
Therefore, recognising these patterns would give us
the ability to efficiently control and edit the knowl-
edge captured by LMs.
Recent studies such as Knowledge Neurons (Dai
et al., 2022) and ROME (Meng et al., 2022) have
focused on handling factual information in LMs to
modify individual facts by targeting these specific
activation patterns. Methods like MEMIT (Meng
et al., 2023) and PMET (Li et al., 2024) build on
the aforementioned approaches and enhance their
capability to update batches of information simul-
taneously.
This work examines several mechanisms that could
be involved in the conceptual interpretation of LMs,
elucidating how these models process and compre-
hend meaning. We prioritise five mechanisms in
this study. We investigate and extend the Key-Value
Representation Mechanism (KVRM) to examine
concept storage and retrieval in MLP layers. We
study the Token Integration Mechanism (TIM) in
early-layers. We track Gradual Information Ag-
gregation to understand the evolution of concepts
within the model. We explore neuron polyseman-
ticity to gain insights into the mapping of multi-
ple concepts to one component in the model. Fi-
nally, we investigate the Distributed Representation
Mechanism (DRM) to uncover how a concept is
encoded across several parts of the model.
KVRM concerns the storage and retrieval of factual
information in a key-value pair format, as explored
by Geva et al. (2021) and Dai et al. (2022). This
process involves the Feed-Forward Network (FFN)
of the MLP component (Equation 5), where the
first layer processes the input to generate an ac-
tivation pattern (key), the second layer retrieves
corresponding representations (value) that repre-
sent this key. This mechanism helps identify and
locate specific concept representations within the
model, and we argue that if a concept is not di-
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Figure 2: Overview of causal tracing and conceptual locating in LMs.

rectly mapped, then it is inferred. TIM describes
the de-/re-tokenisation process hypothesised by El-
hage et al. (2022a), which occurs in early neurons
that group split words into their original form and
meaning. Gradual information aggregation refers
to layers acting as integrative functions, specifi-
cally, combining basic features produced in the
early layers with more complex features in the up-
per layers. Studies, including Krzyzanowski et al.
(2024), have shown that in smaller models like
GPT-2 small, early layers handle shallow syntac-
tic features while later layers encode more com-
plex concepts. Neuron polysemanticity is the phe-
nomenon where multiple, unrelated concepts ac-
tivate a neuron (Elhage et al., 2022b). DRM, a
foundational notion in neural networks, involves
encoding a concept across multiple neurons, each
capturing different aspects of the data (Hinton et al.,
1986).
We argue that DRM is inherent in LLMs and ex-
amine how other mechanisms contribute to concep-
tual interpretation. Our hypothesis suggests that
MLP layers demonstrate specialised behaviours
in obtaining and encoding input tokens, whereas
other components of the model support and en-
hance them. Our objective is to expand current

techniques and utilise established patterns to iden-
tify conceptual interpretation and construction in
LLMs. This methodology would enable us to in-
vestigate how LLMs acquire and improve their un-
derstanding of thematic roles, offering valuable
information about their functional specialisation
and hierarchical processing.

3 Proposed Approach

3.1 Localisation via Causal tracing

This work defines a variation of the ROME method
(Meng et al., 2022), employing its causal tracing
approach to elicit supporting representation pat-
terns. Figure 2 illustrates the causal tracing along
with our conceptual interpretation approach, with
(a-c) inspired by (Meng et al., 2022).
We assume a transformer model M with L layers
processing an input of length T , structured as a
tuple <(definiens, prompt, definiendum)>, where
the definiens part is of length N .
Following (Vaswani et al., 2017), in transformer
models, individual tokens (t) engage in attention
mechanisms with preceding states across other to-
kens. Each layer’s representation (hlt) integrates
global multi head attention (MHA(l)

t ) and MLP
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(MLP(l)
t ) from preceding layers into the current

layer l, alongside the preceding states’ hidden rep-
resentations. This mechanism is formulated as:

hlt = h
(l−1)
t +MHAl

t +MLP l
t (2)

where,

MHAl
t = ConcatHh=1(MHAl,h(h

(l−1)
≤t )) (3)

let,

hmid,l
t = LayerNorm(hl−1

t +MHAl
t) (4)

then,

MLP l
t = FFN(hmid,l

t )

= W l
2 δ(W

l
1η(h

mid,l
t ))

(5)

where δ and η are non-linear functions, and FFN
represents a feed-forward network.
The causal tracing (also known as activation patch-
ing) involves processing the input through the
model and recording all hidden MHA and MLP
states for all tokens t ∈ T . The initial model output,
M(X), represents the model’s prediction based on
the original input.
Next, it introduces corruption to the definiens of
length N by adding noise (α) to a subset of token
embeddings, sampled from a Gaussian distribution
N (0, β), where β is three times the standard de-
viation of the embeddings. This yields corrupted
embeddings {e∗i }Ni=1, where e∗i = ei + α. The
corrupted input results in an altered model output
M∗(X), processed through the model while stor-
ing all its states.
Finally, a restoration phase is initiated where a sub-
set of the hidden, MHA, or MLP corrupted states
are reinstated to their original states from M(X).
The model’s ability to recover the correct prediction
during this phase indicates that the restored states
encapsulate the most informative representational
components.
We refer to the states captured from the initial run
and the corruption run as “clean run” states and
“corrupted run” states, respectively, as named in
the original paper (Meng et al., 2022).

