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ABSTRACT

This study investigates how large language models (LLMs) represent and recall multi-associated attributes

across transformer layers. We show that intermediate layers encode factual knowledge by superimposing

related attributes in overlapping spaces, along with effective recall even when attributes are not explicitly

prompted. In contrast, later layers refine linguistic patterns and progressively separate attribute representa-

tions, optimizing task-specific outputs while appropriately narrowing attribute recall. We identify diverse

encoding patterns including, for the first time, the observation of 3D spiral structures when exploring

information related to the periodic table of elements. Our findings reveal a dynamic transition in attribute

representations across layers, contributing to mechanistic interpretability and providing insights for under-

standing how LLMs handle complex, interrelated knowledge.

1 Introduction

Large language models (LLMs) excel in tasks like trans-
lation, text generation, and comprehension>'®?7  yet
their mechanisms for storing and processing informa-
tion remain poorly understood. In human cognition,
complex networks of interrelated knowledge enable
efficient generalization, inference, and creativity by in-
tegrating new information into existing frameworks>2!.
But how do LLMs represent multi-related attributes and
interconnected knowledge? For example, when know-
ing a chemical element like hydrogen, are attributes
such as ‘the lightest element’ and ‘atomic number 1’
stored independently, or do they influence each other?
When one attribute is activated, does it trigger related
concepts through a network of connections? If these
attributes interact, how are they organized—Iinearly,
cyclically, or in more complex structures? Clarifying
these mechanisms is vital for aligning LLMs with hu-
man values '%, enhancing their design, and broadening
their applications.

Mechanistic interpretability offers a pathway to answer
these questions, aiming to reverse-engineer neural net-
works into human-understandable algorithms*%30, A
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proposed research direction is the linear representation
theory, suggesting that LLMs encode knowledge as
one-dimensional lines, with model states formed by
sparse combinations of these representations. Evidence
supports this for spatial, temporal, and sentiment knowl-
edge 233, However, emerging evidence points to more
intricate structures, such as circular encodings for pe-
riodic concepts like days or months ', challenging the
simplicity of the linear model.

Building on prior work that primarily examined single-
attribute representations, we delve deeper into how
LLMs encode and recall complex, interwoven knowl-
edge. Our study explores the interaction and indepen-
dence of linguistic and factual representations, as well
as their underlying non-linear geometric relationships.
The key findings of our study are:

1. In LLMs, intermediate layers tend to focus on factual
knowledge, while later layers shift toward linguistic
patterns and task-specific outputs (Sec.3).

2. LLMs can recall associative knowledge about related
attributes, even when not explicitly mentioned in the
prompt, with the strongest recall observed in intermedi-
ate layers, diminishing in deeper layers (Sec.4.1).
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3. Recall mechanisms exhibit diverse geometric rela-
tionships. Notably, we identify 3D spiral structures en-
coding interrelated attributes for the first time (Sec.4.2).

4. Attribute representations are superimposed in inter-
mediate layers, exhibiting linear relationships. Later
layers focus on refining these representations, leading
to clearer separation (Sec.5).

2 Preliminaries

Our study only focuses on how reliably acquired knowl-
edge (i.e. things we’re confident the model knows) is
represented within LLMs, and excludes hallucinations
or information not in the training set. We use the prop-
erties of chemical elements in the periodic table as a
case study due to their frequent occurrence in training
data, well-defined attributes, and quantifiable proper-
ties, making them an ideal subject for this investigation.
We adopt Llama series models in this study.

2.1 Activation collection

Generating prompts To study how LLMs represent
attributes across layers, we construct a prompt dataset
based on a set of attributes (A = {A j}ﬁ/[: |» such as ‘atomic
number’ or ‘group’) and a set of elements (X = {X; }l 1>
such as ‘Mg’ or ‘Al’). For linguistic diversity, we incor-
porate predefined template sets: 7™ = {T¢°"}}1, for
continuation-style prompts and 79 = {T,?ues} 1L, for

question-style prompts, with 11 templates in each.

In the continuation-style templates, the next output to-
ken would be the factual knowledge directly such as:

Tlcom(Aj,Xi) = ‘The A; of X; is”’
T;ont(Aj’Xi) = ‘Xi’s Aj is’

In question-style templates, the next output token is
typically a syntactic word like “The’, which ensures the
grammatical structure is correct, such as:

T?ues(Aj’ X;) = ‘What is the Aj of X;7’
T3"*(A;, X;) = ‘Which value represents X;’s A;?’

By substituting each element and attribute (X;, A;) into
these templates, we generate prompts:

Dijk = Ti(Xi, Aj)

Each prompt p; j; will then be fed into LLMs to study
the corresponding activations at different layers.

