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ABSTRACT

Standard LLM evaluation practices compress diverse abilities into single scores,
obscuring their inherently multidimensional nature. We present JE-IRT, a geo-
metric item-response framework that embeds both LLMs and questions in a shared
space. For question embeddings, the direction encodes semantics and the norm
encodes difficulty, while correctness on each question is determined by the geo-
metric interaction between the model and question embeddings. This geometry
replaces a global ranking of LLMs with topical specialization and enables smooth
variation across related questions. Building on this framework, our experimen-
tal results reveal that out-of-distribution behavior can be explained through di-
rectional alignment, and that larger norms consistently indicate harder questions.
Moreover, JE-IRT naturally supports generalization: once the space is learned,
new LLMs are added by fitting a single embedding. The learned space further
reveals an LLM-internal taxonomy that only partially aligns with human-defined
subject categories. JE-IRT thus establishes a unified and interpretable geometric
lens that connects LLM abilities with the structure of questions, offering a distinc-
tive perspective on model evaluation and generalization.

1 INTRODUCTION

Large language models (LLMs) have advanced rapidly in both capability and diversity, with new
models released at an accelerating pace (Guo et al., 2025} | Yang et al.| [2025)). Evaluating these mod-
els has become a central activity, typically relying on benchmark datasets and reporting performance
in the form of accuracy, aggregate scores, or leaderboard rankings (Hendrycks et al., 2021} |Srivas-
tava et al.,2023)). Such evaluations provide a convenient summary and allow models to be compared
at scale. Beyond aggregate scores, other approaches include human alignment (J1 et al., 2023} |Kirk
et al., [2024])), which assesses whether model outputs match human preferences, and profiling, which
highlights model strengths and weaknesses (Liang et al., 2023} Perez et al.,|2023). Profiling methods
often group benchmarks into subject categories and measure relative ability across them (Bisk et al.}
2020 [Srivastava et al.| [2023)).

While these practices are useful, they capture only part of the picture. Aggregate scores com-
press heterogeneous abilities into a single number, even though LLM competence is multidimen-
sional (Liang et al.| [2023). As for profiling, human-defined subjects in benchmarks reflect educa-
tional curricula, whereas LLMs are optimized on mixed-domain corpora with objectives that do not
encode explicit subject boundaries. Rather than relying solely on curricular labels, we turn to how
models themselves separate and relate questions in their internal representation.

We adopt a complementary perspective that focuses directly on the interaction between models
and questions. The interaction has two sides: how a given model responds to an individual item,
and how items are organized when viewed through the lens of the models. Studying this interaction
enables item-level prediction of LLM behavior and reveals how subjects are organized in the model’s
representational geometry. This capability of item-level prediction is also practical—for instance,
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routing systems benefit from knowing which model may succeed on which query (Ong et al., |2025}
Gururangan et al., 2022).

Guided by this perspective, a natural approach would be to simulate interactions through a model’s
ability score and an question’s difficulty score, as in traditional item response theory (IRT) (Ham-
bleton & Swaminathan, [2013). However, two empirical patterns challenge this view. First, a single
scalar ability does not induce a universal ordering of LLMs across items: traditional item response
models fail to recover a consistent monotone relationship between ability and correctness within
benchmarks. Second, behavior varies smoothly across semantically related items: when questions
are similar, predicted responses should remain close. Motivated by these observations, we seek a
formulation in which these two empirical patterns are captured by the interaction between ability
and difficulty.

To explore this idea, we propose JE-IRT, a framework that combines joint embedding learning
with ideas from item response theory. In JE-IRT, both models and questions are embedded in a
shared space; their geometric interaction determines the probability of a correct response. Crucially,
direction captures semantic specialization (what a question is about), and norm reflects difficulty
(how hard it is). Unlike traditional IRT, which assigns content-agnostic item parameters learned
only from response patterns, JE-IRT ties difficulty and discrimination to question content and does
not assume a scalar ability that orders all models. Empirically, JE-IRT provides accurate item-level
predictions and scales to new models: after learning question embeddings once, a new LLM can
be integrated by training only its embedding, reaching near-joint-training performance with a small
fraction of its data. The learned geometry is interpretable: directions organize topical specialization,
norms track difficulty, and clustering reveals an LLM-centric taxonomy that only partially aligns
with human-defined subjects.

We highlight three main contributions of this work:

» Using traditional item response theory (IRT) and analysis of LLM responses, we show
that the assumed total order between model ability and question difficulty does not hold,
even within fine-grained benchmarks. This calls for moving beyond scalar rankings toward
frameworks that capture richer model—question interactions.