3.2 Eliciting the conceptual interpretation
model

Within causal tracing, the representation of a trans-
former can be abstracted/simplified as a 2nd order

tensor Tij , where i corresponds to the input posi-
tional dimension, and j corresponds to the layer po-
sition index. Given the input tuple d =<(defniens,
prompt, definiendum) >, a causal tracing operator
op(d) will return a representation map Tij where
each value of T is within the normalised range
[0, 1]. We call the instantiated T ([[T]]) an inter-
pretation trace of d.
Given [[T]], the intent is to relate to the abstract
interpretation model [[sdefiniens]]. The structure
of [[sdefiniens]] provides a categorical probe to in-
terpret [[T]] regarding the positional component i,
enriching it with the argument structure argn and
associated thematic role Θ.
In this context, we articulate the following RQs,
which will drive the experimental design.
RQ1: Are there consistent localisable/observable
patterns within [[T]]? Are these patterns consistent
across languages?
RQ2: Are there observable specialisation differ-
ences in [[T]] across k=[MHA, MLP, hidden]?
To answer RQs 1 and 2, we define conceptual lo-
calisation probes. Given a set of reverse dictionary
generation tuples Dl and a set of interpretation
traces [[Tijl]], each map serves as a visual and
positional probe highlighting the necessary and
critical states for the model to achieve the correct
prediction. While this type of probe provides a
coarse-grained aggregation of the expressive set
of high-dimensional subspaces induced within an
LM, we hypothesise that conceptual editing can
outline systemic interpretation patterns within the
transformer architecture.
RQ3: Can [[T]] be correlated to the abstract inter-
pretation pattern of [[sdefiniens]]?
To provide an abstraction layer over the defini-
tion space, we overlay categories of abstraction
which encode syntactic and semantic phenomena,
namely Part-of-Speech (POS) and thematic roles
(Θ). These categories, alongside the token position
and the layer position, allow for the computation of
correlations Tij with these categorical structures.
RQ4: Is there an observable emerging mechanism
which describes the conceptual interpretation (as a
synthesis of [[T]] and [[sdefiniens]])?

4 Empirical Analysis

4.1 Selected Datasets & Models

We generate datasets from WordNet (Miller, 1994)
and Spanish WordNet (Gonzalez-Agirre et al.,
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Figure 3: (a-c) Causal traces for GPT-J-6B, illustrating the impact of restoring a window of 10 MLP layers. In all
cases, the span of importance is short. The state representation differs between definitions, with strong word content
associations in (a) and (b) and weaker content associations in (c).

2012), referred to as English WordNet (EWN)
and Spanish WordNet (SWN), for this study.
The datasets contain annotated pairs {(ci, di)}Ni=1,
where each pair consists of a definition and a
definiendum. EWN has 8348 samples (80/20 train-
test split), and SWN has 7815 samples (30/70 train-
test split) (see Appendix A for detailed dataset cre-
ation and filtering processes). Each sample in EWN
was augmented with Definitional Semantic Roles
(DSR) labels (Silva et al., 2016), for aiding in an-
swering RQ3.1

The models used are GPT-J-6B (Wang and Ko-
matsuzaki, 2021) and BERTIN GPT-J-6B (la Rosa
and Fernández, 2022), both with 6 billion pa-
rameters, obtained from Hugging Face, and fine-
tuned via Low-Rank Adaptation (LoRA) (Hu et al.,
2021) and Quantized LoRA (Dettmers et al., 2024).
Prompts with the highest accuracy were chosen
as query prompts (see Appendix A.3 for a de-
tailed prompt selection process). The analysis
was limited to the test definitions that were pre-
dicted correctly by fine-tuned models. GPT-J-
6B and BERTIN GPT-J-6B were chosen for their
accessibility, performance, manageable size for
knowledge editing, and multi-language availability.
Datasets and source code are available for repro-
ducibility at < anonymisedlink >.

4.2 Localisation of conceptual interpretation
patterns

Figures 3, 7 and 10 follow the same visualisation
approach as described in (Meng et al., 2022). The
y-axis (top to bottom) represents the input tokens
to the model, where an asterisk added to the to-
ken indicates added noise. The x-axis shows the
layer number from the first to the last layer (rep-
resented from 0 to L − 1), moving from left to

1DSR annotations were limited to EWN due to their un-
availability for the Spanish dataset.

right. Each cell in the heatmap denotes the value
associated with the impact of restoring a particu-
lar state (derived from the clean run at the token’s
location), indicating the model’s regained ability
to accurately predict the correct label. A greater
intensity (values are normalised [0,1]) indicates a
higher level of contribution to the prediction of the
definiendum.
Figures 4, 8 and 11 represent the top 10 states in
a component. The x-axis shows the layer index,
and the y-axis indicates occurrences in the top val-
ues. The dark lines are smoothed interpolations for
clearer trend analysis.
To report results statically, we segmented input to-
kens into pre-prompt (i.e., the definition tokens di-
vided in half into early and mid tokens) and prompt
tokens and analysed their top 10 and 50 states. We
also aggregated the tracing results by normalising
them to a uniform shape, which allowed us to report
general trends in each model component. To do
this, we sampled roughly 80% of the data with in-
puts of similar length and then appended the shorter
ones with zeros to unify their sizes. The samples
were aggregated to their mean and median, referred
to as the mean and median causal traces.

4.2.1 MLP: Content association, lexical
signalling and adaptive behaviour.

The analysis of MLP layers reveals specific concept
formation and manipulation behaviour. Namely,
early layers predominantly focus on surface-level
lexical tokens, while higher layers engage in more
abstract processing.
Early layers exhibit high importance for tokens
lexically or semantically related to the definien-
dum (Figures 3a and 3b), forming what we term

“Basis Concepts”—fundamental semantic units
directly derived from input tokens. Activation
importance shifts to the last tokens in higher layers

6
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locations across 818 samples in the MLP layers. It
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grouping the early layers and the second grouping the
top layers.

when definition tokens lack direct connections to
the definiendum (Figure 3c). This shift suggests the
formation of “Emergent Concepts”—concepts
that arise from the integration and transforma-
tion of Basis Concepts through more complex,
context-dependent processing.
Evidence supports the existence of the Token Inte-
gration Mechanism (TIM) (explained in Section 2),
where early processing of split tokens is done to re-
store their compositional meaning (Figures 3a, 13a
and 13b). The concentration of decisions within a
few states supports the hypothesis that MLP layers
utilise KVRM (presented in Section 2). The obser-
vations of TIM and the concentrations of activation
importance indicate observable and localisable pat-
terns in MLP layers, addressing RQ1. A prelimi-
nary affirmative response to RQ2 is also provided
by the observed behaviour and the KVRM storage
method, which point to specialisation variations
within model components.
Further distribution analysis of the top 10 states
across MLP layers shows that influential activa-
tions clustered in the early and upper layers (Fig-
ure 4). Layers 17, 18, and 19 accounted for 15%,
17%, and 16% of occurrences, respectively, while
lower layers such as 0, 3, and 4 also showed signif-
icant activity, each around 12%. Comparing this
with the MHA and hidden layer patterns (Figures 8
and 11), we find that important states are primarily
in mid-to-top layers, indicating functional spe-
cialisation by layer type and depth, providing
a positive response to RQ2. This difference can
be attributed to early MLP layers extracting basic
concepts, while MHA and hidden layers integrate
these concepts into refined representations (emer-
gent concepts).