INTERWOVEN KNOWLEDGE IN LL.Ms

PREPRINT

Collecting last-token activations Last-token activa-
tions capture the full prompt context in decoder-only
models with masked attention, as they integrate infor-
mation from all preceding tokens. For each layer /, we
collect last-token activations h() from prompts p;
across all elements and templates

O]
hl gk T

= fO(pijx) € R,

where ) denotes the layer-/ transformation, T is the
token length, and d is the hidden dimension. The initial
activation h( )k is obtained by embedding the prompt
through an embeddlng layer E, followed by process-
ing through L Transformer layers. Each layer applies
multi-head attention and a feedforward network with
residual connections and layer normalization:

b

ik = LayerNorm (hfl]_;) + Attention(Q, K, V))

h®

! . = LayerNorm (h’(l) + FFN(h") D))

Here, Q, K, and V represent the query, key, and value
matrices used in multi-head attention to compute token-
to-token interactions. Finally, hij)k is mapped to the
vocabulary space using the vocabulary head Wyocap to
produce logits:

. L
10g1tsiyjyk = hg’j’)kwvocab

By analyzing last-token activations hglj). . across layers,
we investigate how attributes are represented in the
model’s hidden states.

2.2 Activation distribution

We start with a preliminary visualization of the distri-
bution of last-token activations for the ‘atomic number’
attribute. Activations from each transformer layer /
were collected for the atomic number attribute across
the first 50 elements using 11 continuation-style tem-
plates, forming the set Hgilmm number- 1O €nable informa-
tive plots to be produced efficiently, PCA was applied
to Hflﬁ)mlc umber a0d then t-SNE was use to project the
first 50 principle components into 2D. Fig.1 shows the
resulting distributions for Meta-Llama-3.1-70B, with
points colored by atomic number and other attributes,

revealing their associations to atomic number.

The first column of the figure colors activations by
true atomic number values (explicitly mentioned in the
prompt). In early layers, prompts with similar vocabu-
lary cluster together irrespective of atomic number, re-
flecting token-level similarity. In the intermediate layer,
the activations are hierarchically clustered. The small
clusters each contain activations for the 11 prompts
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generated for each single element. These small clus-
ters then exhibit clustering with respect to the other
elements, showing that the model encoding attribute-
specific knowledge. By the final layers, prompts with
the same meaning remain clustered, but distinctions be-
tween them become clearer, reflecting refined language
and factual understanding.
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Figure 1: t-SNE visualization of Meta-Llama-3.1-70B last-
token activations from the 1st, 50th, and 80th layers, using 11
continuation-style templates across 50 elements (550 points
per plot). Each column shows one layer, while rows represent
different colormaps highlighting attributes: ‘atomic number’,
‘group’, ‘period’, and ‘category’. In the top-left plot, circled
clusters correspond to individual templates, each containing
50 points.

In the next three columns, the activations are colored by
the true values of attributes unmentioned in the prompt:
‘group’, ‘period’, and ‘category’. Despite not being
mentioned in the prompt, all attributes cluster in the
intermediate layers. By the final layers, the clustering
of some attributes, such as group and period, becomes
less coherent, indicating a shift in representation.

Furthermore, the geometric shape of attribute distri-
butions varies. For example, atomic numbers form a
linear arrangement transitioning from red to purple (1st
row, 3rd column), while the ‘group’ attribute activi-
ties form a cyclic pattern with sequential transitions
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(2nd row, 2nd column), potentially reflecting periodic
relationships.

Based on the observed activation distributions, we hy-
pothesize that intermediate layers in LLMs focus on
factual knowledge, while later layers refine linguistic
patterns and task-specific outputs, with attributes transi-
tioning from being superimposed in intermediate layers
to distinct in later layers. Additionally, attributes are
encoded in geometric patterns reflecting their proper-
ties. These hypotheses are validated in the following
sections.

3 Intermediate layers encode knowledge,
later layers shape language

To understand how complex interrelated knowledge
emerges, we first investigate how individual attributes
are represented and evolve across layers. As a prelimi-
nary step, we analyzed attention maps, revealing that
intermediate layers focus more on tokens with a signifi-
cant impact on the output, while later layers distribute
attention more evenly, suggesting a transition from cap-
turing specific relationships to integrating broader con-
text for cohesive outputs. Detailed findings are pro-
vided in the appendix (see Fig.Al). The following
sections quantitatively examine the roles of interme-
diate and later layers in representing attributes within
LLM:s.

3.1 Intermediate layers know factual knowledge.
Language? Not yet!

We used linear probing, with 5-fold cross-validation,
to train linear Support Vector Regression (SVR) mod-
els for each layer, /, and attribute, A;, based on the
activation dataset H;(/). The ground truths correspond
to attribute values y; ; for each element X;. To focus
on numerical factual knowledge while minimizing the
influence of language patterns, we used continuation-
style prompts. Specifically, SVR maps each activation
vector hflj from layer [ to the target attribute y; ; using
the following linear function:

o0 _ oD O
Jij=wy b +by,

where W;.l) € R is the weight and by) € R is the bias.