* We propose JE-IRT, a geometric IRT formulation where question orientation captures se-
mantics and question norm captures difficulty, and correctness is driven by projected ability
minus norm. JE-IRT outperforms baselines in prediction accuracy and is scalable, as new
LLMs can be added through lightweight embedding fine-tuning instead of full retraining.

* We validate the geometry by showing that directional alignment predicts out-of-distribution
drops, and norms reliably indicate difficulty. We also show that clustering the embeddings
reveals subject divisions that differ from human-defined categories, suggesting that LLMs
organize knowledge in their own representational sense.

The implementation of JE-IRT is publicly available at https://github.com/ruyil01/
JE-IRT.

2 THEORETICAL FOUNDATIONS AND OUR FRAMEWORK

Traditional Item Response Theory. In traditional item response theory, typically expressed
through the 2-parameter logistic (2PL) model, each LLM M; is assigned an ability score 6;, and
each question (); is associated with a discrimination score a; and a difficulty score b;. The ability
score reflects the overall competence of the model, the difficulty score specifies how challenging
a question is, and the discrimination score measures how effectively the question separates strong
models from weak ones. Note that in the 2PL model, discrimination a; and difficulty b; are content-
agnostic latents: they are inferred solely from response patterns—whether each model answered
each question correctly—rather than from the question’s text or semantics. Given 6;, a;, and b;, the
probability that model )M; answers question (); correctly is given by

P(M;,Qj) = o (a;(0; — bj)), (1)

where o denotes the sigmoid function. A key assumption in traditional IRT is the global order-
ing assumption: models with higher ability scores are expected to have a higher probability of
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answering every question correctly. This is enforced by requiring discrimination parameter a; to
be non-negative, since otherwise a lower-ability model could have a higher probability of correctly
answering a difficult question. However, as we demonstrate later in Section [3.1] this assumption is
often violated, undermining the usefulness of the formalism.

JE-IRT. To address the limitations of traditional item response theory, we propose the Joint Em-
bedding Item Response Theory (JE-IRT). Instead of assigning scalar ability and difficulty scores,
we embed both models and questions in a shared higher-dimensional space R?, denoted by E,;, for
model M; and Eq; for question ();. We define the ability of model M; on question @); as

Eo, -Eu,
[Eq, Il

which corresponds to the length of the projection of the model embedding onto the direction of the
question embedding. The probability of a correct response is then given by

P(MZaQ]) =0 (G)]Wi,Qj - ||EQJ||) . (3)

In this formulation, we aim to disentangle the question’s difficulty and topical focus into the magni-
tude and direction of its embedding respectively. This structure yields an important property: when
a model’s projected ability is large along the direction of a question’s embedding, it is more likely
to answer that question correctly, while the question embedding norm governs how difficult the
question is overall.

OnmiQ = )

Proposition 1 (No Global Ability Ordering in JE-IRT) Under the JE-IRT framework, there exist
models My, My and questions QQ1, Q2 such that

®M1>Q1 > eMz,Ql but @Msz > @Mtha

where Oy, , denotes the ability score of model M; on question Q).

The proof can be found in Appendix [A] This proposition highlights that JE-IRT naturally supports
modeling specialized abilities, where no global ability ordering is assumed or enforced across all
questions.

Proposition 2 (Stability of Predicted Probabilities Under Similar Questions) Ler M be a LLM
with embedding E y, and let Q1, Q2 be two questions with embeddings Eq, , Eq,. Assume

cos(Eg,,Eg,)=1—¢
for some £ > 0, and define P(M, Q) = o(©x,q — |Eql) as in Eq. . Then

IP(M, Q1) — POV, Q2)| < % (V= Bl + |IBq, |l - [Bq.

). )

, then |[P(M, Q1) — P(M,Qs)| < V2 |[En|.

In particular, if [Eq, || = |Eq,

The proof is provided in Appendix [C} This result shows that predicted probabilities change only
slightly when two questions are similar in geometry. Specifically, the prediction gap for any model
is bounded by two terms: an angular separation term (capturing semantic misalignment) and a norm
difference term (capturing difficulty gap). In the special case where the norms match, the gap de-
pends solely on angular alignment. Together, these two propositions capture the guarantees that
JE-IRT is designed to provide: it can represent specialized abilities without enforcing a global or-
dering, while also preserving consistent probability estimates across semantically related questions.