To analyse the correlation between model be-
haviour and semantic roles, we grouped activation
values according to their definitional semantic roles
(DSR). For a full description of the method, we
refer the reader to (Silva et al., 2016). Our re-
sults (Figures 5a and 5b) show that supertype and
differentia_quality are prominent categories,
with activation levels depending on the specificity
of the content word. For example, the term “edge”,
defined as “the boundary of a surface”, has the
highest activation for the supertype “boundary”,
capturing the highest specificity token in the defini-
tion (Figure 5a). We further analysed the statistical
distribution of the DSR labels in the top 10 and
top 50 states. In the top 10 states, the prompt
label appeared in around 70% of the top states, fol-
lowed by differentia_quality, with more than
11%, and supertype with more than 8%. For the
top 50 states, the prompt dropped to roughly 49%,
while differentia_quality jumped to 31.38%,
followed by differentia_event and supertype,
which appeared around 6.73% and 6.22%, respec-
tively. This observation aligns with RQ3, show-
ing that the model can identify discriminative
semantic features correlating with correct pre-
dictions. Additionally, the importance of single
labels spans several consecutive layers (Figure 5);
we interpret this as evidence of information per-
sistence, where crucial semantic features are
preserved and processed across multiple layers.
Investigating the impact of definiendum POS re-
veals consistent model behaviour across various
POS (Figure 6), implying general uniformity
in behaviour regardless of definiendum type.
This finding challenges the assumption that dif-
ferent concept types (e.g., nouns, verbs, and adjec-
tives) would necessitate special processing path-
ways within the model. The observed uniformity
denotes an abstract semantic representation level
that surpasses traditional grammatical categories
for concept formation in LMs (see Appendix D.3
for elaborated results on POS differences).
The aggregation results reveal a concentration of
median trace activations in the higher layers (15-
22) for the top 10 states, accounting for 70% of
the cases, and in the early layers (6-7) for the re-
maining cases. The mean trace indicates a similar
pattern, with a notable concentration of 80% in the
higher layers (17-21) and 20% in the early layers
(13-14). For the top 50 states, the median trace
showed that early layers (0-7) appeared the most
with around 50% of the times, while higher lay-
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Figure 5: Sample of causal tracing with DSR labelling when restoring a window of 10 MLP layers. The representa-
tion highlights the distribution of important states over several layers and the importance of content words, mainly
captured in supertype (a) and differentia quality (b) and (c).
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Figure 6: Sample of the top 10 states of the MLP layer
grouped based on POS of the definiendum.

ers (15–24) were lower, at 40%. The mean trace
shows 56% of important states in the higher layers
(17-24) and 22% in the early layers (11-12). These
results show that MLP layers exhibit a varia-
tion in representation and spread across layers
within specific ranges, highlighting MLP’s non-
systematic and polysemantic nature.
Synthesis: Distinct functional stratification within
MLP layers is highlighted by our findings, with
lower layers focusing on basic semantic processing
and higher layers handling complex concept inte-
gration. The absence of strong semantic-indicating
tokens is compensated by the composition of con-
tent tokens, resulting in two activation clusters
that operate both coordinately and complementar-
ily. This structured approach not only enhances
the understanding of conceptual inference but also

suggests specialised processing capabilities across
LMs.

4.2.2 MHA layers:
Compositional-distributional function

The analysis of MHA layers demonstrates two key
patterns. First, the last token functions as a repre-
sentation aggregator prior to generating the final
prediction, appearing around 99% in the top 10 im-
portant states and 78% in the 50. Second, a wider
range of important states is observed compared
to MLP layers (Figure 7). These findings align
conceptual interpretation with previous studies on
factual information extraction (Da et al., 2021) and
suggest a distributed representation of semantic
information compatible with gradual information
aggregation and the DRM (mechanisms described
in Section 2). Additionally, they illustrate a lo-
calisable behaviour within the MHA, addressing
RQ1. This localisable behaviour aligns with (Voita
et al., 2019), who reported that only a subset of
MHA heads are crucial for inference, signifying
that limited elements within MHA hold significant
importance for conceptual interpretation.
DSR labelling analysis of MHA layers supports
the hypothesis that they have a higher aggrega-
tion/compositional nature, and semantic spe-
cialisation compared to MLP layers (Figures 5
and 9). The first is reinforced by the concentra-
tions of important states in the middle-upper layers
and prompt tokens, consequently forming emer-
gent concepts (Figure 9). The shorter spans of
important activations in DSR groups accentuate
the second point (Figure 9). Statistically, prompt
overwhelmingly dominated the top states, appear-
ing at approximately 98% and 54% when sampling
the top 10 and 50 states, respectively. Other la-
bels, such as associated_fact, origin_location,
and purpose, were less frequent, each account-
ing for less than 1% of the top 10 states. How-
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Figure 7: (a-c) Causal traces for GPT-J-6B, illustrating the impact of restoring a window of 10 MHA layers. The
important states in all cases are spread and centred in the middle-upper layers, with high associations towards the
end of the prompt.
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Figure 8: Distribution of layer indices in the top 10 lo-
cations across 818 samples in the MHA layers. The dis-
tribution mostly follows a unimodal, negatively skewed
pattern, showing the concentration of important states
in the middle-upper part of the model.