The R? score trends of the test set for each attribute
across layers are shown in Fig.2 with the detailed re-
sults for the best layer provided in Appendix D.2. Both
the intermediate and last layers exhibit high R? scores
(note that is not 1; see Appendix D.1). The last layer’s
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Figure 2: R? score trends across layers for different models and attributes. Linear probing with 5-fold cross-validation was
performed on activations, and R? scores on the test set are shown for each attribute.

performance is expected, as it generates the final out-
puts. The intermediate layers’ high R? scores indicate
that factual and numerical knowledge is already effec-
tively encoded at this stage, suggesting LLMs represent
complex knowledge earlier than expected. These find-
ings also explain the attention map results, where inter-
mediate layers focus on key tokens because they have
already encoded conceptual knowledge at this stage.

Intermediate layers can represent factual knowledge,
but can they also express this knowledge in human lan-
guage? We input the prompt ‘The atomic number of Mg
is * and analyzed the token probabilities at each layer.
By normalizing the final token’s hidden state with Lay-
erNorm and applying the vocabulary head followed by
softmax, we obtained the top-ranked tokens directly
output by each layer *. In each layer, we extracted the
probability of the target token, fiuree — the output token
from the last layer, and checked if it ranked within the
top 50 most probable tokens for that layer. The results
are shown in Fig.3.

In the early layers, the probability of the target token has
not shown an upward trend, indicating these layers nei-
ther strongly predict the target tokens nor significantly
refine their probabilities. In contrast, probabilities grad-
ually increase in the later layers, highlighting their role
in refining and finalizing predictions. Although cru-
cially, there don’t appear to be any hard boundaries be-
tween these distinct activities and the model smoothly
transition from one to the next. The markers, concen-
trated in later layers, suggest that while intermediate

layers store factual knowledge, they are not yet attempt-
ing to articulate it in language form.

—— Token 6: "12"
Token 7: " electrons"

—— Token 8:","
Token 9: " and"

—— Token 10: " since"

—— Token 1:"12"
Token 2: " and"

—— Token 3: " it"
—— Token 4: " has"
] — Tokens:**

Probability

15 20 25 30
Layer

Figure 3: Probability of the target token # across lay-
ers in Meta-Llama-3-8B for the prompt ‘The atomic number
of Mg is * Each line shows ;'S probability at each layer.
The probabilities were calculated by iteratively re-running
the model with the next token added to the prompt. Markers
indicate the layers where it ranks in the top 50 most probable
tokens.

Notably, the distribution of ‘Top 50’ markers varies by
token type. Tokens with lower contextual complexity,
such as spaces, ‘and,” or ‘since, have their markers
in earlier layers. In contrast, knowledge-based tokens,
like ‘12, require deeper processing and appear in much
later layers. This suggests that while intermediate lay-
ers encode factual concepts, they are likely focused on
tasks other than linguistic articulation, which primarily
develops in the later layers.

#Applying language heads to the hidden states of intermediate layers, known as early exit >*32, has proven effective even

without extra training '°.
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3.2 Later layers shift focus from factual
knowledge to language patterns

The previous experiment shows that later layers begin
to transform factual knowledge into language patterns.
To further validate this, we compared question-style and
continuation-style prompts using linear probing, follow-
ing the procedure in Sec.3.1. The attribute ‘group’ was
used as an example, with results shown in Fig.4.
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Figure 4: R? Scores for ‘Group’ Attribute: Linear probing
comparison of continuation and question prompts across lay-
ers.

The results show a significant drop in R? scores for
question prompts compared to continuation prompts in
the later layers, with the gap widening in deeper layers.
While both prompt types reflect a shift toward language
structure in the later layers, continuation prompts are
less affected because their output remains tied to factual
tokens. In contrast, question prompts emphasize sen-
tence structure and may generate filler words like ‘The,’
leading to the intentional discarding of factual repre-
sentation. This effect is more pronounced in smaller
models, while larger models retain more information
about factual knowledge while processing language.

4 Recall peaks at intermediate layers

The previous section focused on the behavior of single
attributes across layers. Here, we investigate whether
related attributes are interconnected by examining the
recall ability of LLMs—their capacity to retrieve at-
tributes related to, but not explicitly mentioned in the
prompt. Additionally, we analyze the geometric mecha-
nisms underlying this recall process.
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4.1 Recalling knowledge ability peaks at
intermediate layers and declines afterward

We conducted an experiment to explore the relation-
ship between different attributes using misaligned linear
probing. Specifically, we generated activation datasets
from prompts about H;ﬁ) mic number &N ng)oup. Separate
probes were trained on each activation dataset, but in
both cases, only ygoup (group labels) were used as the
target during training. This approach examines whether
activations related to one attribute (e.g., atomic number)
encode information about another attribute (e.g., group).
Continuation prompts were used, and the probing pro-
cess followed the method described in Sec.3.1. The
results are shown in Fig.5.

