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Abstract
Sparse autoencoders (SAEs) have been suc-
cessfully used to discover sparse and human-
interpretable representations of the latent activa-
tions of LLMs. However, we would ultimately
like to understand the computations performed
by LLMs and not just their representations. The
extent to which SAEs can help us understand com-
putations is unclear because they are not designed
to “sparsify” computations in any sense, only la-
tent activations. To solve this, we propose Jaco-
bian SAEs (JSAEs), which yield not only spar-
sity in the input and output activations of a given
model component but also sparsity in the compu-
tation (formally, the Jacobian) connecting them.
With a naïve implementation, the Jacobians in
LLMs would be computationally intractable due
to their size. One key technical contribution is
thus finding an efficient way of computing Jaco-
bians in this setup. We find that JSAEs extract a
relatively large degree of computational sparsity
while preserving downstream LLM performance
approximately as well as traditional SAEs. We
also show that Jacobians are a reasonable proxy
for computational sparsity because MLPs are ap-
proximately linear when rewritten in the JSAE ba-
sis. Lastly, we show that JSAEs achieve a greater
degree of computational sparsity on pre-trained
LLMs than on the equivalent randomized LLM.
This shows that the sparsity of the computational
graph appears to be a property that LLMs learn
through training, and suggests that JSAEs might
be more suitable for understanding learned trans-
former computations than standard SAEs.

1. Introduction
Sparse autoencoders (SAEs) have emerged as a power-
ful tool for understanding the internal representations of
large language models (Bricken et al., 2023; Cunningham
et al., 2023; Gao et al., 2024; Rajamanoharan et al., 2024b;
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Lieberum et al., 2024; Lawson et al., 2024; Braun et al.,
2024; Kissane et al., 2024; Rajamanoharan et al., 2024a).
By decomposing neural network activations into sparse, in-
terpretable components, SAEs have helped researchers gain
significant insights into how these models process informa-
tion (Marks et al., 2024; Lieberum et al., 2024; Temple-
ton et al., 2024b; O’Brien et al., 2024; Farrell et al., 2024;
Paulo et al., 2024; Balcells et al., 2024; Lan et al., 2024;
Brinkmann et al., 2025; Spies et al., 2024).

When trained on the activation vectors from neural network
layers, SAEs learn to reconstruct the inputs using a dic-
tionary of sparse ‘features’, where there are many more
features than basis dimensions of the inputs, and each fea-
ture tends to capture a specific, interpretable concept. How-
ever, the goal of this paper is to improve understanding of
computations in transformers. While SAEs are designed
to disentangle the representations of concepts in the LLM,
they are not designed to help us understand the computa-
tions performed with those representations. Indeed, SAEs
have been shown to exhibit pathological behaviors such as
feature absorption, which seem unlikely to be properties of
the actual LLM computation (Chanin et al., 2024).

One approach to understanding computation would be to
train two SAEs, one at the input and one at the output
of an MLP in a transformer. We can then ask how the
MLP maps sparse latent features at the inputs to sparse
features in the outputs. For this mapping to be interpretable,
it would be desirable that it is sparse, in the sense that each
latent in the SAE trained on the output depends on a small
number of latents of the SAE trained on the input. These
dependencies can be understood as a computation graph or
‘circuit’ (Olah et al., 2020; Cammarata et al., 2020). SAEs
are not designed to encourage this computation graph to be
sparse. To address this, we develop Jacobian SAEs (JSAEs),
where we include a term in the objective to encourage SAE
bases with sparse computational graphs, not just sparse
activations. Specifically, we treat the mapping between the
latent activations of the input and output SAEs as a function
and encourage its Jacobian to be sparse by including an L1

penalty term in the loss function.

With a naïve implementation, it is intractable to compute
Jacobian matrices because each matrix would have on the or-
der of a trillion elements, even for modestly sized language
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Figure 1. A diagram illustrating our setup. We have two SAEs: one trained on the MLP inputs and the other trained on the MLP outputs.
We then consider the function fs, which takes the latent activations of the first SAE and returns the latent activations of the second SAE,
i.e., fs(sx) = sy. The function fs is described by the function composition of the TopK activation function of the first (input) SAE τk,
the decoder of the first SAE dx, the MLP f , and the encoder of the second (output) SAE ey. We note that the activation function τk is
included for computational efficiency only; see Section 4.2 for details. JSAEs optimize for fs having a sparse Jacobian matrix, which
we illustrate by reducing the number of edges in the computational graph that corresponds to fs. Traditional SAEs have sparse SAE
latents on either side of the MLP but a dense computational graph between them; JSAEs have both sparse SAE latents and a sparse
computational graph. Importantly, Jacobian sparsity approximates the computational graph notion, but, as we discuss in Section 5.3 and
Appendix B, this approximation is highly accurate due to the fact that fs is a mostly linear function.

models and SAEs. Therefore, one of our core contributions
is to develop an efficient means to compute Jacobian ma-
trices in this context. The approach we develop makes it
possible to train a pair of Jacobian SAEs with only approxi-
mately double the computational requirements of training a
single standard SAE (Section 4.2). These methods enabled
us to make three downstream findings.

First, we find that Jacobian SAEs successfully induce spar-
sity in the Jacobian matrices between input and output SAE
latents relative to standard SAEs without a Jacobian term
(Section 5.1). We find that JSAEs achieve the desired in-
crease in the sparsity of the Jacobian with only a slight
decrease in reconstruction quality and model performance
preservation, which remain roughly on par with standard
SAEs. We also find that the input and output latents learned
by Jacobian SAEs are approximately as interpretable as
standard SAEs, as quantified by auto-interpretability scores.

Second, inspired by Heap et al. (2025), we investigated
the behavior of Jacobian SAEs when applied to random
transformers, i.e., where the parameters have been reini-
tialized. We find that the degree of Jacobian sparsity that
can be achieved when JSAEs are applied to a pre-trained
transformer is much greater than the sparsity achieved for
a random transformer (Section 5.2). This preliminary find-
ing suggests that Jacobian sparsity may be a useful tool for
discovering learned computational structure.

Lastly, we find that Jacobians accurately approximate com-
putational sparsity in this context because the function we
are analyzing (i.e., the combination of JSAEs and MLP) is
approximately linear (Section 5.3).

Our source code can be found at
https://github.com/lucyfarnik/jacobian-saes.

2. Related work
2.1. Sparse autoencoders

SAEs have been widely applied to ‘disentangle’ the repre-
sentations learned by transformer language models into a
very large number of concepts, a.k.a. sparse latents, features,
or dictionary elements (Sharkey et al., 2022; Cunningham
et al., 2023; Bricken et al., 2023; Gao et al., 2024; Raja-
manoharan et al., 2024b; Lieberum et al., 2024). Human
experiments and quantitative proxies apparently confirm that
SAE latents are much more likely to correspond to human-
interpretable concepts than raw language-model neurons,
i.e., the basis dimensions of their activation vectors (Cun-
ningham et al., 2023; Bricken et al., 2023; Rajamanoharan
et al., 2024a). SAEs have been successfully applied to mod-
ifying the behavior of LLMs by using a direction discovered
by an SAE to “steer” the model towards a certain concept
(Makelov, 2024; O’Brien et al., 2024; Templeton et al.,
2024b).
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Our work is based on SAEs but has a very different aim:
standard SAEs only sparsify activations, while JSAEs also
sparsify the computation graph between them (Figure 1).

2.2. Transcoders

In this paper, we focus on MLPs. Dunefsky et al. (2024);
Templeton et al. (2024a) developed transcoders, an alter-
native SAE-like method to understand MLPs. However,
JSAEs and transcoders take radically different approaches
and solve radically different problems. This is perhaps easi-
est to see if we look at what transcoders and JSAEs sparsify.
JSAEs are fundamentally an extension of standard SAEs:
they train SAEs at the input and output of the MLP and
add an extra term to the objective such that these sparse
latents are also appropriate for interpreting the MLP (Fig-
ure 1). In contrast, transcoders do not sparsify the inputs and
outputs; they work with dense inputs and outputs. Instead,
transcoders, in essence, sparsify the MLP hidden states.
Specifically, a transcoder is an MLP that you train to match
(using a mean squared error objective) the input-to-output
mapping of the underlying MLP from the transformer. The
key difference between the transcoder MLP and the under-
lying MLP is that the transcoder MLP is much wider, and
its hidden layer is trained to be sparse.

Thus, transcoders and JSAEs take fundamentally different
approaches. Each transcoder latent tells us ‘there is com-
putation in the MLP related to [concept].’ By comparison,
JSAEs learn a pair of SAEs (which have mostly interpretable
latents) and sparse connections between them. At a con-
ceptual level, JSAEs tell us that ‘this feature in the MLP’s
output was computed using only these few input features’.
Ultimately, we believe that the JSAE approach, grounded in
understanding how the SAE basis at one layer is mapped to
the SAE basis at another layer, is potentially powerful and
worth thoroughly exploring.

Importantly, it is worth emphasizing that JSAEs and
transcoders are asking fundamentally different questions,
as can be seen in terms of e.g., differences in what they
sparsify. As such, it is not, to our knowledge, possible to
design meaningful quantitative comparisons, at least not
without extensive future work to develop very general auto-
interpretability methods for evaluating methods of under-
standing MLP circuits.

2.3. Automated circuit discovery

In “automated circuit discovery”, the goal is to isolate the
causally relevant intermediate variables and connections
between them necessary for a neural network to perform a
given task (Olah et al., 2020). In this context, a circuit is
defined as a computational subgraph with an interpretable
function. The causal connections between elements are de-
termined via activation patching, i.e., modifying or replacing

the activations at a particular site of the model (Meng et al.,
2022; Zhang & Nanda, 2023; Wang et al., 2022; Hanna
et al., 2023). In some cases, researchers have identified sub-
components of transformer language models with simple
algorithmic roles that appear to generalize across models
(Olsson et al., 2022).

Conmy et al. (2023) proposed a means to automatically
prune the connections between the sub-components of a
neural network to the most relevant for a given task using ac-
tivation patching. Given a choice of task (i.e., a dataset and
evaluation metric), this approach to automated circuit dis-
covery (ACDC) returns a minimal computational subgraph
needed to implement the task, e.g., previously identified
‘circuits’ like Hanna et al. (2023). Naturally, this is compu-
tationally expensive, leading other authors to explore using
linear approximations to activation patching (Nanda, 2023;
Syed et al., 2024; Kramár et al., 2024). Marks et al. (2024)
later improved on this technique by using SAE latents as
the nodes in the computational graph.