ever, in the top 50 states, these labels increased,
with differentia_quality rising to over 34% and
differentia_event exceeding 7%, while others
increased but remained at smaller percentages. The
differences between the MHA and MLP layers ad-
dress RQ2 and highlight the assumed correlation
between [[T]] and abstract interpretation in RQ3.
We notice that MHA layers exhibit dynamic acti-
vation patterns sensitive to small semantic differ-
ences in input (Figures 9a and 9b). This adapt-
ability indicates a complex distributed represen-
tation system where semantic information is dy-
namically encoded and reconfigured across mul-
tiple layers because of contextual differences.
The analysis of 10 significant activation values
showed that the most significant states are usually
located in the middle-top part of the model (Fig-
ure 8), specifically, layers16, 17 and 18 accounting
for 22%, 20%, and 19% of occurrences in the top
10 states, and layers (12-18) account for roughly
25% in the top 50 states, supporting gradual in-
formation building and more complex, emergent
semantic processing in MHA’s higher layers.

The top 10 states for both median and mean traces
were all correlated to the last token and centred
between layers 15-25 and 17-25. For the top 50
median states, 60% were in higher layers (15-
27), while 10% were in mid-layers (11-14). It
also shows a 56% concentration in the top lay-
ers (15-27), and 28% in the middle layers (12-14).
The trend indicated that the layers of MHA show
mixed consistency and variation, have a central
cluster, and include a range of values in their
broader aggregation.
Synthesis: The MHA layers display four notable
characteristics: (i) important states are distributed
and become concentrated through abstraction; (ii)
these states are positioned in the middle-upper lay-
ers; (iii) they are consistently detectable in the last
token; and (iv) processing adapts to small semantic
differences in input. These characteristics empha-
sise MHA layers’ role in LMs’ conceptualisation
process, which is done by integrating distributed
features and transitioning from basic to emergent
concepts; their dynamic, context-sensitive encod-
ing aligns with neuron polysemanticity and DRM
mechanisms, showing their versatility and calling
for further elicitation of these component mecha-
nisms.

4.2.3 Hidden states: pivotal influence of top
Layers and last tokens

The examination of hidden states displays a signif-
icant influence of the last token and top layers in
the conceptual interpretation process. For example,
sampling the top 10 states shows that layers be-
tween 21 and 28 accounted for over 85% of occur-
rences. In the same sample, prompt tokens dom-
inate, appearing in 99% of cases. Other locations
have negligible percentages in the top 10 states but
range between 27% and 18% for early and mid
locations when sampling the top 50 states. While
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Figure 9: Sample of causal tracing with DSR labelling when restoring a window of 10 MHA layers. The figure
illustrates a significant span of important states, mainly linked with the prompt. It also highlights faint clusters of
states related to supertype and differentia quality labels, showing their importance in the MHA layers.
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Figure 10: (a-c) Causal traces for GPT-J-6B, illustrating the impact of restoring a hidden state. The important states
are predominantly linked with the top layers and the last token; in (a) and (b), other content words have important
states but with fewer concentrations.

tokens other than the prompt generally have mini-
mal impact, those related to the definiendum—such
as synonyms (Figure 10a) or descriptive modifiers
(Figure 10b)—can slightly alter the pattern of im-
portant states. Nevertheless, the overall behaviour
of the hidden states is consistent, highlighting a
targeted approach where critical elements are
emphasised at the end of input processing.
Similar findings were reported in the literature on
the specialised role of upper layers in NLP mod-
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Figure 11: Distribution of layer indices in the top 10 lo-
cations across 818 samples in the hidden states. The dis-
tribution exhibits a clearly unimodal, negatively skewed
pattern, indicating the concentration of important states
in the upper part of the model.

els for accurate output predictions, as in (Li et al.,
2022) and (Krzyzanowski et al., 2024), providing a
strong foundation for our current work. The afore-
mentioned influence is detectable in general causal
tracing (Figure 10), causal tracing while applying
DSR labelling (Figure 12) and the analysis of the
top 10 states (Figure 11).
Since this behaviour was observed in MLP, MHA
and hidden states, we conclude that the gradual
information integrative mechanism is present
in all [[T]] components, albeit in varying degrees.
The recognition of these patterns answers RQ1
positively, and these small differences between the
components provide a positive response to RQ2.

As for applying DSR labelling (Figure 12), it
is clear that the predictions heavily depend on the
same patterns as the general causal tracing, em-
phasising their role across different contexts and
tracing methods. Notably, differentia_quality
or differentia_event were the labels associated
with the other few important states. Similar to
MHA, prompt was the most prominent label, ap-
pearing in roughly 99% of the top 10 states and
51% in the top 50 states. Other states were
mostly undetectable in the top 10 states, but in
the 50 states, we have differentia_quality and
differentia_event accounting for 32% and 7%,
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Figure 12: Sample of causal tracing with DSR labelling when restoring a hidden state. In (a), an apparent importance
is associated with differential quality. In all (a-c), the important states are distributed in the top layers, and the
prompt is linked to these states.

respectively. This analysis of DSR and hidden
states serves as a means of addressing RQ3, show-
ing how these elements impact the model’s under-
standing of concepts.
Both the median and mean causal traces show con-
sistent patterns of hidden states, with important
states clustering around layers 18 to 27, accounting
for 100% of the top 10 states. In the top 50, the
median trace had 48% of the important states in the
higher layers (15-27), 28% in the early layers (0-7),
and 24% in the mid-layers (8-14). The mean trace
had a comparable distribution, with 54% found in
the higher layers (15-27), 36% in the mid-layers
(17-24), and 10% in the lower layers (16-18).
Synthesis: Hidden states analysis discloses the
following: (i) significant influence of the last to-
ken and top layers; (ii) high similarity in terms
of behaviour to the MHA layers; and (iii) contex-
tual adaptation through minimal but significant im-
pact of content tokens. These observations demon-
strate a hierarchical processing approach in hidden
states that predominantly uses the MHA mecha-
nism while being concentrated at the top of the
model.