The results showed that in the early and intermedi-
ate layers, R? scores for recalling group information
were consistent, regardless of whether activations came
from prompts about atomic number or group. How-
ever, in the later layers, activations from atomic number
prompts showed a significant drop in R? scores for
group recall compared to those from group prompts.
This suggests that intermediate layers enable LLMs to
recall related attribute knowledge, indicating a capacity
for broader knowledge representation. The significant
drop in the later layers suggests that knowledge not
immediately necessary for generating the next token
is not activated. The relationships between different
attribute representations are further explored in Sec.5.
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Figure 5: R? Score Trends for Misaligned Linear Probing.
The probe was trained on ‘group’ values using activations
from prompts about ‘group’ (matching) and ‘atomic number’
(non-matching).

4.2 Attribute geometric interrelationship

LLM:s can recall knowledge in the early to intermediate
layers, but how do these attributes interact? We hypoth-
esize that attributes in LLMs exist in a high-dimensional
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Figure 6: Activation Patching Results for Layer 20 in Meta-Llama-3.1-70B. The model’s predictions are evaluated after

replacing the activation of the ‘element’ token at the last token position with the predicted activation

space, manifesting as linear, circular, or spiral patterns
based on their structure, and then proceed to validate
these geometries.

Inspired by !°, we map the last-token activations h?) €
R¥ at layer I to a geometric space f(r, g, p), which rep-
resents a geometric structure defined by atomic number
r, group g, and period p. To achieve this, we first re-
duce the dimensionality of the activations using PCA,
denoted as P(h®"), followed by layer-wise linear regres-
sion:

Wb = arg min 3 [WBG) + b — ]

Here, W € R¥>** and b’ € R are the learned weight
and bias for layer . f; = f(r;, gi, pi) denotes the map-
ping of the i-th element in the geometric space.

To perform an intervention, we calculate the centroid
of the PCA-reduced activations for layer /, denoted as
h® = L 3% P(h"), and map it to the geometric space
using WOh® + b®. The mapping of the target element
is fo = f(ro, &0, Po). The deviation from this mapping
is then mapped back to the activation space using the
pseudo-inverse of the learned weight, (W®)*, yielding
the predicted activation of the target element:

ﬁgred,(l) — P—l (ﬁ(]) + (W(l))+ (f() _ (W(l)ﬁ(l) + b(]))))

Importantly, the model never accesses the original ac-
tivation of the target element; the predicted activation

i, pred,(20)
hpret @),

is solely based on the mapping of target element in the
geometric space and the activations of other elements.
During inference, we replace the activation of the ‘ele-
ment’ token (last token position) in the 20th layer® with
ﬁgrEd’(zo), using the prompt ‘In the periodic table, the
atomic number of element’ The results are evaluated to
verify if the model predicts the target properties without
using the original activation.
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Figure 7: Predicted Atomic Numbers After Intervention on
Difference Geometric Space. Left: (cos#,sinf,r). Right:
(rcosf,rsind,r). The colored points represent the tokens
with the highest logits output by the model after intervention.

We evaluate the effectiveness of different geometric
spaces for interventions, including linear, 2D spiral,
and 3D spiral geometries. Angular variables 6 = zl%g
are used to capture periodic relationships. To test the
impact of disrupted geometry, two random spaces are
introduced: in Space 8, atomic numbers r are shuffled;
in Space 9, 0 is randomly permuted. Additionally, in
Space 10, the prompt ‘In numbers, the Arabic numeral
for number’ generates numbers 1-50, testing whether

periodic patterns emerge without explicit element refer-

$Details of intervention performance are provided in Appendix B.1. From layer 20, the interventions show effectiveness.
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ences. Results are shown in Fig.6, with detailed values
in Table B1 in appendix.

Effective activation patching suggests that the target
space f(r,g,p): 1) retains sufficient information for
accurate reconstruction during transformations with the
activation space, and 2) preserves geometric structures
similar to those in the activation space to ensure valid
adjustments in the high-dimensional space.

Results show that intervention can be applied in var-
ious geometric spaces, with some performing sig-
nificantly better. Spaces such as (cos6,siné, r) and
(rcos 8, rsin6,r) over 70% predictions of the atomic
number have an absolute error within 2, suggesting
the potential existence of latent 3D structures in LLMs
resembling spirals or radial spirals. Fig.7 shows the
output of the LLM after intervention on the two spiral
geometric space, highlighting the periodic table’s cyclic
properties. Additional geometric shapes are analyzed
in Appendix B.2. In contrast, random spaces and un-
related prompts exhibit poor performance, increasing
our confidence that these results suggest the geometry
of embedding spaces can relate to the real geometry of
knowledge.