In a sense, these methods are supervised because they re-
quire the user to specify a task. Naturally, it is not feasible
to manually iterate over all tasks an LLM can perform, so
a fully unsupervised approach is desirable. With JSAEs,
we take a step towards resolving this problem, although the
architecture introduced in this paper initially only applies to
a single MLP layer and not an entire model. Additionally, to
the best of our knowledge, no automated circuit discovery
algorithm sparsifies the computations inside of MLPs.

3. Background
3.1. Sparse autoencoders

In an SAE, we have input vectors, x ∈ X = Rmx . We want
to approximate each vector x by a sparse linear combination
of vectors, sx ∈ Sx = Rnx . The dimension of the sparse
vector, nx, is typically much larger than the dimension of
the input vectors mx (i.e. the basis is overcomplete).

In the case of SAEs, we treat the vectors as inputs to an
autoencoder with an encoder ex : X → Sx and a decoder
dx : Sx → X defined by,

sx = ex(x) = ϕ(Wenc
x x+ benc

x ) (1)

x̂ = dx(sx) = Wdec
x sx + bdec

x (2)

Here, the parameters are the encoder weights Wenc ∈
Rnx×mx , decoder weights Wdec ∈ Rmx×nx , encoder bias
benc

x ∈ Rnx , and decoder bias bdec
x ∈ Rmx . The non-

linearity ϕ can be, for instance, ReLU. These parameters
are then optimized to minimize the difference between x
and x̂, typically measured in terms of the mean squared
error (MSE), while imposing an L1 penalty on the latent
activations sx to incentivize sparsity.
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3.2. Automatic interpretability of SAE latents

In order to compare the quality of different SAEs, it is
desirable to be able to quantify how interpretable its latents
are. A popular approach to quantifying interpretability at
scale is to collect the examples that maximally activate a
given latent, prompt an LLM to generate an explanation of
the concept the examples have in common, and then prompt
an LLM to predict whether a given prompt activates the
SAE latent given the generated explanation. We can then
score the accuracy of the predicted activations relative to
the ground truth. There are several variants of this approach
(e.g., Bills et al., 2023; Choi et al., 2024); in this paper, we
use “fuzzing” where the scoring model classifies whether
the highlighted tokens in prompts activate an SAE latent
given an explanation of that latent (Paulo et al., 2024).

4. Methods
The key idea with a Jacobian SAE is to train a pair of SAEs
on the inputs and outputs of a neural network layer while
additionally optimizing the sparsity of the Jacobian of the
function that relates the input and output SAE latent acti-
vations (Figure 1). In this paper, we apply Jacobian SAEs
to multi-layer perceptrons (MLPs) of the kind commonly
found in transformer language models (Radford et al., 2019;
Biderman et al., 2023).

4.1. Setup

Consider an MLP mapping from x ∈ X to y ∈ Y , i.e.,
f : X → Y or y = f(x). We can then train two k-sparse
SAEs, one on x and the other on y. The resulting SAEs
map from each of x and y to corresponding sparse latents
sx ∈ Sx and sy ∈ Sy, i.e., sx = ex(x) and sy = ey(y),
where ex is the encoder of the first SAE and ey is the encoder
of the second SAE. Each of these SAEs also has a decoder
that maps from the sparse latents back to an approximation
of the original vector: x̂ = dx(sx) and ŷ = dy(sy).

We may now consider the function fs : SX → SY , which
intuitively represents the function, f , but written in terms
of the sparse bases learned by the SAE pair for the original
vectors x and y. Specifically, we define fs by

fs = ey ◦ f ◦ dx ◦ τk (3)

where ◦ denotes function composition. Here, dx : Sx → X
maps the sparse latents given as input to fs to “dense” inputs.
Then, f : X → Y maps the dense inputs to dense outputs.
Finally, ey : Y → Sy maps the dense outputs to sparse out-
puts. Note that fs first applies the TopK activation function
τk to the sparse inputs, sx. Critically, with k-sparse SAEs,
we produce the sparse inputs by sx = ex(x), implying that
sx only has k non-zero elements. In that setting, TopK does
not change the inputs, i.e. sx = τk(sx), but it does affect the

Jacobian and, in particular, allows us to compute it much
more efficiently (Section 4.2).

At a high level, we want the function fs to be ‘sparse’,
in the sense that each of its input dimensions (i.e. SAE
latent activations) only affects a small number of its output
dimensions, and each of its output dimensions only depends
on a small number of its input dimensions. We quantify the
sparsity of fs in terms of its Jacobian matrix. The Jacobian
of fs is, in index notation:

Jfs,i,j =
∂fs(sx,i)

∂sx,j
. (4)

Intuitively, we can consider maximizing the sparsity of the
Jacobian as minimizing the number of edges in the compu-
tational graph connecting the input and output nodes (Fig-
ure 1), i.e. maximizing the number of near-zero elements
in the Jacobian matrix. We note that the Jacobian is not a
perfect measure of the sparsity of the computational graph,
but it is an accurate proxy (see Section 5.3 and Appendix B)
while being computationally tractable.

We simultaneously train two separate SAEs on the input and
output of a transformer MLP with the objectives of low re-
construction error and sparse relations between the separate
SAE latents (via the Jacobian). We do not need to optimize
for the sparsity of the latent activations via a penalty term
in the loss function because we use k-sparse autoencoders,
which keep only the k largest latent activations per token
position. Hence, our loss function is

L = MSE(x, x̂) + MSE(y, ŷ) +
λ

k2

ny∑
i=1

nx∑
j=1

|Jfs,i,j | (5)

Here, k is the number of non-zero elements in the TopK
activation function, nx, ny are the dimensionalities of the
latent spaces of the input and output SAEs, respectively, and
λ is the coefficient of the Jacobian loss term. We divide
by k2 because, as we will see later, there are at most k2

non-zero elements in the Jacobian. Finally, note that if we
set λ = 0, then our objective effectively trains traditional
SAEs for each of x and y independently.

4.2. Making the Jacobian calculation tractable

Computing the Jacobian naively (e.g., using an automatic
differentiation package) is computationally intractable, as
the full Jacobian has sizeB×ny×nx whereB is the number
of tokens in a training batch nx is the number of SAE latents
for the input, and ny is the number of SAE latents for the
output. Unfortunately, typical values are around 1, 000 for
B and around 32, 000 for nx and ny (taking as an example
a model dimension of 1, 000 and an expansion factor of
32). Combined, this gives a Jacobian with around 1 trillion
elements. This is obviously far too large to work with in
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Figure 2. JSAEs induce a much greater degree of sparsity in the
elements of the Jacobian of fs than traditional SAEs. The bars
show the average proportion of Jacobian elements with absolute
values above certain thresholds. At most k × k elements can be
nonzero, so we take 100% on the y-axis to mean k × k. The
average was taken across 10 million tokens. This example is from
layer 15 of Pythia-410m. For layer 3 of Pythia-70m and layer 7 of
Pythia-160m, see Figure 30, for more quantitative information on
Jacobian sparsity across model sizes, layers, and hyperparameters
see Figures 20, 21, and 22. We present further discussion of the
sparsity of the Jacobian in Appendix E.

practice, and our key technical contribution is to develop an
efficient approach to working with this huge Jacobian.

Our first insight is that for each element of the batch, we
have a ny×nx Jacobian, where nx and ny are around 32, 000.
This is obviously far too large. However, remember that
we are interested in the Jacobian of fs, so the input is the
sparse SAE latent vector, sx and the output is the sparse
SAE latent vector, sy. Importantly, as we are using k-sparse
SAEs, only k elements of the input and output are “on”
for any given token. As such, we really only care about
the k × k elements of the Jacobian of fs, corresponding
to the inputs and outputs that are “on”. This reduces the
size of the Jacobian by around six orders of magnitude,
and renders the computation tractable. However, to make
this work formally, we need all elements of the Jacobian
corresponding to “off” elements of the input and output to
be zero. This is where the τk in the definition of fs becomes
important. Specifically, the τk ensures that the gradient of
fs wrt any of the inputs that are “off” is zero. Without τk,
the Jacobian could be non-zero for any of the inputs, even
if changing those inputs would not make sense, as it would
give more than k elements being “on” in the input, and thus
could not be produced by the k-sparse SAE.

Our second insight was that computing the Jacobian by
automatic differentiation would still be relatively inefficient,
e.g., requiring k backward passes. Instead, for standard
GPT-2-style MLPs, we noticed that an extremely efficient
Jacobian formula can be derived by hand, requiring only
three matrix multiplications and along with a few pointwise

operations. We present this derivation in Appendix A.

With these optimizations in place, training a pair of JSAEs
takes about twice as long as training a single standard SAE.
We measured this by training ten of each model on Pythia-
70m with an expansion factor of 32 for 100 million tokens on
an RTX 3090. The average training durations were 72mins
for a pair of JSAEs and 33 mins for a traditional SAE, with
standard deviations below 30 seconds for both.

5. Results
Our experiments were performed on LLMs from the Pythia
suite (Biderman et al., 2023), the figures in the main text
contain results from Pythia-410m unless otherwise specified.
We trained on 300 million tokens with k = 32 and an expan-
sion factor of 64 for Pythia-410m and 32 for smaller models.
We reproduced all our experiments on multiple models and
found the same qualitative results (see Appendix D).

5.1. Jacobian sparsity, reconstruction quality, and
auto-interpretability scores

First, we compared the Jacobian sparsity for standard SAEs
and JSAEs. Note that, unlike with SAE latent activations,
there is no mechanism for producing exact zeros in the
Jacobian elements corresponding to active latents. Hence,
we consider the number of near-zero elements rather than
the number of exact zeros. To quantify the difference in
sparsity between the two, we looked at the proportion of
the elements of the Jacobian above a particular threshold
when aggregating over 10 million tokens (Figure 2). Here,
we found that JSAEs dramatically reduced the number of
large elements of the Jacobian relative to traditional SAEs.

Importantly, the degree of sparsity depends on our choice
of the coefficient λ of the Jacobian loss term. Therefore,
we trained multiple JSAEs with different values of this
parameter. As we might expect, for small values of λ, i.e.,
little incentive to sparsify the Jacobian, the input and output
SAEs perform similarly to standard SAEs (Figure 3 blue
lines), including in terms of the variance explained by the
reconstructed activation vectors and the increase in the cross-
entropy loss when the input activations are replaced by their
reconstructions. Unsurprisingly, as λ grows larger and the
Jacobian loss term starts to dominate, our evaluation metrics
degrade. Interestingly, this degradation happens almost
entirely in the output SAE rather than the input SAE —
we leave it to future work to investigate this phenomenon
further.