4.3 Results validation

4.3.1 Alternative definitions

To validate our results, we tested the model us-
ing “alternative definitions” generated via ChatGPT
(OpenAI, 2023). For each sample in the test set,
five alternatives were generated, with the condition
that each alternative has a high semantic similarity
to the original one. The model correctly predicted
about 42% of these definitions. These correctly
predicted definitions were used to assess the resem-
blance between their processing and the original
definitions. The analysis showed similar patterns
across different definitions. The main insights are
discussed next.
MLP Layers. Their general patterns were similar
(Figure 13), but the same concept is associated with
different locations, indicating DRM presence and
high susceptibility to variation in input represen-
tation. Also, different concepts are mapped to the
same location, validating the existence of polyse-
manticity.
MHA Layers. Patterns for them (Figure 14) were
consistent across different definitions of the same
concept, suggesting an ability to capture general
semantic features regardless of wording.

0 5 10 15 20
center of interval of 10 restored MLP layers

Is*
olated*

 Without*
 Friends*

 Or*
 Associates*

 is
 often

 referred
 to
 as

:

Impact of restoring MLP after corrupted input

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

p(alone)

(a)

0 5 10 15 20
center of interval of 10 restored MLP layers

S*
olit*
ary*

 Without*
 Company*

 is
 often

 referred
 to
 as

:

Impact of restoring MLP after corrupted input

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

p(alone)

(b)

0 5 10 15 20
center of interval of 10 restored MLP layers

Without*
 Company*

 Or*
 Compan*

ions*
 is

 often
 referred

 to
 as

:

Impact of restoring MLP after corrupted input

0.2

0.4

0.6

p(alone)

(c)

Figure 13: (a-c) Causal traces for GPT-J-6B, illustrating the impact of restoring a window of 10 MLP states for
alternative definitions of the same definiendum. Semantically similar words, such as “Isolated” in (a), “Solitary”
in (b), and “Without company” in (c), show similar activation patterns, with the concentration captured in the
first similar word in each definition. Generally, (a-c) demonstrate a consistent activation pattern across alternative
definitions.
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Figure 14: (a-c) Causal traces for GPT-J-6B, illustrating the impact of restoring a window of 10 MHA layers for
alternative definitions of the same definiendum. The most important states are linked to prompt tokens and almost
mirror each other in (a-c). Other important states in (a-c), mostly linked to content words, show slight differences in
activation patterns.
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Figure 15: (a-c) Causal traces for GPT-J-6B, illustrating the impact of restoring a hidden state for alternative
definitions of the same definiendum. Activation patterns are comparable in all cases (a-c), with semantically similar
words, “Isolated” in (a), “Solitary” and “Without company” in (b), and “Without company” and “companions” in
(c), exhibiting similar activation patterns.

Hidden States. They tend to focus on similar
lexical components, regardless of token positions
across definitions (Figure 15). This indicates that
hidden layers can identify and prioritise key seman-
tic elements independently of their position.
To conclude, these findings confirm the importance
of compositionality, and that the model does not
deduce a concept directly but uses a collaborative
process among MLPs, MHA layers, and hidden
states, highlighting the complex interplay within
the model’s components.

4.3.2 Results are transferable to other models
and languages

The operations conducted on EWN and GPT-J-
6B were also carried out on SWN and BERTIN
GPT-J-6B models. These experiments tested our
results’ generalisability across languages, and the
main findings are detailed below.
MLP Layers. Spanish tracing patterns mirror
those observed in English data, with states in earlier
layers being more pronounced, especially towards
the end of the definition (Figure 16). Important
states are concentrated within one or two key states,
but distributed over a slightly broader range of lay-

ers compared to the English results (Figure 16c),
indicating subtle processing differences.
MHA Layers. These layers exhibit similar be-
haviour to English results, with important states
associated with the last token and spreading around
the top layers (Figure 17).
Hidden States. Consistent patterns were found
across both models, with top states found in the last
token and top layers (Figure 18). High-importance
states in definitions linked to the definiendum were
also observed (Figures 18b and 18c).
The hidden states and MHA layers activation pat-

terns are very similar to the ones obtained for En-
glish, indicating a language-agnostic processing
mechanism in LMs. This similarity underscores
these components’ abilities to process input based
on the semantics of the definition, agnostically to
the language the input is presented in, and directly
addresses RQ1 regarding the presence and con-
sistency of localisable/observable patterns within
[[T]].
In summary, we notice small differences in pat-
terns associated with concepts between the MLPs
between languages, which can be attributed to vari-
ations in the formulation or linguistic structure of

12



0 5 10 15 20
center of interval of 10 restored MLP layers

El* Act*o* Del*iber*ado* De* Des*vi*arse* De La Verdad se suele denominar como:

Impact of restoring MLP after corrupted input

0.02

0.04

p(lying)

(a)

0 5 10 15 20
center of interval of 10 restored MLP layers

El* Per*í*odo* De* Ti*em*po* Dur*ante* El* C*ual* U*sted* Est*á* Aus*ente Del Trabajo O Del Deber se suele denominar como:

Impact of restoring MLP after corrupted input

0.005

0.010

0.015

0.020

p(leave)

(b)

0 5 10 15 20
center of interval of 10 restored MLP layers

Cent*ro* De* Sal*ud* D*onde* Los* Pac*ient*es Reciben Tratamiento se suele denominar como:

Impact of restoring MLP after corrupted input

0.002

0.004

0.006

0.008

p(hospital)

(c)

Figure 16: (a-c) Causal traces for BERTIN GPT-J-6B, illustrating the impact of restoring a window of 10 MLP
states. In (a) and (b), the important states are around the last token with high intensity for one or two layers. In (c),
the significant states are tied with several content tokens spanning several layers with varying intensity depending
on token specificity.
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Figure 17: (a-c) Causal traces for BERTIN GPT-J-6B, illustrating the impact of restoring a window of 10 MHA
layers. The top states in (a-c) are associated with the last token, with a mostly long span of associated layers, as
seen in (b) and (c), but with different intensity patterns.