-0.16
11+

16 -
21 -

26 -

Token

31-

36 -

41+

46 -

D I
Token

Figure 8: Euclidean distance heatmap of approximated vec-
tor representations for numeric tokens (1-50) in the hidden
space of the last layer.

In the intervention experiments, it is actually not obvi-
ous whether a smaller numerical difference between the
output token and the true value always implies smaller
error. To investigate this, we project token IDs for
numbers 1-50 into the last hidden layer using the pseu-
doinverse of the vocabulary projection matrix W7 ..
This operation reconstructs an approximation of the
hidden representations that would produce these token
IDs as logits. Fig.8 shows that smaller numerical dif-
ferences generally correspond to closer representations,
while larger differences often result in inconsistent dis-
tances, reflecting the model’s difficulty with numerical
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consistency over larger gaps. For instance, the vector
for ‘1’ is closer to ‘2’ than to ‘5°, while the distances
between ‘10’ and ‘40’ is closer than between ‘10’ and
21’. In the intervention, when the predicted value is
close to the true value, hidden logits align well with
true logits, suggesting higher accuracy. However, large
numerical deviations cannot fully capture prediction
errors, so we evaluate results using an absolute error
threshold (< 2) in Fig.6, representing a small distance.

5 Relationship in attributes
representation: from superposition to
separation

The last section explores whether one attribute’s rep-
resentation can recall related attributes without being
mentioned, while this section explores the relationships
between attribute representations across layers.

5.1 Attribute representations overlap in
intermediate layers but become distinct later

As outlined in Sec.3.1, we trained a linear model for
each attribute A; at each layer /, yielding a weight vec-
tor w;l) that represents how attribute A; is stored in the
activation space of layer /. To analyze attribute relation-
ships across layers, we computed the cosine similarity
between weight vectors of different attributes using
continuation-style activation sets to minimize language
pattern influence.

Fig.9 illustrates the cosine similarity across 80 layers
of Meta-Llama-3.1-70B. Notably, in high-dimensional
spaces, random vector pairs typically approach orthog-
onality due to the ‘blessing of dimensionality’. To
illustrate this, we randomly sampled vector pairs in an
8129-dimensional space (the activation vector size of
Meta-Llama-3.1-70B) and calculated their cosine simi-
larity, with the 99.9% confidence interval (CI) shown
in gray. Cosine similarity outside this interval indi-
cates meaningful relationships between attributes. See
Appendix C for more details.

In the early layers, high similarity reflects token-level
processing rather than semantic understanding. As lay-
ers deepen, similarity decreases as the model begins
capturing semantics. In the intermediate layers, simi-
larity rises, indicating shared representation of corre-
lated attributes. Finally, in the later layers, similarity
drops again as the model separates features for refined
decision-making.
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Figure 9: Cosine similarity between weight vectors of linear
probes for attribute pairs across layers in Meta-Llama-3.1-
70B. The shaded area (99.9% CI) represents unrelated bound-
aries.

5.2 Attribute representations exhibit linear
relationships

To directly capture relationships between attributes, we
map the representation of Aj; to Aj, at each layer by
training a linear model on the last activation of a fixed
prompt template (with PCA reducing the activation di-
mension to 20), e.g., ‘In the periodic table, the A; of X;
is ” Mapping performance is evaluated by R? scores of
5-fold cross-validation.

Fig.10 shows R? scores across layers for attribute pairs.
High scores in early layers reflect token-level differ-
ences due to shared prompt template. As layers deepen,
R? decreases, indicating a shift to semantic represen-
tations. In the intermediate layers, R rises, revealing
attribute overlap, exhibiting linear relationships. In the
later layers, R? drops as the model separates attributes
for task-specific outputs.
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Figure 10: R2 scores across layers for mapping attribute pairs
in Meta-Llama-3.1-70B using a linear model trained on the
last activation of a fixed prompt template.

Both experiments highlight the transition from superpo-
sition in the intermediate layers to separation in the later
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layers. Furthermore, the second experiment demon-
strates that even simple linear models are able to cap-
ture the relationships between different attributes. The
observation also explains why the recall ability of the
intermediate layers is stronger, as discussed in Sec.4.