Critically, Figure 3 suggests there is a ‘sweet spot’ of the
λ hyperparameter where the SAE quality metrics remain
reasonable, but the Jacobian is much sparser than for stan-
dard SAEs. To further investigate this trade-off, we plotted a
measure of Jacobian sparsity (the proportion of elements of
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Figure 3. Reconstruction quality, model performance preservation, and sparsity metrics against the Jacobian loss coefficient. JSAEs
trained on layer 7 of Pythia-160m with expansion factor 64 and k = 32; see Figure 22 for layer 3 of Pythia-70m. Recall that the maximum
number of non-zero Jacobian values is k2 = 1024. In accordance with Figure 4, all evaluation metrics degrade for values of the coefficient
above 1. See Appendix D for details of the evaluation metrics.

the Jacobian above 0.01) against the average cross-entropy
(Figures 3, 4, and 25). We found that there is indeed a sweet
spot where the average cross-entropy is only slightly worse
than a traditional SAE, while the Jacobian is far sparser.
For Pythia 410m (Figure 4) this value is around λ = 0.5,
whereas for Pythia-70m, it is around λ = 1 (Figure 25). We
choose this value of the Jacobian coefficient (i.e. λ = 0.5 for
Pythia-410m in the main text, and λ = 1 for Pythia-160m
in the Appendix) in other experiments.

We also measure the interpretability of JSAE latents using
the automatic interpretability pipeline developed by Paulo
et al. (2024) and compare this to traditional SAEs. We find
that JSAEs achieve similar interpretability scores (Figure 5).

Lastly, we attempted to interpret the pairs of JSAE latents
corresponsing to the largest Jacobian elements by "max-
activating" examples. Though the pairs were generally inter-
pretable, we believe that the problem of interpreting these
pairs properly is very subtle and complex (see Appendix F)
and leave it to future work to investigate this further.

5.2. Performance on re-initialized transformers

To confirm that JSAEs are extracting information about
the complex learned computation, we considered a form of
control analysis inspired by Heap et al. (2025). Specifically,

we would expect that trained transformers have carefully
learned specific, structured computations while randomly
initialized transformers do not. Thus, a possible desider-
atum for tools in mechanistic interpretability is that they
ought to work substantially better when analyzing the com-
plex computations in trained LLMs than when applied to
LLMs with randomly re-initialized weights. This is pre-
cisely what we find. Specifically, we find that the Jacobians
for trained networks are always substantially sparser than
the corresponding random trained network, and this holds
for both traditional SAEs and JSAEs (Figure 6). Further, the
relative improvement in sparsity from the traditional SAE
to the JSAE is much larger for trained than random LLMs,
again indicating that JSAEs are extracting structure that
only exists in the trained network. Note that we also see that
for traditional SAEs, there is a somewhat more sparse Jaco-
bian for the trained than randomly initialized transformer.
This makes sense: we would hope that the traditional SAE
basis is somewhat more aligned with the computation (as
expressed by a sparse Jacobian) than we would expect by
chance. However, it turns out that without a “helping hand”
from the Jacobian sparsity term, the alignment in a tradi-
tional SAE is relatively small. Thus, Jacobian sparsity is a
property related to the complex computations LLMs learn
during training, which should make it substantially useful
for discovering the learned structures of LLMs.
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Pythia-410m using the “fuzzing” scorer from Paulo et al. (2024).
For all layers of Pythia-70m see Figure 32.

5.3. fs is mostly linear

Importantly, the Jacobian is a local measure. Thus, strictly
speaking, a near-zero element of the Jacobian matrix implies
only that a small change to the input SAE latent does not
affect the corresponding output SAE latent. It may, however,
still be the case that a large change to the input SAE latent
would change the output SAE latent. We investigated this
question and found that fs is usually approximately linear in
a wide range and is often close to linear. Specifically, of the
scalar functions relating individual input SAE latents sx,j
to individual output SAE latents sy,i, the vast majority are
linear (Figure 7b). This is important because, for any linear
function, its local slope is completely predictive of its global
shape, and therefore, a near-zero Jacobian element implies
a near-zero causal relationship. For the scalar functions
which are not linear, we frequently observed they have a
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Figure 6. Jacobians are substantially more sparse in pre-trained
LLMs than in randomly initialzied transformers. This holds both
when you actively optimize for Jacobian sparsity with JSAEs, and
when you don’t optimize for it and use traditional SAEs. The figure
shows the proportion of Jacobian elements with absolute values
above certain thresholds. At most k2 elements can be nonzero, we
therefore take k2 to be 100% on the y-axis. Jacobians are signifi-
cantly more sparse in pre-trained transformers than in randomly
re-initialized transformers. This shows that Jacobian sparsity is, at
least to some extent, connected to the structures that LLMs learn
during training. This stands in contrast to recent work by Heap
et al. (2025) showing that traditional SAEs achieve roughly equal
auto-interpretability scores on randomly initialized transformers
as they do on pre-trained LLMs. Measured on layer 15 of Pythia-
410m, for layer 3 of Pythia-70m see Figure 33. Averaged across
10 million tokens.

JumpReLU structure1 (Erichson et al., 2019). Notably, a
JumpReLU is linear in a subset of its input space, so even for
these scalar functions the first derivative is still an accurate
measure within some range of sx,j values. It is also worth
noting that with JSAEs, the proportion of linear functions is
noticeably higher than with traditional SAEs, so at least to a
certain extent, JSAEs induce additional linearity in the MLP.
To confirm these results, we plotted the Jacobian against
the change of output SAE latent sy,i as we change the input
SAE latent sx,j by subtracting 1 (Figure 7c)2. We found
that 97.7% of the time, |∆sy,i| ≈ |Jfs,ij |. For details see
Appendix B.

1By JumpReLU, we mean any function of the form f(x) =
aJumpReLU(bx + c). Recall that JumpReLU(x) = x if x > d
and 0 otherwise. a, b, c, d ∈ R are constants.

2For reference, the median value of sx,j without any interven-
tions is 2.5.

7



Jacobian Sparse Autoencoders: Sparsify Computations, Not Just Activations

0

2

0

1

s y
,j

0 5
sx, i

0

1

Line
ar

Jum
pR

eL
U

Othe
r

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

Pr
op

or
tio

n 
of

sc
al

ar
 fu

nc
tio

ns
 in

 f s

Traditional SAEs
JSAEs

0.0 0.2
Jacobian element (abs. value)

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

C
ha

ng
e 

in
 d

ow
ns

tre
am

la
te

nt
 (a

bs
. v

al
ue

)Li
ne

ar
Ju

m
pR

eL
U

O
th

er

(a) (b) (c)

Figure 7. The function fs, which combines the decoder of the first SAE, the MLP, and the encoder of the second SAE, is mostly linear.
Specifically, the vast majority of scalar functions going from sx,j to sy,i are linear. (a) Examples of linear, JumpReLU, and other functions
relating individual input SAE latents and output SAE latents. See Figure 8 for more examples. (b) For the empirically observed sx and
randomly selected i, j (of those corresponding to active SAE latents), the vast majority of scalar functions from sx,j to sy,i are linear. For
details see Appendix B. The proportion of linear function also noticeably increases with JSAEs compared to traditional SAEs, meaning
that JSAEs induce additional linearity in fs. (c) Because the vast majority of functions are linear, the Jacobian usually precisely predicts
the change observed in the output SAE latent when we make a large change to the input SAE latent’s value (namely subtracting 1, note
that the empirical median value of sx,j is 2.5). Each dot corresponds to an (sx,j , sy,i) pair. For 97.7% of pairs (across a sample size of 10
million) their Jacobian value nearly exactly predicts the change we see in the output SAE latent when making large changes to the input
SAE latent’s activation, i.e. |∆sy,i| ≈ |Jfs,ij |. The scatter plot shows a randomly selected subset of 1,000 (sx,j , sy,i) pairs. For further
details see Appendix B. Measured on layer 15 of Pythia-410m, for layer 3 of Pythia-70m see Figure 34, for the linearity results on other
models and hyperparameters see Figures 14, 15, and 16.

6. Discussion
We believe JSAEs are a promising approach for discover-
ing computational sparsity and understanding the reasoning
of LLMs. We would also argue that an approach like the
one we introduced is in some sense necessary if we want
to ‘reverse-engineer’ or ‘decompile’ LLMs into readable
source code. It is not enough that our variables (e.g., SAE
features) are interpretable; they must also be connected in
a relatively sparse way. To illustrate this point, imagine a
Python function that takes as input 5 arguments and returns
a single variable, and compare this to a Python function
that takes 32,000 arguments. Naturally, the latter would be
nearly impossible to reason about. Discovering computa-
tional sparsity thus appears to be a prerequisite for solving
interpretability. It is also important that the mechanisms for
discovering computational sparsity be fully unsupervised
rather than requiring the user to manually specify the task
being analyzed. There are existing methods for taking a
specific task and finding the circuit responsible for imple-
menting it, but these require the user to specify the task first
(e.g. as a small dataset of task-relevant prompts and a metric
of success). They are thus ‘supervised’ in the sense that
they need a clear direction from the user. Naturally, it is

not feasible to manually iterate over all tasks an LLM may
be performing, so a fully unsupervised approach is needed.
JSAEs are the first step in this direction.

Naturally, JSAEs in their current form still have important
limitations. They currently only work on MLPs, and for
now, they only operate on a single layer at a time rather
than discovering circuits throughout the entire model. Our
initial implementation also works on GPT-2-style MLPs,
while most LLMs from the last few years tend to use GLUs
(Dauphin et al., 2017; Shazeer, 2020), though we expect it
to be fairly easy to extend our setup to GLUs. Additionally,
our current implementation relies on the TopK activation
function for efficient batching; TopK SAEs can sometimes
encourage high-density features, so it may be desirable to
generalize our implementation to work with other activation
functions. These are, however, problems that can be ad-
dressed relatively straightforwardly in future work, and we
would welcome correspondence from researchers interested
in addressing them.