Spanish definitions compared to English defini-
tions. Our findings indicate that despite being fine-
tuned in different languages, the models behave
similarly with effective representation of semantic
relationships between the definiendum and defini-
tion tokens. These findings suggest that models
embed semantic information during their input pro-
cessing rather than depending upon non-semantic
or structural properties alone.

4.4 Outline of a conceptual interpretation
mechanism in LMs

We present a conceptual interpretation method for
LMs to address RQ4. The method combines causal

analysis and abstraction for interpreting LMs at a
coarse-grained level. We find that models’ compo-
nents learn and store knowledge distinctly: MLPs
learn in a nonsystematic way, following the poly-
semantic nature described in the literature (Black
et al., 2022) and aligning with our observations
of the DRM in MLPs. MHA layers display a
formalised inference approach that is language-
invariant with consistent conceptual patterns across
the different definitions, supporting their role in
capturing general semantics. Hidden states aggre-
gate information hierarchically into the upper lay-
ers and last tokens.
Based on these findings, we propose that the de-
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Figure 18: (a-c) Causal traces for BERTIN GPT-J-6B, illustrating the impact of restoring a hidden state. The patterns
are consistent across the figures, with (b) and (c) showing other tokens capturing important states with low intensity
but having a long-running effect.
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sign of conceptual interventions should focus on
the input states in (i) early-central MLP layers, (ii)
middle-top MHA layers, or (iii) final hidden states.
We also propose two avenues for enhancing LMs’
interpretability approaches. First, the causal rela-
tionships between MLPs, MHA, and hidden states
should be explored for a deeper understanding of
information integration and aggregation between
layers and components to represent concepts. Sec-
ond, combining data abstraction with more detailed
model tracing (e.g., concentrating on head-level
analysis in MHA) to uncover more detailed insights
into the model’s functioning.

4.5 Experimental Setup

In all experiments, the NVIDIA RTX A6000 GPU
was used for accelerated computation. The Torch
deep learning framework version 2.2.2+cu121 was
employed for model training and evaluation. Pre-
trained language models were leveraged using Hug-
ging Face Transformers version 4.39.3. The exper-
iments were conducted using Python 3.11.7.

5 Related Work

The significant success of Language Models (LMs)
across various applications has sparked a keen in-
terest in unravelling their mechanisms, internal
representations, and conceptualisation processes
(Chung et al., 2023; Touvron et al., 2023)). While
mechanistic and conceptual interpretability are in-
tertwined aspects of understanding LMs, it remains
challenging to identify a comprehensive approach
that seamlessly integrates these two perspectives.
Mechanistic interpretability (MI) seeks to de-
construct neural networks into programs that can
be understood by humans (Conmy et al., 2023).
Conceptual interpretation is to identify patterns or
abstract representations that underlie the process of
inference.
Activation patching, i.e., causal tracing, is an MI
technique that selectively modifies and restores
sets of activations within LMs throughout the in-
ference process (Heimersheim and Nanda, 2024).
ROME (Meng et al., 2022) and MEMIT (Meng
et al., 2023) exemplify this method. Causal Scrub-
bing (Chan et al., 2022) and Attribution Patching
(Nanda, 2023) provide improved and efficient acti-
vation patching solutions.
Logit attribution methods link model predictions
to input tokens using logit values associated with
each token (Belrose et al., 2023; Elhage et al.,

2021). A prime example of direct logit attribu-
tion is direct logit attribution, introduced by Wang
et al. (2022), which was used to study FFN in Geva
et al. (2022) and MHA in Ferrando et al. (2023).
All the studies yielded significant and informative
findings.
Circuit analysis searches for subgraphs, known
as circuits, in LMs with defined functions or roles
in the models’ functionality (Olsson et al., 2022).
Many methods have been proposed for circuit de-
tection, including methods based on activation
patching (Wang et al., 2022; Conmy et al., 2023),
gradient-approximation (Sarti et al., 2023), and dif-
ferentiable weight masking (Bayazit et al., 2023).
Activation patching provides a more direct and lo-
calised method for understanding how specific acti-
vations influence LMs’ behaviour than logit attribu-
tion and circuit analysis. However, current method-
ologies frequently concentrate on specific elements
of model functionality or highly specialised tasks,
potentially overlooking broader concept formation
and representation mechanisms. Our work aims to
bridge this gap by combining activation patching
with abstraction to provide a more thorough ap-
proach to understanding conceptual interpretation
in LLMs across different model components and
languages.

6 Conclusion

The paper gives insights into the process of concep-
tual interpretation in LMs, focusing on semantic
representations across the models’ components. A
pivotal factor of our approach was applying defini-
tional semantic labelling that provided abstraction
to input tokens, consequently improving the mech-
anistic elucidation of LMs. For the model com-
ponents, we found that MLPs exhibit specialised
and polysemantic behaviour, MHA layers demon-
strate consistent compositional patterns in seman-
tic processing, and hidden states show a gradual
aggregation across these specialised components.
These insights highlight the existence of systematic
conceptualisation within LMs, but we also stress
the need for finer interpretability methods. Fu-
ture work should focus on: developing finer anal-
ysis techniques, such as targeting attention heads
rather than layers, a deeper exploration the under-
lying emerging abstractions, and the investigation
of causal relationships between model components.
This work is aimed to be a stepping stone to finding
stronger evidence of LMs mechanisms for concep-
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tualisation, thus providing a higher understanding
of conceptual semantic processing in LMs across
languages and tasks.

7 Ethical Considerations

In our study, we implemented conceptual editing
that uses WordNet, abstract labelling, and causal
tracing to gain an understanding of the conceptual
interpretation mechanisms of transformer-based
models. Using WordNet comes with some uninten-
tional risks, such as biases inherent in the dataset.
Abstract labelling might result in distorted repre-
sentations. Conceptual editing has identified mech-
anisms that can be employed to intentionally alter
the behaviour of models in an adverse way. We
offer open access to our code and dataset, enabling
the research community to easily replicate and ver-
ify our work.