Model Structure. For the framework to generalize to unseen questions, the question embeddings
must be determined by the question’s content. That is, instead of treating the embedding as a free
parameter fixed to the training set, we define it as a function of the question itself:

Eq, = fo(Qj), (5)

where fy(-) is a learned function that maps the question content to its embedding. This allows us
to evaluate the model and test the theory on unseen questions and allows the model to be used for
downstream tasks.
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Figure 1: Traditional 2-parameter logistic (2PL) IRT assumptions fail on LLM data. Left: Esti-
mated difficulty b; (x-axis) and discrimination a; (y-axis) for each question from a 2PL fit on the
EmbedLLM test set. Many items have a; < 0 or a; ~ 0, contradicting the monotone-with-ability
premise behind a universal total order. Right: Four example questions (negative, near-zero, and two
positive a;); each panel overlays the fitted item-characteristic curve (ICC) in blue with empirical
outcomes of all models (black dots at their fitted abilities #). Even when a; > 0, correctness is not
monotone in #; when a; ~ 0, the ICC is essentially flat. Together, the panels illustrate why a single
scalar ability cannot explain these data.

Our framework consists of three components: a frozen base encoder fi,, a trainable adapter net-
work gy, and an embedding table T for LLMs. Given a question @), it is successively processed
by the base encoder and the adapter network, yielding the question embedding Eg = gg( foase (@))-
The adapter gy is implemented as a two-layer MLP with hidden size twice the base encoder output
dimension, enabling it to disentangle features from the frozen representation before projection into
the final embedding space.

Each LLM is associated with a learnable embedding vector Ey; = T[M]. Thus, the trainable
parameters of the framework are the adapter weights 6 and the embedding table T. The predicted
correctness probability is then computed from Eq. (3)), with training carried out using binary cross-
entropy against ground truth labels.

3 EXPERIMENTS AND ANALYSIS

We present our empirical results in this section. All experiments are conducted on the EmbedLLM
correctness dataset (Zhuang et al [2025). This dataset includes evaluation results for 112 models
across 10 benchmarks and, to the best of our knowledge, represents the largest collection of LLMs
evaluated on a shared set of questions.

3.1 NoO UNIVERSAL TOTAL ORDERING ACROSS MODELS

A common assumption in traditional IRT is that a single scalar ability induces a global ranking of
models: if M, is more able than M, (e.g., 6, > 6, in Eq. ), then for every item Q; we must
have P(M,,Q;) > P(M,,Q;). Equivalently, under the 2PL with strictly positive discriminations
(a; > 0), the item-characteristic curve (ICC) is monotone increasing in ability, so a single total order
should explain correctness across items. We show this assumption is violated for LLMs.

Evidence from fitting the 2PL. We fit the 2PL in Eq. (1) to our data without enforcing nonnega-
tivity on a;. Figurem summarizes the result. Left: each dot is a question positioned by its estimated
difficulty b; and discrimination a;. Many items lie at a; < 0 and a substantial mass has a; ~ 0,



contradicting the monotone-with-ability premise. Right: four representative items illustrate the fail-
ure modes: (i) negative discrimination (a; < 0), (i) near-zero discrimination (a; ~ 0), and (iii—iv)
ostensibly positive discrimination (a; > 0). Each small plot is an item-characteristic curve (ICC)
for a single question: the blue curve is the 2PL prediction as a function of model ability, and the
black dots mark the observed correctness of all LLMs at their fitted abilities. Even when a; > 0,
the empirical points do not align monotonically with ability—many lower-ability models answer
correctly while some higher-ability models fail. When a; ~ 0, the ICC is essentially flat and cap-
tures no relationship at all. Moreover, for 49% of items (1,275/3,000), the fitted 2PL saturates to
near-unanimous predictions (all correct or all incorrect), whereas the actual data are unanimous on
only 2.7% of items (80/3,000). Taken together, the parameter scatter and the four ICCs in Figure ]
show that a meaningful global order doesn’t exist and a single scalar ability fails to capture the real
ability of LLMs.

Evidence from correct-set inclusion. A strict global order has a concrete set-theoretic implica-
tion: if M; is “stronger” (higher overall accuracy) than M;, then the set of questions it answers
correctly should superset the weaker model’s correct set. Let Q(M) be the questions a model an-
swers correctly and define

QM) Q)|
ROM) = =Ta0nT

If a total order held, R(M;, M;) ~ 0 for all weaker—stronger pairs. In practice, heat maps on
MATHQA and GSMS8K (Figs. [9] [I0] in Appendix [J) show widespread, non-trivial values across
many pairs: nominally stronger models routinely miss items solved by weaker ones. This violates
set inclusion and independently rules out a universal total order within benchmarks.