A pessimist may argue that partial derivatives (and, there-
fore, Jacobians) are merely local measures. A small partial
derivative tells you that if you slightly tweak the input la-
tent’s activation, you will see no change to the output latent’s
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activation, but it may well be the case that a large change to
the input latent’s activation will lead to a large change in the
output latent. Thankfully, at least in MLPs, this is not quite
the case. As we show in Section 5.3, fs is approximately
linear, and the size of the elements of the Jacobian nearly
perfectly predicts the change you see in the output latent
when you make a large change to the input latent. For a lin-
ear function, a first-order derivative at any point is perfectly
predictive of the relationship between the input and the out-
put, and thus, at least for the fraction of fs that is linear,
Jacobians perfectly measure the computational relationship
between input and output variables. We further discuss this
in Appendix B. Additionally, as we showed in Section 5.2,
Jacobian sparsity is much more present in trained LLMs
than in randomly initialized ones, which indicates that it
does correspond in some way to structures that were learned
during training. At a high level, a sparse computational
graph necessarily implies a sparse Jacobian, but a sparse
Jacobian does not in and of itself imply a sparse computa-
tional graph. But all of these results make it seem likely that
Jacobian sparsity is a good approximation of computational
sparsity, and when combined with the fact that we have now
developed efficient ways of computing them at scale, this
leads us to believe that JSAEs are a highly useful approach.
We would, however, still invite future work to further in-
vestigate the degree to which Jacobians, and by extension
JSAEs, capture the structure we care about when analyzing
LLMs.

7. Conclusion
We introduced Jacobian sparse autoencoders (JSAEs), a
new approach for discovering sparse computation in LLMs
in a fully unsupervised way. We found that JSAEs induce
sparsity in the Jacobian matrix of the function that repre-
sents an MLP layer in the sparse basis found by JSAEs,
with minimal degradation in the reconstruction quality and
downstream performance of the underlying model and no
degradation in the interpretability of latents. We also found
that Jacobian sparsity is substantially greater in pre-trained
LLMs than in randomly initialized ones suggesting that Ja-
cobian sparsity is indeed a proxy for learned computational
structure. Lastly, we found that Jacobians are a highly ac-
curate measure of computational sparsity due to the fact
that the MLP in the JSAE basis consists mostly of linear
functions relating input to output JSAE latents.
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A. Efficiently computing the Jacobian
A simple form for the Jacobian of the function fs = ey ◦ f ◦ dx ◦ τk, which describes the action of an MLP layer f in the
sparse input and output bases, follows from applying the chain rule. Note that here, the subscripts fs, ey, etc. denote the
function in question rather than vector or matrix indices. For the GPT-2-style MLPs that we study, the components of fs are:

1. TopK. This function takes sparse latents sx and outputs sparse latents s̄x. Importantly, sx = s̄x. This step makes the
backward pass of the Jacobian computation more efficient but does not affect the forward pass.

s̄x = τk(sx) (6)

2. Input SAE Decoder. This function takes sparse latents s̄x and outputs dense MLP inputs x̂:

x̂ = dx(s̄x) = Wdec
x s̄x + bdec

x (7)

3. MLP. This function takes dense inputs x̂ and outputs dense outputs y:

z = W1x̂+ b1 , y = W2ϕMLP(z) + b2 (8)

where ϕMLP is the activation function of the MLP (e.g., GeLU in the case of Pythia models).

4. Output SAE Encoder. This function takes dense outputs y and outputs sparse latents sy:

sy = ey(y) = τk
(
Wenc

y y + benc
y

)
(9)

The Jacobian Jfs ∈ Rny×nx for a single input activation vector has the following elements, in index notation:

Jfs,ij =
∂sy,i

∂sx,j
=

∑
kℓmn

∂sy,i

∂yk

∂yk
∂zℓ

∂zℓ
∂x̂m

∂x̂m
∂s̄x,n

∂s̄x,n

∂sx,j
(10)

We compute each term like so:

1. Output SAE Encoder derivative:

∂sy,i

∂yk
= τ ′k

∑
j

W enc
ij yj + benc,i

W enc
y,ik =

{
W enc

y,ik if i ∈ K2

0 otherwise
(11)

where K2 is the set of indices selected by the TopK activation function τk of the second (output) SAE. Importantly, the
subscript k does not indicate the k-th element of τk, whereas it does indicate the k-th column of W enc

y,ik.

2. MLP derivatives:

∂yk
∂zℓ

=W2,kℓ ϕ
′
MLP(zℓ) ,

∂zℓ
∂x̂m

=W1,ℓm (12)

3. Input SAE Decoder derivative:

∂x̂m
∂s̄x,n

=W dec
x,mn (13)

4. TopK derivative:

∂s̄x,n

∂sx,j
=

{
1 if j ∈ K1

0 otherwise
(14)

where K1 is the set of indices (corresponding to SAE latents) that were selected by the TopK activation function τk of
the first (input) SAE, which we explicitly included in the definition of fs above.
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When we combine all the terms:

Jfs,ij =

{∑
kℓmW enc

y,ikW2,kℓ ϕ
′
MLP(zℓ)W1,ℓmW dec

x,mj if i ∈ K2 ∧ j ∈ K1

0 otherwise
(15)

Let Wenc(active)
y ∈ Rk×my and Wdec(active)

x ∈ Rmx×k contain the active rows and columns, i.e., the rows and columns
corresponding to the K2 or K1 indices respectively. The Jacobian then simplifies to:

J(active)
fs

= Wenc(active)
y W2︸ ︷︷ ︸
Rk×dMLP

· ϕ′MLP(z)︸ ︷︷ ︸
RdMLP×dMLP

·W1W
dec(active)
x︸ ︷︷ ︸

RdMLP×k

(16)

where dMLP is the hidden size of the MLP. Note that J(active)
fs

is of size k × k, while the full Jacobian matrix Jfs is of size
ny × nx. However, J(active)

fs
contains all the nonzero elements of Jfs , so it is all we need to compute the loss function to train

Jacobian SAEs (Section 4.1).

B. fs is approximately linear
Consider the scalar function fs,(i,j)|sx : R → R which takes as input the j-th latent activation of the first SAE (i.e. sx,j) and
returns as output the i-th latent activation of the second SAE (i.e., sy,i), while keeping the other elements of the input vector
fixed at the same values as sx. In other words, this function captures the relationship between the j-th input SAE latent and
the i-th output SAE latent in the context of sx. Geometrically, we start off at the point sx, and we move from it through the
input spaces in parallel to the j-th basis vector, and then we observe how the output of fs projects onto the i-th basis vector.
Formally,

fs,(i,j)|sx(x) = fs (ψ(sx, i, x))j (17)

ψ(sx, i, x)k =

{
x if i = k

sx,j otherwise
(18)

These are the functions shown in Figure 7a, of which the vast majority are linear (Figure 7b).

As we showed in Figure 7c, the absolute value of a Jacobian element nearly perfectly predicts the change we see in the
output SAE latent activation value when we make a large intervention on the input SAE latent activation. However, in the
same figure, there is a small cluster of approximately 2.5% of samples, where the Jacobian element is near zero, but the
change observed in the downstream feature is quite large. We proceed by exploring the cause behind this phenomenon.

Note that each point in Figure 7 corresponds to a single scalar function fs,(i,j)|sx (a pair of latent indices). An expanded
version of Figure 7 is presented in Figure 9. Importantly, we show the ‘line’, the top-left cluster, and outliers visible in
Figure 7 in different colors, which we re-use in the following charts (Figures 10 and 11). It also includes 10K samples,
compared to 1K in Figure 7c: as above, most samples remain on the line, but the greater number of samples makes the
behavior of the top-left cluster and outliers clearer.

Figure 10 illustrates some examples of functions fs,(i,j)|sx taken from each category shown in Figure 7, i.e., the line, cluster,
and outliers. The vast majority of functions belong to the line category and are typically either linear or akin to JumpReLU
activation functions (which include step functions as a special case). By contrast, the minority of functions belonging to the
cluster or outliers are typically also JumpReLU-like, except where the unmodified input latent activation is close to the point
where the function ‘jumps’, so when we subtract an activation value of 1 from the input (as in Figures 7c and 9), this moves
to the flat region where the output latent activation value is zero.
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Figure 8. Additional examples of scalar functions between sx,j to sy,i. The top row shows linear functions, the middle row shows
JumpReLU functions, and the bottom row shows other functions. Recall that linear functions constitute a majority of the functions we
observe empirically and that using JSAEs instead of traditional SAEs further increases the proportion of linear functions.

As we can see, the vast majority of these functions are either linear or JumpReLUs. Indeed, we verify this across the sample
size of 10,000 functions and find that 88% are linear, 10% are JumpReLU (excl. linear, which is arguably a special case
of JumpReLU), and only 2% are neither3. This result is encouraging – for a linear function, the first-order derivative is
constant, so its value (i.e., the corresponding element of the Jacobian) completely expresses the relationship between the
input and output values (up to a constant intercept). For the 88% of these scalar functions that are linear, the Jacobian thus
accurately captures the notion of computational sparsity that interests us, rather than serving only as a proxy. And for the
10% of JumpReLUs, the Jacobians still perfectly measure the computational change we observe when changing the input
latent within some subset of the input space.