8 Limitations

The study has some limitations including: (i) the
use of a limited set of autoregressive transformer
models within a certain model scale. We focus on
sentence-level meaning and single-token prediction
tasks, which do not fully reflect the complexities
of conceptualisation across other tasks. The anal-
ysis mostly targets each component individually
rather than investigating causal relationships be-
tween them, and MHA was studied as a whole
rather than individual heads. Valuable insights may
have been overlooked as we selected inference trac-
ing as a target method. These limitations provide
context for interpreting our results and highlight
areas for future research.
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A Dataset Creation, Filtering, and
Prompt selection

A.1 English WordNet (EWN)
The EWN dataset was constructed by selecting
definienda consisting only of alphabetical letters
and restricting the length of definitions to a max-
imum of 25 words to ensure computational effi-
ciency. Samples were retained only if their definien-
dum matched a single item in the language model’s
tokeniser vocabulary. This measure aimed to con-
fine predictions to single-token inferences, thereby
refining the precision and relevance of analytical
outcomes. This process resulted in 8348 exam-
ples, with 80% allocated for training and 20% for
testing.

A.2 Spanish WordNet (SWN)

For SWN, a procedure similar to that of creating
the EWN was followed. Alphabetic words were
chosen, and their definitions were searched in the
Spanish WordNet. If found, they were selected,
cleaned, and used. If not found, the Spanish word
was translated to English, and its equivalent was
searched in the English WordNet while matching
their parts of speech. The English definition was
then translated to Spanish using the Googletrans
library, with back translation implemented to val-
idate the translation’s correctness. This process
resulted in 7815 examples in the Spanish dataset.
We also limited the length of the accepted defini-
tions to a maximum of 25 words, covering 99% of
the samples.

A.3 Criteria and Process for Evaluating
Prompts

When selecting prompts for evaluating the mod-
els on reverse dictionary definition generation,
we prioritised testing clear prompts with real-
world applicability, relevance to the task, and
diversity in complexity. We included prompts
with various linguistic structures, topics, diffi-
culty levels, and additional information (metadata)
added to the definition. As mentioned earlier in
the paper, we continuously filtered the prompts
to refine their clarity and effectiveness in guid-
ing the models to the correct prediction. The
prompts included direct ones such as: “Identify
the term defined as: {definition}.”
and “Provide the word corresponding to
the definition: {definition}.”. We also
tested prompts framed as questions, for exam-
ple, “What word is described by this
definition: {definition}?” and “For the
given definition ’{definition}’, what is
the term?”. Prompts that naturally led to complet-
ing the definition with the definiendum were also
utilised. Some examples include “{definition}
is the definition of”, “{definition} is
commonly known as”, and “{definition} is
often referred to as:”. We also experimented
with adding extra information to the prompts to
see if that would improve the results. For example,
adding the part of speech (POS) of the definien-
dum, as in “Identify the term defined as:
{definition}, given the definiendum POS:
{}”, or appending the POS for each word in the
definition to the end of the prompt, as in “What
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word is described by this definition:
{definition}? given the definition POS:
{}”. We found that simple, clear prompts with-
out additional information about the predicted
word yielded the best results, such as the prompt
“{definition} is often referred to as:”.

B Annotation Overview for English Data

B.1 Definitional Semantic Roles (DSR)
Overview

We describe each of the DSRs used in the paper
in Table 1, following the definitions provided in
(Silva et al., 2016).

Role Definition
supertype The superclass of the immedi-

ate entity or an ancestor of it
differentia quality A fundamental, intrinsic at-

tribute that sets the entity apart
from others within the same su-
pertype

differentia event An action, state, or process in
which the entity engages, nec-
essary to differentiate it from
others within the same super-
type

event time The time at which a differentia
event occurs

event location The specific location of a dif-
ferentia event

quality modifier A modifier indicating degree,
frequency, or manner that re-
fines a differentia quality

origin location Specifies the entity’s place of
origin

purpose Defines the primary objective
behind the entity’s existence or
occurrence

associated fact A fact connected to the entity’s
existence or occurrence, serv-
ing as an incidental attribute

accessory determiner A determiner expression that
does not restrict the scope of
supertype-differentia and can
be omitted without altering the
definition’s meaning

accessory quality A non-essential attribute for
characterising the entity

[role] particle A particle, not contiguous with
other role components

Table 1: Definition semantic roles and their definitions
based on AST method.

C Models cards

We present model cards for the models utilised in
this paper. Table 2 provides the hyperparameters
of the GPT-J-6B model, while Table 3 presents
the same for the fine-tuned BERTIN GPT-J-6B

model. GPT-J 6B is a large-scale autoregressive
language model trained using Mech Transformer
JAX (Wang, 2021), primarily on the text generation
task using the Pile dataset (Gao et al., 2020) to learn
English language representation. BERTIN-GPT-J-
6B is a fine-tuned version of GPT-J 6B, trained
on the mC4-es-sampled (gaussian) dataset (De la
Rosa et al., 2022) also using Ben Wang’s Mesh
Transformer JAX. Both models were fine-tuned
for the reverse dictionary task by training them
to predict a definiendum given a definition with a
selected prompt (see Appendix A.3). The training
process utilised LoRA (Hu et al., 2021), with the
following settings: ’10 epochs, batch size 16, r =
64, alpha 32, dropout 0.1’ for GPT-J-6B, and ’20
epochs, batch size 16, r = 16, alpha 32, dropout 0.3’
for BERTIN-GPT-J-6B. The parameters underwent
optimisations through iterative testing, leveraging
LoRA with different settings tailored to enhance
the performance of both GPT-J-6B and BERTIN-
GPT-J-6B models in the reverse dictionary task.
The parameters leading to the best performance
were selected.

Hyperparameter Value
nparameters 6053381344
nlayers 28*
dmodel 4096
dff 16384
nheads 16
dhead 256
nctx 2048
nvocab 50257/50400†(same tokenizer

as GPT-2/3)
Positional Encoding Rotary Position Embedding

(RoPE)
RoPE Dimensions 64

Table 2: Hyperparameters of the GPT-J-6B model.