Both perspectives—parametric (2PL fits) and set-theoretic (correct-set inclusion)—converge: LLM
abilities do not admit a single, benchmark-wide scalar ranking. This motivates our JE-IRT design,
which replaces a universal order with a geometric interaction that allows specialization across se-
mantic directions and difficulty norms, matching the item-level diversity observed in the data.

3.2 PERFORMANCE EVALUATION OF JE-IRT

We evaluate the learned geometry by predicting, at question level, whether an LLM answers cor-
rectly. JE-IRT is trained with two frozen base encoders—ModernBERT-Large (Warner et al., 2025)
and all-mpnet-base-v2 (Reimers & Gurevychl|[2019)—across a range of embedding dimensions. For
each embedding dimension d, we select the checkpoint with the lowest validation loss and report
test-set performance.

Accuracy vs. dimension. As the left panel of Figure 2] shows, test accuracy increases with d for
both encoders and peaks around d =256, indicating that the predictive structure JE-IRT needs is ef-
fectively low-dimensional. For comparison, we include the EmbedL.LM baseline, which uses a fixed
252-dimensional embedding per model. JE-IRT surpasses this baseline with far smaller embed-
dings—at just d =16 with ModernBERT and around d = 64 with the sentence-transformer—yielding
an order-of-magnitude (or multi-fold) reduction in dimensionality while matching or exceeding ac-
curacy. This demonstrates that JE-IRT captures the essential interaction between models and ques-
tions with substantially fewer parameters.

Per-model and per-benchmark breakdowns. Focusing on the best 256-dimensional setting, the
top-right plot reports per-model accuracies (one point per LLM; dashed line = overall mean), and
the bottom-right plot aggregates the same models by benchmark category. The distributions are tight
around the mean along both axes: gains are not driven by a handful of outlier models, nor are they
confined to a particular benchmark. Instead, performance is consistent across the portfolio of 112
LLMs and the 10 benchmarks, indicating that the learned embeddings generalize beyond specific
models or tasks and reflect broad, reusable patterns of question difficulty and model capability.

These results underscore the strong performance of the framework, demonstrating that its geometric
inductive bias effectively captures key interactions between LLMs and questions. We further inves-
tigate this geometry in Section [3.4] and Section [3.5] where we analyze orientation and magnitude
separately.
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Figure 2: (Left) Test accuracy as a function of embedding dimension (log scale) for two base en-
coders. Each point shows the best-performing model at each dimension, selected by validation loss.
The dashed black line denotes the baseline performance from EmbedLLM (252-dimensional embed-
ding), and the gray region highlights lower-dimensional regimes. (Top right) Accuracy breakdown
across individual LLMs for models trained with 256-dimensional embeddings. (Bottom right) Ac-
curacy by benchmark category for the same 256-dimensional models.

3.3 DATA-EFFICIENT SCALABILITY TO NEW LLMsS

Given the rapid pace at which new models appear, a practical evaluation framework should let
us onboard additional LLMs without retraining everything. We show that JE-IRT is scalable by
demonstrating that it can incorporate each new model using a single embedding E5; € R? while
keeping the question embeddings frozen. To assess scalability, we consider two settings: leave-one-
out experiments on the EmbedLLM dataset and evaluation on more recent LLMs.

Leave-one-out on EmbedLLM. We randomly sample 10 models from the full set of 112. For
each run, one model is excluded during training, and JE-IRT is trained on the remaining 111. We
then simulate adding the excluded model by freezing the question embeddings and fine-tuning only
its model embedding. To assess data efficiency, we subsample 1%-100% of the training set and
report test accuracy in Table |} Results are averaged over the 10 randomly selected LLMs (listed
in Appendix [H). The A/l column shows the accuracy of the same 10 LLMs when all 112 models
are trained together. Performance plateaus quickly: using only 10% of the held-out model’s data,
accuracy is already within 0.5% of the ALL setting for both base encoders.

Adding recent LLMs. We extend the analysis by adding six more recent LLMs such as Qwen3-
30B-A3B (Qwen Team) 2025) and evaluating across eight benchmarks (details in Appendix E[)
As before, we freeze question embeddings and train only the new models’ embeddings, with the
same 1%-100% subsampling protocol. Table[2]shows the experimental results. With the sentence-
transformer encoder, accuracy remains high even with very limited data; with ModernBERT, accu-
racy degrades more with a limited training data, but maintains strong performance with 40% of the
data. These results indicate that JE-IRT remains effective when onboarding up-to-date models.