While we expect the remaining 2% of scalar functions (Jacobian elements) to contribute only a small fraction of the
computational structure of the underlying model, we preliminarily investigated their behavior. Figure 11 shows 12 randomly
selected non-linear, non-JumpReLU fs,(i,j)|sx functions. Even though these functions are nonlinear, they are still reasonably
close to being linear, i.e., their first derivative is still predictive of the change we see throughout the input space. Indeed,
most of them are on the diagonal line in Figure 9.
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Figure 9. An expanded version of Figure 7c, measured on layer 3 of Pythia-70m. A scatter plot showing that values of Jacobian elements
tend to be approximately equal to the change we see in the downstream feature when we modify the value of the upstream feature, namely
when we subtract 1 from it. Each dot corresponds to an (input SAE latent, output SAE latent) pair. Unlike Figure 7c, this figure colors in
the dots depending on which cluster they belong to – blue for "on the line", green for "in the cluster", red for "outlier". Additionally, this
figure contains 10,000 samples (rather than 1,000 as in Figure 7c), which allows us to see more of the outliers and edge cases, though at
the cost of visually obfuscating the fact that 97.5% of the samples are on the diagonal line, 2.1% are in the cluster, and 0.4% are outliers.
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Figure 10. A handful of fs,(i,j)|sx functions corresponding to the points in Figure 9. The color matches the group (and therefore the
color) they were assigned in Figure 9. The red dashed vertical line denotes s(l)x,i , i.e. the activation value of the SAE latent before we
intervened on it. Note that the functions are not selected randomly but rather hand-selected to demonstrate the range of functions. We will
quantitatively explore what proportion of fs,(i,j)|sx functions have which structure in other figures.
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Figure 11. A random selection of the non-linear, non-JumpReLU fs,(i,j)|sx functions. Note that non-linear, non-JumpReLU functions
only constitute about 2% of fs,(i,j)|sx functions. Even though these functions are clearly somewhat non-linear, their slope does still
change quite slowly for the most part, which means that a first-order derivative at any point in the function is still reasonably predictive of
the function’s behavior in at least some portion of the input space (though there are some rare exceptions). The color again matches the
group (and therefore the color) they were assigned in Figure 9; the red dashed vertical line denotes s(l)x,i , i.e. the activation value of the
SAE latent before we intervened on it.
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Figure 12. Distribution of second-order derivatives of functions fs,(i,j)|sx . Includes all functions, regardless of whether they are linear,
JumpReLU, or neither. For a version that only includes non-linear, non-JumpReLU functions, see Figure 13. (a) The mean of the
second-order derivative over the region of the input space. (b) The mean of the absolute value of the second-order derivative over the
region of the input space. (c) The maximum value the second-order derivative takes in the region of the input space. Note that we are
approximating the second derivative by looking at changes over a very small region (specifically 0.005), i.e., we do not take the limit as
the size of this small region goes to zero; this is important because derivatives which would otherwise be undefined or infinite become
finite with this approximation and therefore can be shown on the histograms. Also, we note that the means and maxima are taken over the
region of the input space in which SAE features exist; see the footnote on page 15.
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Figure 13. Distribution of second-order derivatives of functions fs,(i,j)|sx . Unlike Figure 12, this figure only includes the subset of the
functions that are neither linear nor JumpReLU=like. (a) The mean of the second-order derivative over the region of the input space. (b)
The mean of the absolute value of the second-order derivative over the region of the input space. (c) The maximum value the second-order
derivative takes in the region of the input space. Note that we are approximating the second derivative by looking at changes over a very
small region (specifically 0.005), i.e. we do not take the limit as the size of this small region goes to zero; this is important because
derivatives which would otherwise be undefined or infinite become finite with this approximation and therefore can be shown on the
histograms. Also, we note that the means and maxima are taken over the region of the input space in which SAE features exist; see the
footnote on page 15.
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Figure 14. The fractions of Jacobian elements that exhibit a linear relationship between the input and output SAE latent activations, a
JumpReLU-like relationship, and an uncategorized relationship, as described in Section 5.3. Here, we consider Jacobian SAEs trained
on the feed-forward network at different layers of Pythia-70m, 160m, and 410m with fixed expansion factors R = 64 and k = 32. We
computed the fractions over 1 million samples.
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Figure 15. The fractions of Jacobian elements that exhibit a linear relationship between the input and output SAE latent activations, a
JumpReLU-like relationship, and an uncategorized relationship, as described in Section 5.3. Here, we consider Jacobian SAEs trained on
the feed-forward network at layer 3 of Pythia-70m (left) and layer 7 of Pythia-160m (right), with fixed expansion factors R = 64 and
k = 32 and varying Jacobian loss coefficient (Section 4). We computed the fractions over 1 million samples.
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Figure 16. The fractions of Jacobian elements that exhibit a linear relationship between the input and output SAE latent activations, a
JumpReLU-like relationship, and an uncategorized relationship, as described in Section 5.3. Here, we consider Jacobian SAEs trained on
the feed-forward network at layer 3 of Pythia-70m with varying expansion factors (and hence numbers of latents; left) but fixed sparsities
k = 32, and varying sparsities but fixed expansion factors R = 64 (Section 4). We computed the fractions over 1 million samples.
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We can measure this more precisely by looking at the second-order derivative of fs,(i,j)|sx . A zero second-order derivative
across the whole domain would imply a linear function and, therefore, perfect predictive power of the Jacobian, while the
larger the absolute value of the second-order derivative, the less predictive the Jacobian will be. This distribution is shown in
Figure 12. The same distribution, which only includes the non-linear, non-JumpReLU functions, is shown in Figure 13. On
average, the second derivative is extremely small for all features and effectively zero for the vast majority.

C. Training
Our training implementation is based on the open-source SAELens library (Bloom et al., 2024). We train each pair of SAEs
on 300 million tokens from the Pile (Gao et al., 2020), excluding the copyrighted Books3 dataset, for a single epoch. Except
where noted, we use a batch size of 4096 sequences, each with a context size of 2048. At a given time, we maintain 32 such
batches of activation vectors in a buffer that is shuffled before training, which reduces variance in the training signal.

We use the Adam optimizer (Kingma & Ba, 2017) with the default beta parameters and a constant learning-rate schedule
with 1% warm-up steps, 20% decay steps, and a maximum value of 5× 10−4 Additionally, we use 5% warm-up steps for
the coefficient of the Jacobian term in the training loss. We initialize the decoder weight matrix to the transpose of the
encoder, and we scale the decoder weight vectors to unit norm at initialization and after each training step (Gao et al., 2024).

Except where noted, we choose an expansion factor R = 32, keep the k = 32 largest latents in the TopK activation function
of each of the input and output SAEs, and choose a coefficient of λ = 1 for the Jacobian term in the training loss.

C.1. Training signal stability

We initially considered the following setup:

sx = ex(x) , x̂ = dx(sx) , y = f(x̂) , sy = ey(y) , ŷ = dy(sy) (19)

The problem with this arrangement is that the second SAE depends on an output from the first SAE. Since both SAEs are
trained simultaneously, we found that this compromised training signal stability – whenever the first SAE changed, the
training distribution of the second SAE changed with it. Additionally, at the start of training, when the first SAE was not yet
capable of outputting anything meaningful, the second SAE had no meaningful training data at all, which not only made it
impossible for the second SAE to learn but also made the first SAE less stable via the Jacobian sparsity loss term.

To address this problem, we instead used this setup:

sx = ex(x) , x̂ = dx(sx) , y = f(x) , sy = ey(x) , ŷ = dy(sy) (20)

Importantly, we pass the actual pre-MLP activations x rather than the reconstructed activations x̂ into the MLP f . In addition
to improving training stability, we believe this setup to be more faithful to the underlying model because both SAEs are
trained on the unmodified activations that pass through the MLP.

D. Evaluation
We evaluated each of the input and output SAEs during training on ten batches of eight sequences, where each sequence has
a context size of 2048, i.e., approximately 160K tokens. We computed the sparsity of the Jacobian, measured by the mean
number of absolute values above 0.01 for a single token, separately after training. In this case, we collected statistics over
10 million tokens from the validation subset of the C4 text dataset.

For reconstruction quality, we report the mean cosine similarity between input activation vectors and their autoencoder
reconstructions, the explained variance (MSE reconstruction error divided by the variance of the input activation vectors),
and the MSE reconstruction error.

For model performance preservation, we report the cross-entropy loss score, which is the increase in the cross-entropy loss
when the input activations are replaced by their autoencoder reconstruction divided by the increase in the loss when the
input activations are ablated (set to zero).

3Note that we are testing whether functions are linear or JumpReLUs only in the region of input space within which SAE activations
exist. In particular, this means that we are excluding negative numbers. More specifically, the domain within which we test the function’s
structure is [0,max(5, s

(l)
x,i + 1)]. In 92% of cases, s(l)x,i + 1 < 5; the median s

(l)
x,i is 2.5.
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Figure 17. Reconstruction quality metrics for Jacobian SAEs trained on the feed-forward networks at every layer (residual block) of
Pythia transformers. The cosine similarity is taken between the input and reconstructed activation vectors, and the explained variance is
the MSE reconstruction error divided by the variance of the input activations. For each SAE, the expansion factor is R = 64 and k = 32;
the Jacobian loss coefficient is 1.

For sparsity, we report the number of ‘dead’ latents that have not been activated (i.e., appeared in the k largest latents of
the TopK activation function) within the preceding 10 million tokens during training and the number of latents that have
activated fewer than once per 1 million tokens during training on average.

Given an expansion factor of 64, k = 32, and a Jacobian loss coefficient of 1, i.e., fixed hyperparameters, we find that the
reconstruction error and cross-entropy loss score are consistently better for the input SAE than the output SAE. Additionally,
we find that the performance is generally poorer for the intermediate layers than early and later layers.
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Figure 18. Model performance preservation metrics for Jacobian SAEs trained on the feed-forward networks at every layer (residual block)
of Pythia transformers. The cross-entropy loss score is the increase in the cross-entropy loss when the input activations are replaced by
their autoencoder reconstruction divided by the increase when the input activations are ablated (set to zero). For each SAE, the expansion
factor is R = 64 and k = 32; the Jacobian loss coefficient is 1.
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Figure 19. Sparsity metrics per layer for Jacobian SAEs trained on the feed-forward networks at every layer (residual block) of Pythia
transformers. Recall that the L0 norm per token for each of the input and output SAEs is fixed at k by the TopK activation function. For
each SAE, the expansion factor is R = 64 and k = 32; the Jacobian loss coefficient is 1.
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Figure 20. Reconstruction quality, model performance preservation, and sparsity metrics against the number of latents. Here, we consider
Jacobian SAEs trained on the feed-forward network at layer 3 of Pythia-70m (model dimension 512) with k = 32. Recall that the
maximum number of non-zero Jacobian values is k2 = 1024. The reconstruction quality and cross-entropy loss score improve as the
number of latents increases, and the number of dead features grows more quickly for the output SAE than the input SAE. See Appendix D
for details of the evaluation metrics.
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Figure 21. Reconstruction quality, model performance preservation, and sparsity metrics against the k largest latents to keep in the TopK
activation function. Here, we consider Jacobian SAEs trained on the feed-forward network at layer 3 of Pythia-70m with expansion factor
R = 64. Recall that the maximum number of non-zero Jacobian values is k2. The reconstruction quality and cross-entropy loss score
improve as k increases, and the number of dead features decreases. See Appendix D for details of the evaluation metrics.
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Figure 22. Reconstruction quality, model performance preservation, and sparsity metrics against the Jacobian loss coefficient. Here, we
consider Jacobian SAEs trained on the feed-forward network at layer 3 of Pythia-70m with expansion factor R = 64 and k = 32. Recall
that the maximum number of non-zero Jacobian values is k2 = 1024. In accordance with Figure 4, all evaluation metrics degrade for
values of the coefficient above 1. See Appendix D for details of the evaluation metrics.
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Figure 23. Pareto frontiers of the explained variance and cross-entropy loss score against different sparsity measures when varying the
Jacobian loss coefficient. Here, we consider Jacobian SAEs trained on the feed-forward network at layer 3 of Pythia-70m with expansion
factor R = 64 and k = 32. Recall that the maximum number of (dead) latents is 32768 (64 times the model dimension 512), and the
maximum number of non-zero Jacobian values is k2 = 1024. See Appendix D for details of the evaluation metrics.
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Figure 24. Pareto frontiers of the explained variance and cross-entropy loss score against different sparsity measures when varying the
Jacobian loss coefficient. The coefficient has a relatively small impact on the reconstruction quality and sparsity of the input SAE, whereas
it has a large effect on the sparsity of the output SAE and elements of the Jacobian matrix. Here, we consider Jacobian SAEs trained on
the feed-forward network at layer 7 of Pythia-160m with expansion factor R = 64 and k = 32. Recall that the maximum number of
(dead) latents is 49152 (64 times the model dimension 768), and the maximum number of non-zero Jacobian values is k2 = 1024. See
Appendix D for details of the evaluation metrics.
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Figure 25. The trade-off between reconstruction quality and Jacobian sparsity as we vary the Jacobian loss coefficient. Each dot represents
a pair of JSAEs trained with a specific Jacobian coefficient. Measured on layer 3 of Pythia-70m with k = 32.
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Figure 26. Comparison of Jacobians from traditional SAEs vs JSAEs, same as Figure 2 but with different normalization. (a) Not
normalized. (b) L2 normalized. Measured on layer 15 of Pythia-410m.