6 Related work

Intermediate layers matter. Recent studies under-
score the importance of intermediate layers in LLMs,
emphasizing their role in producing more informative
representations for downstream tasks compared to final
layers 7202331 These layers are crucial for encoding
abstract knowledge, enabling advanced capabilities like
in-context learning and transfer learning, which are
vital for understanding and optimizing LLMs?. Ad-
ditionally, intermediate layers exhibit distinct patterns
of information compression and abstraction, such as
reduced entropy, allowing them to efficiently represent
complex inputs 734,

Superposition. The Superposition Hypothesis suggests
that neural networks can encode far more features than
neurons they have by compressing high-dimensional
concepts into overlapping, nearly orthogonal represen-
tations >!>2?_ Instead of assigning features to individual
neurons, features are represented as sparse linear combi-
nations across neurons, improving encoding efficiency
and reducing interference. Toy models demonstrate
that sparsity enhances feature disentanglement, balanc-
ing compression and accuracy®. Early layers encode
numerous features with sparse combinations, while in-
termediate layers focus on higher-level contextual fea-
tures '!.

Linear representation hypothesis. The linear rep-
resentation hypothesis suggests that neural networks
encode high-level features as linear directions in acti-
vation space, enabling easier interpretation and manip-
ulation?. Probing, introduced by!, assesses feature
encoding in models and builds on findings in word
embeddings like GloVe and Word2Vec, which capture
semantic relationships through linear structures?*28,
Empirical support spans various contexts, including
spatial and temporal representations '2, sentiment anal-
ysis 33, task-specific features 13, and broader relational
structures ',

Non-linear Representations. Although the linear rep-
resentation hypothesis offers insights into neural net-
work representations, studies have highlighted its limi-
tations and emphasized the significance of non-linear
structures.>? demonstrated that GPT models trained on
the game ‘Othello’ required non-linear probes to decode
board states. Non-linear structures, such as the ‘pizza’
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and ‘clock’ patterns?>3, and circular representations

observed in tasks like predicting days or months using
modular arithmetic prompts '°, reveal the complexity
of these representations.

7 Discussion and conclusions

Building on prior research into how LLMs represent in-
dividual entities, our study systematically investigates
how LLMs encode and recall interwoven structured
knowledge across transformer layers. Intermediate lay-
ers emerge as pivotal for encoding factual knowledge
and maintaining superimposed representations of re-
lated attributes, enabling effective recall of associated
features even when not explicitly prompted. In contrast,
later layers refine these representations into more dis-
tinct and task-specific outputs, prioritizing linguistic
coherence. In addition, we uncovered geometric pat-
terns, such as 3D spirals, reflecting relationships like
the periodicity in chemical elements. This suggests
LLMs encode both linear and non-linear representa-
tions aligned with the real geometry of knowledge. The
findings provide insights that could inform the develop-
ment of more interpretable and efficient models, with
potential applications in scientific discovery and trust-
worthy Al systems.

Limitations. Our prompts are focused on chemical ele-
ments, while ideal for their structured attributes, may
not extend to domains with more abstract features. The
hypothesis-driven validation of geometric structures
may oversimplify LLMs’ non-linear interactions.

Impact Statement

We believe interpretability in LLMs is essential for
Al safety, reducing unintended behaviors and build-
ing trust. Understanding how knowledge is stored and
recalled across layers can inspire more interpretable,
efficient models, advance knowledge editing and scien-
tific discovery.

Code Availability

The code required to reproduce the results presented
in this paper is available at https://github.com/
tldr-group/LLM-knowledge-representation
with an MIT license agreement.
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Appendix

A Attention map detailed results

To investigate how the model prioritizes different parts of the input text, we conducted a preliminary analysis
using the 32-layer Meta-Llama-3-8B model. We adopted the attribute A ;, Period and Group, and iterated over X;,
consisting of 50 elements, using the prompt template: ‘In the periodic table of elements, the A; of X; is.” These
prompts were input into the language model, and we analyzed the average attention across all attention heads in
each transformer layer from the token ‘is’ to all other tokens. The averaged results across different prompts are
presented in Fig.Al.

The results indicate that in the intermediate layers, where entropy is relatively high, there is a noticeable
concentration of attention from the token ‘is’ to attribute and element tokens. This suggests that these intermediate
layers focus more on tokens within the sequence that have a significant impact on the output. In contrast, the
later layers, which exhibit lower entropy (with the exception of the final layer), show a more evenly distributed
attention pattern. This pattern implies that the model transitions from focusing on specific token relationships to
integrating broader context, thereby finalizing its interpretation for a cohesive output.
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Figure A1: Average attention distribution analysis of the 32-layer Meta-Llama-3-8B model across transformer layers, based
on prompts, ‘In the periodic table of elements, the A; of X; is,” where A; is an attribute (period or group) and X; is an element.
The heatmap (left) shows average attention from ‘is’ to all tokens, while line plots (right) depict attention to target tokens
(e.g., element and attribute), average attention to other tokens, and attention entropy. Intermediate layers focus on significant
token relationships with higher entropy, while later layers (excluding the final layer) show evenly distributed attention and
lower entropy, reflecting a shift to broader context integration.