Hyperparameter Value
nparameters 6053381344
nlayers 28*
dmodel 4096
dff 16384
nheads 16
dhead 256
nctx 2048
nvocab 50257/50400†(same tokenizer

as GPT-2/3)
Positional Encoding Rotary Position Embedding

(RoPE)
RoPE Dimensions 64

Table 3: Hyperparameters of the BERTIN GPT-J-6B
model.
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Figure 19: Causal traces for GPT-J-6B. These graphs demonstrate the impact of restoring a hidden state, a window
of 10 MLP states and a window of 10 MHA states. Top row: Hidden states. Middle row: MLP states. Bottom row:
MHA states.

D Supplementary results

D.1 Supplementary English results

The Figure 19 demonstrates additional results for
the causal tracing. Figures 19a, 19b, 19d,
19e, 19g, and 19h show how the model handles
homonyms based on the given definitions. For
the hidden states (Figure 19b), all of its important
states are concentrated with the last token, while
in Figure 19a, other tokens are part of the critical
states. The variation can be attributed to the second
definition containing words highly linked to the
definiendum, whereas the first does not. The same
case can be observed with the MLP layers. Nev-
ertheless, they tend to be more sensitive to words
related to the term and use other tokens than the
last one to make their decisions (Figure 19e). This
suggests that they incorporate a broader context,
are more sensitive, and rely on multiple tokens to
determine the meaning of homonyms rather than
focusing on the top layers’ representation. MHA
layers maintain a consistent behaviour across the
different cases (19g, and 19h), indicating their in-
cline to generate a complete representation of the

input and passing it to the last token part of the
input.

An example of number as token handling is also
present (Figures 19c, 19f, 19g). In the hidden
states and MHA, the model does not associate the
decision with tokens containing other numerical
values, such as “million”. Instead, it concentrates
all of these important states with the last token,
suggesting, as mentioned in the paper (Sections
4.2.3), that it deals with spelt-out numbers mainly
as concepts rather than focusing on their arithmetic
value. MLP layers behave similarly to the hidden
states but with a shorter range of layers, further
emphasising our hypotheses.

Finally, with all cases, the general patterns are con-
sistent: hidden states aggregate a concept’s repre-
sentation to the top layers and associate it with the
last token, MLP layers utilise key tokens to gener-
ate input representations and recall the associated
information with these representations in the mid-
dle layers, MHA layers apply compositionality to
represent input and pick on semantic representation
to generate and aggregate the representation in top
layers.
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Figure 20: Causal traces for BERTIN GPT-J-6B. These graphs demonstrate the impact of restoring hidden, MLP,
and MHA states. Top row: Hidden states. Middle row: MLP states. Bottom row: MHA states.
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(b) The top 10 states in the attention
layer of the Verb POS.

Figure 21: Sample of the top 10 states of the MLP and
attention layer grouped based on POS of the definien-
dum.

D.2 Supplementary Spanish results

Additional results for the causal tracing over the
SWN are provided in Figure 20. The results of
the Spanish data confirm our earlier findings from
other states; the various components exhibit sim-
ilar behaviour. The primary difference lies in the
range of significant states, which appears to be
more extensive. Detailed information can be found
in Section 4.3.2.

D.3 Grouping based on POS

Figure 21 additional results to grouping definitions
based on the definiendum POS. It displays the top
10 states for the verb POS in the MLPs and MHA
layers. As observed earlier in the paper (Section
4.2.1), when considering the POS of the definien-
dum, we notice little to no effect on the inference
and behaviour of the model’s components.
However, there are minor differences that can be
inferred when we overlay the histograms of each
group and component; we plot the distribution of
top important states with this setting (Figure 22). In
the MLP layers, the recall of nouns is slightly more
concentrated at the top of the model compared to
verbs (Figure 22a). In the MHA layers, the distri-
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Figure 22: The top 10 states from (a) the MLP, (b) the
MHA, and (c) the hidden layers, grouped based on the
part of speech (POS) of the definiendum. The histogram
of each component is overlaid and normalised.
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Figure 23: Distribution of Definition Lengths Across
Samples.

bution for verbs approximates a normal Gaussian
shape, while that for nouns is slightly skewed (Fig-
ure 22b). Nevertheless, no clear differences can be
discerned in the hidden layer (Figure 22c). Even
though these differences are minor, they provide
an indication of the distribution of information in
LLMs. We hypothesise that this paves the way
for exploring more methods of dividing the data
or breaking it down into components, potentially
leading to useful interpretability techniques.

D.4 Correlation with Definition Length
For completeness, the distribution of definition
lengths across samples (Figure 23) is included to
illustrate the sample sizes used for each. Also, the
composite graph (Figure 24) visually summarises
the results of MLP, MHA, and hidden state across
various input lengths. Upon examination of the re-
sults, it was concluded that there is no association
between sentence length and the processes used
for hidden states, MLP layers, and MHA layers,
further reinforcing the observation that the model’s
internal mechanisms are well-equipped to handle
varying input lengths without altering the funda-
mental processing approaches. The overall findings
indicate a robust ability of the models to manage in-
puts of varying lengths by computing a representa-
tive vector for a concept and maintaining consistent
processing strategies. This is clear in the consistent
significance of the key tokens in the definition (e.g.
Figures 3a and 3b), which also suggests that the
compositional nature of inputs plays a significantly
important role in achieving the necessary inference
by models regardless of the context length.

E Experimental diagram

Figure 25 outlines the workflow for the empirical
experiment, emphasising reproducibility and ease
of understanding. It details each step and links to
our research questions. Key components, such as
references to relevant figures, tables, and results,
are included.
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(b) Distribution of Top Layer Numbers by Input Length in
MHA (Concentration Highlighted).
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(c) Distribution of Top Layer Numbers by Input Length in
hidden (Concentration Highlighted).

Figure 24: The top 10 states from (a) the MLP, (b) the
MHA, and (c) the hidden layers distributed based on the
input length.
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