We speculate that it is necessary to tune our hyperparameters for each layer individually to achieve improved performance;
see, for example, Figures 22 and 3 for the variation of our evaluation metrics against the coefficient of the Jacobian loss term
for individual layers of Pythia-70m and 160m.

E. More data on Jacobian sparsity
In Figure 19 we showed that Jacobians are much more sparse with JSAEs than traditional SAEs. To this end, we provided
a representative example of what the Jacobians look like with JSAEs vs traditional SAEs. Some readers may object that
this is not an apples-to-apples comparison since JSAEs are optimizing for lower L1 on the Jacobian, so it may be the case
that JSAEs merely induce Jacobians with smaller elements, but their distribution may still be the same. To address this
criticism, the examples are L2 normalized; we provide un-normalized versions as well as L1 normalized versions of the
example Jacobians in Figure 26. We also provide a histogram and a CDF of the distribution of absolute values of Jacobian
elements in Figure 28, which is taken across 10 million tokens.

E.1. Jacobian norms

In this section, we address an objection we expect some readers will have to our measures of sparsity. Our main metric for
sparsity is the percentage of elements with absolute values above certain small thresholds (e.g. Figure 2). However, one
can imagine two distributions with the same degree of sparsity, but vastly different results on this metric due to a different
standard deviation. For instance, imagine two Gaussian distributions, both with µ = 0 but with significantly different
standard deviations, σ1 ≫ σ2. They would score very differently on our metric, but their degrees of sparsity would not be
meaningfully different (since sparsity requires there to be a small handful of relatively large elements). Since our L1 penalty
encourages the Jacobians to be smaller, it could be that they simply become more tightly clustered around 0. However,
this is not the case. We can measure this by looking at the "norms" of the Jacobian, i.e. we flatten the Jacobian, treat it
as a vector, and compute its Lp norms. If the Jacobian is merely becoming smaller, we would expect all of its Lp norms
to decrease at roughly the same rate. On the other hand, if the Jacobian is becoming sparser, we would expect its L1, L2

norms to decrease while its L4, . . . , L∞ norms, which depend more strongly on the presence or absence of a few large
elements, should stay roughly the same. We present these results in Figure 31, as we can see, the Jacobian does become
slightly smaller, but most of the effect we see is indeed the Jacobian becoming significantly more sparse.

F. Interpreting Jacobian elements by examples
A common approach to interpreting language-model components such as neurons is to collect token sequences and the
corresponding activations over a text dataset (e.g., Yun et al., 2021; Bills et al., 2023). The maximal latent activations may
be retained, or activations from different quantiles of the distribution over the dataset (Bricken et al., 2023; Choi et al., 2024;
Paulo et al., 2024). With Jacobian SAEs, there are several types of activations that we could collect and from which we
could retain (e.g.) the maximum positive values to interpret SAE latents: the latent activations of the input SAE, the latent
activations of the output SAE, and the elements of the Jacobian matrix between the input and output SAE latents.
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Figure 27. Comparison of Jacobians from traditional SAEs vs JSAEs, same as Figure 2 but with different normalization. (a) L1 normalized.
(b) L2 normalized. Measured on layer 3 of Pythia-70m.
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Figure 28. Further data showing that JSAEs induce much greater Jacobian sparsity than traditional SAEs. (a) A histogram of the absolute
values of Jacobian elements in JSAEs versus traditional SAEs. JSAEs induce significantly more sparse Jacobians than standard SAEs.
This means that there is a relatively small number of input-output feature pairs which explain a very large fraction of the computation
being performed. Note that only the k × k elements corresponding to active latents are included in the histogram – the remaining
(ny − k) × (nx − k) elements are zero by definition both for JSAEs and standard TopK SAEs. The histogram was collected over 10
million tokens from the validation subset of the C4 text dataset, which produced 10.24 billion feature pairs. (b) The cumulative distribution
function of the absolute values of Jacobian elements, again demonstrating that JSAEs induce significantly more computational sparsity
than traditional SAEs. Measured on layer 15 of Pythia-410m.
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Figure 29. JSAEs induce a much greater degree of sparsity in the elements of the Jacobian than traditional SAEs. Identical to Figure 2 but
measured on layer 3 of Pythia-70m.
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Figure 30. Histograms that show the frequency of absolute values of non-zero Jacobian elements for different values of the coefficient of
the Jacobian loss term. As the coefficient increases, the frequency of larger values decreases, i.e., the Jacobian becomes sparser. We
provide further details in Figure 28.

Intuitively, we expected to find correlations between the j-th input SAE latent activation, the i-th output SAE latent activation,
and the (i, j)-th element of the Jacobian matrix. However, for Pythia-70m and a small sample of 10K tokens, the Pearson
correlation coefficients between these pairs of values were mostly small, on the order of 0.1. Hence, we chose to collect the
input and output SAE latent activations alongside the elements of the Jacobian. Specifically, for each model, we began by
collecting summary statistics for each non-zero element of the Jacobian matrix and the corresponding input and output SAE
latent activations (Table 1), over the first 10K records of the English subset of the C4 text dataset (Raffel et al., 2020). Given
these summary statistics, we found the top 32 pairs of input and output SAE latent indices when the statistics for each pair
were sorted in descending order of the mean absolute value of non-zero Jacobian elements.

For each of these pairs, we collected the input and output SAE latent activations and Jacobian elements over examples of
context length 16 from the same text dataset, retaining examples where at least one token produced a non-zero Jacobian
element. We chose a context length of 16 to conveniently display examples and retained the top eight examples when sorted
in descending order of the maximum Jacobian element over the example. Each table of examples displays a list of at most
12 examples, each comprising 16 tokens; we exclude the end-of-sentence token for brevity. The values of non-zero Jacobian
elements and the activations of the corresponding input and output SAE latent indices are indicated by the opacity of the
background color for each token. We take the opacity to be the element or activation divided by the maximum value over the
dataset, i.e., all the examples with a non-zero Jacobian element for a given pair of input and output SAE latent indices. For
clarity, we report the maximum element or activation alongside the colored tokens. Tables 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6 were chosen
from among the pairs of latent indices with the top 32 maximum mean absolute values of Jacobian elements over the dataset
to broadly demonstrate the patterns we observed within latent activations and Jacobian elements.
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Figure 31. Lp norms of the Jacobians. We measure these by flattening the Jacobians and treating them as a vector. These results imply
that the Jacobians are in fact becoming much more sparse, as opposed to merely becoming smaller (see Section E.1). Averaged across 1
million tokens, measured on layer 4 of Pythia-70m.
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Figure 32. Automatic interpretability scores of JSAEs are very similar to traditional SAEs. Measured on all layers of Pythia-70m using
the “fuzzing” scorer from Paulo et al. (2024).
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Figure 33. Jacobians are substantially more sparse in pre-trained LLMs than in randomly initialized transformers. This holds both when
you actively optimize for Jacobian sparsity with JSAEs, and when you don’t optimize for it and use traditional SAEs. The proportion of
Jacobian elements with absolute values above certain thresholds. The figure shows the proportion of Jacobian elements with absolute
values above certain thresholds. Identical to Figure 6 but measured on layer 3 of Pythia-70m.
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Figure 34. The function fs, which combines the decoder of the first SAE, the MLP, and the encoder of the second SAE, is mostly linear.
Identical to Figure 7 but measured on layer 3 of Pythia-70m.
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Statistic for Latent Index Pairs Median Mean Standard Deviation

Count 3.00 · 100 1.79 · 102 5.85 · 103
Mean −1.40 · 10−3 −2.20 · 10−3 1.93 · 10−2

Standard Deviation 2.20 · 10−3 4.05 · 10−3 5.32 · 10−3

Mean Absolute Value 8.67 · 10−3 1.33 · 10−2 1.47 · 10−2

Standard Deviation of Absolute Values 1.77 · 10−3 3.26 · 10−3 4.31 · 10−3

(a) Pythia-70m, Layer 3

Statistic for Latent Index Pairs Median Mean Standard Deviation

Count 2.00 · 100 6.34 · 101 2.29 · 103
Mean −7.90 · 10−4 −3.81 · 10−4 1.05 · 10−2

Standard Deviation 1.12 · 10−3 2.10 · 10−3 3.00 · 10−3

Mean Absolute Value 4.46 · 10−3 7.16 · 10−3 8.04 · 10−3

Standard Deviation of Absolute Values 8.69 · 10−4 1.66 · 10−3 2.39 · 10−3

(b) Pythia-160m, Layer 7

Statistic for Latent Index Pairs Median Mean Standard Deviation

Count 6.00 · 100 1.19 · 102 2.15 · 103
Mean −2.34 · 10−4 −5.51 · 10−4 3.78 · 10−3