B Intervention outcomes in geometric recall

B.1 Layer-wise performance evaluation

Fig.B1 illustrates the prediction error across layers when the activation of the last token across layers is replaced
with the predicted activation derived from the geometric space f(r, g, p) = (rcos 8, rsin 6, r). In the early layers,
errors gradually decrease because the model has not yet captured semantic information, and the geometric space
is still being constructed. The continuous decline in error reflects the model’s growing ability to capture semantic
information and progressively build a coherent geometric representation. By layer 20, the error stabilizes,
indicating that these layers effectively encode the periodic and geometric relationships between atomic properties
such as atomic number, group, and period.

11
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However, beyond layer 30, the error increases sharply as the model begins outputting non-numeric tokens
(replaced with an error value of 50 in the plot, corresponding to the maximum possible error given the 50
elements and atomic numbers). This can be attributed to two factors. First, if the numeric token is not the first
output, generating the correct answer requires activations across all token positions. But only the last activation
was replaced. Intervening too late disrupts the established flow of activations at other positions, which have
already determined the output content. Second, it is also likely due to the model shifting its focus from geometric
relationships to higher-level abstractions or context-dependent reasoning in the later layers. Therefore, for the
intervention experiments on geometric relationships, we selected layer 20 as it balances effective encoding of
geometric relationships and minimizes disruption to the model’s output process.

Error Variation Across Layers (Absolute Values, Missing Data Filled with 50)

50 { —e— Mean Absolute Error
Error Range (Min-Max)

40 4

30 4

204

Absolute Error

10 4

Layer

Figure B1: Variation of Absolute Prediction Errors Across Layers with Intervention. The plot shows the mean absolute error
(MAE) for each layer, along with the minimum and maximum error range represented by the shaded region. Missing data
points were replaced with a value of 50 before computing the absolute errors.

B.2 Detailed evaluation of geometric spaces

The primary evaluation criterion used in the main text is the absolute error threshold (< 2), as discussed in detail
in Sec.4.2. This metric was chosen because it better captures the accuracy of activation interventions. However,
other metrics, such as R?, Pearson correlation, and qualitative mapping fidelity, also provide valuable insights.
These complementary results are summarized in Table B1.

Pearson Percentage of

#  Space Description R? Correlation ~ Abs.err <2  Mapping Fidelity
1 r Linear structure along atomic number. 0.8863 0.9591 38.00% Moderate
2 (rgp) 3D cartesian grid. 0.8060 0.9191 48.00% Moderate
3 (rcos@,rsin6,r) 3D radial spiral structure. 0.8162 0.9035 72.00% High

4 (cos@,sinb, r) 3D spiral structure. 0.7596 0.8813 70.00% High

5 (cos 6, sin6, p) 3D periodic wave-like structure. 0.5106 0.7174 60.00% Moderate
6  (rcosf,rsiné, p) 3D periodic lattice with radial dependencies.  0.6719 0.8240 62.00% Moderate
7  (rcos@,rsin6) 2D radial structure. -0.1391 0.1481 40.00% Low

8  Frandom Random linear structure. 0.0075 0.1503 10.00% Low

9 (coS(Brandom)» SIN(Brandom)» 1) Randomized spiral. 0.6358 0.8465 20.00% Low
10 (rcosé,rsiné,r) Element unrelated prompts -0.4910 0.7215 48.00% Low

Table B1: Performance of different low-dimensional spaces for activation intervention. Each space represents a unique
pattern, with results assessed using R?, Pearson correlation, and percentage of predictions within absolute error < 2.

In the main paper, we demonstrate two geometric space intervention results; however, other shapes can also
be extracted. Fig.B2 shows the extracted linear structure from interventions. While the alignment of points
along a straight path indicates the presence of a linear structure, the overlapping points suggest its limitations in
distinguishing atomic number. Compared to more expressive shapes like spirals, linear structures may struggle to
effectively capture periodic or distinct features.
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Figure B2: Linear Structure in the Geometric Space from Intervention Experiments. The figure shows predictions (colored
points) and their alignment with the ground truth (gray line). While the linear structure is evident, the overlap of points
suggests limitations in capturing distinct element properties.

C Blessing of dimensionality

When the dimensionality is very high, the most of random vector pairs approach orthogonality. We illustrate this
by sampling pairs of vectors in an 8129-dimensional space (corresponding to the activation vector dimension of
Meta-Llama-3.1-70B) and computing their cosine similarities. The 99.9% confidence interval (CI) provides an
estimate of the expected cosine similarity range at each dimensionality:

o o
Cloo.og = |1 — Z%,ﬂ + Z%

where u is the sample mean, o is the sample standard deviation, n is the number of sampled pairs, and z = 3.29
for a 99.9% confidence level.