Standard Deviation 2.58 · 10−4 8.65 · 10−4 1.60 · 10−3

Mean Absolute Value 6.76 · 10−4 1.90 · 10−3 3.52 · 10−3

Standard Deviation of Absolute Values 1.98 · 10−4 6.54 · 10−4 1.22 · 10−3

(c) Pythia-410m, Layer 15

Table 1. The mean and standard deviation over pairs of input and output SAE latent indices, i.e., non-zero elements of the Jacobian matrix,
for different summary statistics of each pair. The statistics were collected over the first 10K records of the English subset of the C4 text
dataset (Raffel et al., 2020). The standard deviation in the count of non-zero Jacobian elements is very large, i.e., the frequency with
which pairs of latent indices are non-zero varies widely. For each underlying transformer and MLP layer, the Jacobian SAE pair was
trained with an expansion factor of R = 64 and sparsity k = 32.
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Category Max. abs. value Example tokens

Jacobian 3.993× 10−1 . I didn ' t ask for them . I didn ' t see them
Input SAE 1.937× 101 . I didn ' t ask for them . I didn ' t see them
Output SAE 6.176 . I didn ' t ask for them . I didn ' t see them

Jacobian 3.947× 10−1 by minute basis . It ' s easy for someone to come along who isn
Input SAE 1.677× 101 by minute basis . It ' s easy for someone to come along who isn
Output SAE 5.698 by minute basis . It ' s easy for someone to come along who isn

Jacobian 3.937× 10−1 ! I ' m glad it worked partially for you although it didn
Input SAE 1.806× 101 ! I ' m glad it worked partially for you although it didn
Output SAE 6.157 ! I ' m glad it worked partially for you although it didn

Jacobian 3.931× 10−1 read other books then the Bible , but if the Bible isn ' t being
Input SAE 2.153× 101 read other books then the Bible , but if the Bible isn ' t being
Output SAE 7.214 read other books then the Bible , but if the Bible isn ' t being

Jacobian 3.930× 10−1 hide her pills in ). She didn ' t like it . She also didn
Input SAE 1.971× 101 hide her pills in ). She didn ' t like it . She also didn
Output SAE 6.299 hide her pills in ). She didn ' t like it . She also didn

Jacobian 3.925× 10−1 breakdown s that day because I couldn ' t connect with him . I couldn
Input SAE 1.977× 101 breakdown s that day because I couldn ' t connect with him . I couldn
Output SAE 6.820 breakdown s that day because I couldn ' t connect with him . I couldn

Jacobian 3.907× 10−1 you . Kot lin is like a Java cousin with better looks and who doesn
Input SAE 2.208× 101 you . Kot lin is like a Java cousin with better looks and who doesn
Output SAE 7.360 you . Kot lin is like a Java cousin with better looks and who doesn

Jacobian 3.906× 10−1 found a nice copy used . Unfortunately , I didn ' t like it very
Input SAE 2.139× 101 found a nice copy used . Unfortunately , I didn ' t like it very
Output SAE 7.267 found a nice copy used . Unfortunately , I didn ' t like it very

Jacobian 3.902× 10−1 the story they told themselves about their failures was , " well aG I couldn
Input SAE 2.136× 101 the story they told themselves about their failures was , " well aG I couldn
Output SAE 7.384 the story they told themselves about their failures was , " well aG I couldn

Jacobian 3.894× 10−1 . But the last 50 pages or so are brilliant . I couldn ' t
Input SAE 1.966× 101 . But the last 50 pages or so are brilliant . I couldn ' t
Output SAE 6.700 . But the last 50 pages or so are brilliant . I couldn ' t

Jacobian 3.890× 10−1 reminding me that this is technical manual and that it didn 't need to be
Input SAE 2.161× 101 reminding me that this is technical manual and that it didn 't need to be
Output SAE 7.011 reminding me that this is technical manual and that it didn 't need to be

Jacobian 3.889× 10−1 and look forward to many more . Don ' t tell me that diversity doesn
Input SAE 1.910× 101 and look forward to many more . Don ' t tell me that diversity doesn
Output SAE 6.600 and look forward to many more . Don ' t tell me that diversity doesn

Table 2. The top 12 examples that produce the maximum absolute values of the Jacobian element with input SAE latent index 24720
and output latent index 33709. The Jacobian SAE pair was trained on layer 15 of Pythia-410m with an expansion factor of R = 64
and sparsity k = 32. The examples were collected over the first 10K records of the English subset of the C4 text dataset (Raffel et al.,
2020), with a context length of 16 tokens. For each example, the first row shows the values of the Jacobian element, and the second and
third show the corresponding activations of the input and output SAE latents. In this case, both SAE latents appear to activate for tokens
immediately preceding ’t that form negative contractions in English.
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Category Max. abs. value Example tokens

Jacobian 3.349× 10−1 confirm that there was nothing else it needed to disclose ." B LC Press Release
Input SAE 5.743× 10−1 confirm that there was nothing else it needed to disclose ." B LC Press Release
Output SAE 4.708 confirm that there was nothing else it needed to disclose ." B LC Press Release

Jacobian 3.348× 10−1 Example : The integral electronic control unit ver ifies whether there is indeed a sol
Input SAE 2.363 Example : The integral electronic control unit ver ifies whether there is indeed a sol
Output SAE 4.998 Example : The integral electronic control unit ver ifies whether there is indeed a sol

Jacobian 3.342× 10−1 see that there is a ton of old fishing line out there floating around .
Input SAE 5.289× 10−1 see that there is a ton of old fishing line out there floating around .
Output SAE 4.801 see that there is a ton of old fishing line out there floating around .

Jacobian 3.335× 10−1 . Maybe you won ' t believe it , but in present , there
Input SAE 8.741× 10−1 . Maybe you won ' t believe it , but in present , there
Output SAE 4.742 . Maybe you won ' t believe it , but in present , there

Jacobian 3.334× 10−1 virus indicates that there may be important amino acid co - sub stit utions in
Input SAE 7.625 virus indicates that there may be important amino acid co - sub stit utions in
Output SAE 4.617 virus indicates that there may be important amino acid co - sub stit utions in

Jacobian 3.333× 10−1 ensure that there would be a sufficient reserve to avoid un - staff ed routes
Input SAE 7.634 ensure that there would be a sufficient reserve to avoid un - staff ed routes
Output SAE 4.676 ensure that there would be a sufficient reserve to avoid un - staff ed routes

Jacobian 3.327× 10−1 wire cage , ensure that there are no bits of wire p oking out that
Input SAE 7.182× 10−1 wire cage , ensure that there are no bits of wire p oking out that
Output SAE 4.662 wire cage , ensure that there are no bits of wire p oking out that

Jacobian 3.326× 10−1 it is important to study if there is one approach that you use more often
Input SAE 6.788× 10−1 it is important to study if there is one approach that you use more often
Output SAE 4.480 it is important to study if there is one approach that you use more often

Jacobian 3.322× 10−1 , that there is no point in trying to understand any users at all .
Input SAE 4.728× 10−1 , that there is no point in trying to understand any users at all .
Output SAE 4.607 , that there is no point in trying to understand any users at all .

Jacobian 3.318× 10−1 Now that there is known information , everything feels like it is within reach .
Input SAE 9.027× 10−1 Now that there is known information , everything feels like it is within reach .
Output SAE 4.570 Now that there is known information , everything feels like it is within reach .

Jacobian 3.315× 10−1 seen that there is a wealth of un ta pped talent here . Some
Input SAE 6.374× 10−1 seen that there is a wealth of un ta pped talent here . Some
Output SAE 4.643 seen that there is a wealth of un ta pped talent here . Some

Jacobian 3.315× 10−1 If there ' s one that you like , you can stick your face through
Input SAE 5.826× 10−1 If there ' s one that you like , you can stick your face through
Output SAE 4.453 If there ' s one that you like , you can stick your face through

Table 3. The top 12 examples that produce the maximum absolute values of the Jacobian element with input SAE latent index 314 and
output latent index 31729. The Jacobian SAE pair was trained on layer 15 of Pythia-410m with an expansion factor of R = 64 and
sparsity k = 32. The examples were collected over the first 10K records of the English subset of the C4 text dataset (Raffel et al., 2020),
with a context length of 16 tokens. For each example, the first row shows the values of the Jacobian element, and the second and third
show the corresponding activations of the input and output SAE latents. In this case, the input SAE latent appears to weakly activate for
the token ‘there’ and strongly activate for modal auxiliary verbs following ‘there’ (i.e., ‘may’ and ‘would’), whereas the output SAE latent
appears to activate for both tokens.
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Category Max. abs. value Example tokens

Jacobian 2.788× 10−1 flood barrier ( Gre if sw ald , Germany ). The b MC Team
Input SAE 1.121 flood barrier ( Gre if sw ald , Germany ). The b MC Team
Output SAE 5.615× 10−1 flood barrier ( Gre if sw ald , Germany ). The b MC Team

Jacobian 2.773× 10−1 Center . Her works have also been produced at Ste ppen wolf Theatre Company ,
Input SAE 2.075 Center . Her works have also been produced at Ste ppen wolf Theatre Company ,
Output SAE 9.516× 10−1 Center . Her works have also been produced at Ste ppen wolf Theatre Company ,

Jacobian 2.773× 10−1 102 S A nt is 250 3 m 2021 m 1 150 m Switzerland
Input SAE 1.529 102 S A nt is 250 3 m 2021 m 1 150 m Switzerland
Output SAE 1.039 102 S A nt is 250 3 m 2021 m 1 150 m Switzerland

Jacobian 2.772× 10−1 K ont ak B BM Mur ah Berg ar ans i | How to communication
Input SAE 1.235 K ont ak B BM Mur ah Berg ar ans i | How to communication
Output SAE 8.479× 10−1 K ont ak B BM Mur ah Berg ar ans i | How to communication

Jacobian 2.767× 10−1 get quality care and all hospitals in Berg en County will see less traffic in
Input SAE 3.480 get quality care and all hospitals in Berg en County will see less traffic in
Output SAE 8.445× 10−1 get quality care and all hospitals in Berg en County will see less traffic in

Jacobian 2.753× 10−1 Pay . Car amel eggs by Cad bury UK , available at Eng en
Input SAE 1.189 Pay . Car amel eggs by Cad bury UK , available at Eng en
Output SAE 6.593× 10−1 Pay . Car amel eggs by Cad bury UK , available at Eng en

Jacobian 2.749× 10−1 of the ER by providing free , ongoing primary care to residents of Berg en
Input SAE 3.194 of the ER by providing free , ongoing primary care to residents of Berg en
Output SAE 1.024 of the ER by providing free , ongoing primary care to residents of Berg en

Jacobian 2.744× 10−1 . C reme egg by Cad bury UK , available at Eng en .
Input SAE 1.206 . C reme egg by Cad bury UK , available at Eng en .
Output SAE 6.785× 10−1 . C reme egg by Cad bury UK , available at Eng en .

Jacobian 2.736× 10−1 . O reo filled eggs by Cad bury UK , available at Eng en
Input SAE 1.260 . O reo filled eggs by Cad bury UK , available at Eng en
Output SAE 6.371× 10−1 . O reo filled eggs by Cad bury UK , available at Eng en

Jacobian 2.735× 10−1 Car ls bad horse owner and handic apper Jon Lind o reinforced Santa An
Input SAE 1.743 Car ls bad horse owner and handic apper Jon Lind o reinforced Santa An
Output SAE 1.431 Car ls bad horse owner and handic apper Jon Lind o reinforced Santa An

Jacobian 2.732× 10−1 Policy faculty members Ter ri Sab ol and Hann es Schw and t are among
Input SAE 2.084 Policy faculty members Ter ri Sab ol and Hann es Schw and t are among
Output SAE 1.030 Policy faculty members Ter ri Sab ol and Hann es Schw and t are among

Jacobian 2.731× 10−1 catch it . Y och was out at the intersection of Ott en and
Input SAE 2.490 catch it . Y och was out at the intersection of Ott en and
Output SAE 9.981× 10−1 catch it . Y och was out at the intersection of Ott en and

Table 4. The top 12 examples that produce the maximum absolute values of the Jacobian element with input SAE latent index 48028
and output latent index 64386. The Jacobian SAE pair was trained on layer 15 of Pythia-410m with an expansion factor of R = 64 and
sparsity k = 32. The examples were collected over the first 10K records of the English subset of the C4 text dataset (Raffel et al., 2020),
with a context length of 16 tokens. For each example, the first row shows the values of the Jacobian element, and the second and third
show the corresponding activations of the input and output SAE latents. In this case, both SAE latents appear to weakly activate for tokens
within proper nouns in German.
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Category Max. abs. value Example tokens

Jacobian 2.530× 10−1 they are able to duplicate this to maneuver upon . Non - Member $ 1
Input SAE 1.659× 101 they are able to duplicate this to maneuver upon . Non - Member $ 1
Output SAE 4.136 they are able to duplicate this to maneuver upon . Non - Member $ 1

Jacobian 2.530× 10−1 evaluates financial information for two segments : Se ismic and Non - Se ismic .
Input SAE 1.655× 101 evaluates financial information for two segments : Se ismic and Non - Se ismic .
Output SAE 4.124 evaluates financial information for two segments : Se ismic and Non - Se ismic .

Jacobian 2.508× 10−1 . Most patients go back to work the next day . Non - surgical chin
Input SAE 1.835× 101 . Most patients go back to work the next day . Non - surgical chin
Output SAE 4.342 . Most patients go back to work the next day . Non - surgical chin

Jacobian 2.507× 10−1 / Non - standard Fil ters " option so I guess I could use that
Input SAE 1.602× 101 / Non - standard Fil ters " option so I guess I could use that
Output SAE 3.794 / Non - standard Fil ters " option so I guess I could use that

Jacobian 2.507× 10−1 out facial and neck wr inkles , the patient underwent Inf ini non - invasive
Input SAE 1.775× 101 out facial and neck wr inkles , the patient underwent Inf ini non - invasive
Output SAE 4.175 out facial and neck wr inkles , the patient underwent Inf ini non - invasive

Jacobian 2.507× 10−1 D err ata 2010 _ Q 3 Non - conf idential Mark ed - up
Input SAE 1.686× 101 D err ata 2010 _ Q 3 Non - conf idential Mark ed - up
Output SAE 4.192 D err ata 2010 _ Q 3 Non - conf idential Mark ed - up

Jacobian 2.502× 10−1 weeks , vigorous physical activity can be resumed . Non - S urgical Chin
Input SAE 1.822× 101 weeks , vigorous physical activity can be resumed . Non - S urgical Chin
Output SAE 4.394 weeks , vigorous physical activity can be resumed . Non - S urgical Chin

Jacobian 2.501× 10−1 smooth out facial wr inkles , the patient underwent Inf ini non - invasive (
Input SAE 1.748× 101 smooth out facial wr inkles , the patient underwent Inf ini non - invasive (
Output SAE 4.139 smooth out facial wr inkles , the patient underwent Inf ini non - invasive (

Jacobian 2.500× 10−1 those outcomes imply for the future . Non - reactive – refers to an
Input SAE 1.765× 101 those outcomes imply for the future . Non - reactive – refers to an
Output SAE 4.052 those outcomes imply for the future . Non - reactive – refers to an

Jacobian 2.493× 10−1 " fall protection for the most rigorous work environments . Non - sl ip chest
Input SAE 1.830× 101 " fall protection for the most rigorous work environments . Non - sl ip chest
Output SAE 4.290 " fall protection for the most rigorous work environments . Non - sl ip chest

Jacobian 2.491× 10−1 basis . Non - profit is the only exception to these terms of agreement you
Input SAE 1.665× 101 basis . Non - profit is the only exception to these terms of agreement you
Output SAE 3.990 basis . Non - profit is the only exception to these terms of agreement you

Jacobian 2.489× 10−1 OR GAN IC . NON - G MO , C ERT IF IED K OS
Input SAE 1.474× 101 OR GAN IC . NON - G MO , C ERT IF IED K OS
Output SAE 3.587 OR GAN IC . NON - G MO , C ERT IF IED K OS

Table 5. The top 12 examples that produce the maximum absolute values of the Jacobian element with input SAE latent index 26438
and output latent index 54734. The Jacobian SAE pair was trained on layer 15 of Pythia-410m with an expansion factor of R = 64 and
sparsity k = 32. The examples were collected over the first 10K records of the English subset of the C4 text dataset (Raffel et al., 2020),
with a context length of 16 tokens. For each example, the first row shows the values of the Jacobian element, and the second and third
show the corresponding activations of the input and output SAE latents. In this case, both SAE latents appear to strongly activate for the
pair of tokens ‘non-’ (in upper- or lowercase).
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Category Max. abs. value Example tokens

Jacobian 2.331× 10−1 s favourite chefs . The exciting event has not only been about fun and
Input SAE 5.784 s favourite chefs . The exciting event has not only been about fun and
Output SAE 2.349 s favourite chefs . The exciting event has not only been about fun and

Jacobian 2.313× 10−1 cup dec an ter brew ers . Special paper grade ass ures optimum extraction of
Input SAE 1.220 cup dec an ter brew ers . Special paper grade ass ures optimum extraction of
Output SAE 1.417 cup dec an ter brew ers . Special paper grade ass ures optimum extraction of

Jacobian 2.302× 10−1 working one - on - one with the pur vey ors of food .
Input SAE 1.184 working one - on - one with the pur vey ors of food .
Output SAE 3.366 working one - on - one with the pur vey ors of food .

Jacobian 2.292× 10−1 ns cater ing specifically to the Japanese tourist . For many Japanese visitors Bro ome
Input SAE 1.161 ns cater ing specifically to the Japanese tourist . For many Japanese visitors Bro ome
Output SAE 2.027 ns cater ing specifically to the Japanese tourist . For many Japanese visitors Bro ome

Jacobian 2.275× 10−1 ' s re pert ory production Creative Con vergence . In March , Peter Pan
Input SAE 1.527 ' s re pert ory production Creative Con vergence . In March , Peter Pan
Output SAE 8.890× 10−1 ' s re pert ory production Creative Con vergence . In March , Peter Pan

Jacobian 2.275× 10−1 Pe aks Brewing Company , beer offerings and specialty menu items . PU B 365
Input SAE 5.791 Pe aks Brewing Company , beer offerings and specialty menu items . PU B 365
Output SAE 2.536 Pe aks Brewing Company , beer offerings and specialty menu items . PU B 365

Jacobian 2.273× 10−1 um min ess from local ch ocol at ier Eclipse Chocolate ! Chocolate Un w
Input SAE 1.811 um min ess from local ch ocol at ier Eclipse Chocolate ! Chocolate Un w
Output SAE 1.769 um min ess from local ch ocol at ier Eclipse Chocolate ! Chocolate Un w

Jacobian 2.272× 10−1 food establishment to have a Cert ified Food Protection Manager ( C FP M )
Input SAE 2.957 food establishment to have a Cert ified Food Protection Manager ( C FP M )
Output SAE 3.219 food establishment to have a Cert ified Food Protection Manager ( C FP M )

Jacobian 2.271× 10−1 and Steve from Si ren Craft Brew s Bar rel Project have team ed up
Input SAE 1.034 and Steve from Si ren Craft Brew s Bar rel Project have team ed up
Output SAE 1.831 and Steve from Si ren Craft Brew s Bar rel Project have team ed up

Jacobian 2.270× 10−1 first event came up unexpectedly , the Bridge and T unnel Brew ery was just
Input SAE 1.922 first event came up unexpectedly , the Bridge and T unnel Brew ery was just
Output SAE 1.807 first event came up unexpectedly , the Bridge and T unnel Brew ery was just

Jacobian 2.269× 10−1 in other colors , ordering in colors other than fl orescent green or orange WILL
Input SAE 1.327 in other colors , ordering in colors other than fl orescent green or orange WILL
Output SAE 1.055 in other colors , ordering in colors other than fl orescent green or orange WILL

Jacobian 2.269× 10−1 eating out or not buying a new BMW creates job cuts but not def lation
Input SAE 2.020 eating out or not buying a new BMW creates job cuts but not def lation
Output SAE 2.951 eating out or not buying a new BMW creates job cuts but not def lation

Table 6. The top 12 examples that produce the maximum absolute values of the Jacobian element with input SAE latent index 54846
and output latent index 30912. The Jacobian SAE pair was trained on layer 15 of Pythia-410m with an expansion factor of R = 64 and
sparsity k = 32. The examples were collected over the first 10K records of the English subset of the C4 text dataset (Raffel et al., 2020),
with a context length of 16 tokens. For each example, the first row shows the values of the Jacobian element, and the second and third
show the corresponding activations of the input and output SAE latents. In this case, both SAE latents appear to activate for tokens or
contexts relating to food service.
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