9000 T

T
==+ 99.9% Cl Lower (-0.0364)
8000 1

—~—- 99.9% CI Upper (0.0364)

7000 -

<, 6000 1
9
< 5000 4

4000 +

Freque

3000 -

2000 -

1000 1

04
—0.100-0.075-0.050-0.0250.000 0.025 0.050 0.075 0.100
Cosine Similarity

Figure C1: Cosine similarity distribution of random vector pairs in an 8129-dimensional space, with a 99.9% confidence
interval (—0.0364, 0.0364) shown by the dashed lines.

The specific distribution is shown in Fig.C1, where the confidence interval is extremely narrow (+£0.036),
indicating that random vector pairs exhibit highly consistent cosine similarities. This suggests that the learned
weights of the linear probe across different feature pairs are effectively uncorrelated, exhibiting only random
alignment. In Fig.8, the shaded region represents the 99.9% confidence interval for the cosine similarities of
high-dimensional random vectors, further supporting this observation.
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D Linear probing detailed results

In Sec.3.1, we applied linear probing to train linear-kernel Support Vector Regression (SVR) models for each
layer / and attribute A ;, using the activation dataset H (/). The ground truth values y; ; correspond to the attribute
values of each element X;.

D.1 Why R? cannot reach 1

Even with a perfectly trained model and a sufficiently large dataset, achieving an R* of 1 in linear probing is
impossible. The model’s output token ‘1’ indicates that the activation at the last token position in the final layer
leads to the highest logit for token 1’s ID after the final linear transformation. However, do token activation in the
final layer of numbers exhibit a perfect linear relationship with their real numerical values? Token embeddings
are learned representations that capture semantic relationships between tokens, but they are not guaranteed to
align linearly with numerical values.

To further investigate this, we fit a linear model to map approximated numerical token representations in the last
layer to their actual values. Specifically, we extract token IDs for numbers 1-50 from the tokenizer, multiply
them by the pseudoinverse of the vocabulary projection matrix W __ . and obtain their corresponding vector
representations in the hidden space of the last layer:

h; = W;/'—ocab L

where t; is the encoded token ID for the number i, and h; represents its corresponding hidden space representation.

We then fit a linear regression model to map these representations to their true numerical values. The linear
correlation turned out to be quite strong, with an R? of 0.98. However, this is not 1—possibly because the
embedding space is not perfectly linearly aligned with numerical values, or because it is influenced by semantic
noise, or simply due to limitations in the fitting method.

For LLMs, even if the logits were identical to the embeddings h; (which is theoretically impossible—at best,
they can only approximate them), the R?> would still be limited to 0.98. Therefore, it is unsurprising that linear
probing does not achieve an R? of 1.

D.2 Detailed results of the best layer

In the main text Sec.3, we used SVR for linear probing. Figures D1, D2, D3, D4, and D5 present the detailed R?
performance of the best layer for each attribute—atomic number, atomic mass, electronegativity, period, and
group—across three different models.
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Figure D1: Evaluation of SVR performance for Layer best_layer on the atomic mass. The left plot shows true vs. predicted
values with alignment to the diagonal indicating accuracy. The center plot displays residuals, highlighting error distribution
centered around zero. The right plot visualizes true and predicted values across samples, with shaded areas representing error

magnitudes.
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SVR (Layer 31): True vs Predicted - Model: Llama-2-7b-hf

INTERWOVEN KNOWLEDGE IN LL.Ms
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Figure D2: Evaluation of SVR performance for Layer best_layer on the atomic number. The left plot shows true vs. predicted
values with alignment to the diagonal indicating accuracy. The center plot displays residuals, highlighting error distribution
centered around zero. The right plot visualizes true and predicted values across samples, with shaded areas representing error
magnitudes.
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Figure D3: Evaluation of SVR performance for Layer best_layer on the group. The left plot shows true vs. predicted
values with alignment to the diagonal indicating accuracy. The center plot displays residuals, highlighting error distribution
centered around zero. The right plot visualizes true and predicted values across samples, with shaded areas representing error
magnitudes.
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Figure D4: Evaluation of SVR performance for Layer best_layer on the period. The left plot shows true vs. predicted
values with alignment to the diagonal indicating accuracy. The center plot displays residuals, highlighting error distribution
centered around zero. The right plot visualizes true and predicted values across samples, with shaded areas representing error
magnitudes.
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Figure D5: Evaluation of SVR performance for Layer best_layer on the electronegativity. The left plot shows true vs.
predicted values with alignment to the diagonal indicating accuracy. The center plot displays residuals, highlighting error
distribution centered around zero. The right plot visualizes true and predicted values across samples, with shaded areas
representing error magnitudes.
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