This efficiency can be explained by the fact that, once question embeddings are fixed, fitting a new
model embedding reduces to a logistic regression problem with d parameters Since logistic re-
gression has sample complexity that scales linearly with the dimension (Ng & Jordanl 2001} Shalev-
Shwartz & Ben-David, |[2014), this naturally explains the fast plateaus in Table Empirically, the
fact that tuning only Fj; nearly matches joint training suggests the learned question geometry is
stable and transferable across models, underscoring the scalability of the framework.

3.4 OOD GENERALIZATION AND EMBEDDING ORIENTATION

Out-of-distribution (OOD) generalization is central to profiling models, routing tasks, and providing
reliable evaluation, since LLMs are inevitably applied beyond benchmark domains. We study OOD

'See Appendix @]for more details.



Table 1: Test accuracy (%) of 10 held-out LLMs integrated into a trained JE-IRT model with dif-
ferent fractions of their training data (1%—100%). Results are averaged over the 10 models with
subscripts as standard deviations. The “All” column reports accuracy when trained with all models.

Encoder 1% 5% 10% 20% 40 % 60% 80% 100% All
Modern BERT 714034;3.93 73.86i2_14 74.18i2_](, 74.3512_07 74.3512_1(] 7443514_11 74-39i2.11 74-30i2.]5 74,6912_07
Sent-Trans 72.30i2_g7 73.63i2_43 73.60i2_37 73.781234 73.74123] 73.81i2_39 73-71t2.44 73.8112_42 73.851242

Table 2: Test accuracy (%) of 6 up-to-date LLMs integrated into a trained JE-IRT model with dif-
ferent fractions of their training data (1%—-100%). Results are averaged over the 6 models.

Encoder 1% 5% 10% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Modern BERT 63.15 65.09 68.48 70.02 71.70 72.00 72.06 72.42
Sent-Trans 73.45 73.67 74.12 74.69 75.12 75.13 75.22 75.42

behavior from two complementary views: (i) the traditional OOD evaluation on held-out bench-
marks through a leave-one-out strategy, and (ii) a geometric view based on directional alignment in
the learned question-embedding space.

Leave-one-out accuracy on held-out benchmarks. In each run, one benchmark is excluded from
training and used only for evaluation. We compare test accuracy to the model trained on the full
dataset in Table |3} Gray cells show the drop relative to full-data training. As expected, holding
out a benchmark reduces accuracy, but the magnitude varies markedly by benchmark. MathQA and
LogiQA show small drops, suggesting their knowledge domains are well covered by the remain-
ing data, while PIQA and MMLU exhibit larger drops, indicating more benchmark-specific patterns
or reasoning skills. We also observe an encoder-dependent effect on GPQA: exclusion causes a
substantial drop with the sentence-transformer encoder but a much smaller one with ModernBERT,
suggesting the two encoders capture partially different cues even when overall performance is simi-
lar.

Geometric alignment via embedding orientation. Under JE-IRT, the direction of a question
embedding reflects its semantics. If a held-out benchmark is directionally aligned with the training
pool, Proposition 2] predicts smaller changes in predicted correctness. We quantify alignment with a
simple statistic. For a benchmark 5, let u, := E, /|| Eq|| be the unit direction of question ¢. Define

its mean direction
1 1
KB = @Zuq and  pip = @ Z Ug;
q€B qe-B

where —B denotes all other benchmarks. The directional alignment of B with the rest is
cos(ug, p—-p). Table [4] reports this measure. While not a perfect predictor, a consistent trend
emerges: benchmarks with higher alignment (e.g., LogiQA, MathQA) tend to have smaller leave-
one-out drops, whereas lower alignment (e.g., PIQA, GSM8K) is associated with larger declines.

MMLU is an exception: although it shows moderate cosine similarity with the rest of the bench-
marks, its performance drop is substantial. This is likely due to the fact that MMLU contains a
broad range of diverse subjects, and its mean direction may not be representative of its true direc-
tional coverage.

In summary, through the generalizability study we show that the learned embeddings are robust.
Both benchmark-level evaluation and the geometry of embedding orientations provide consistent
signals of this robustness, with directional alignment serving as a reliable indicator of how well a
model is expected to perform on new or unseen tasks. A more thorough study of the embedding
geometry of questions and LL.Ms can be found in Appendix

3.5 DIFFICULTIES AND EMBEDDING NORMS

In JE-IRT, the question norm enters the logit subtractively (Eq. (3)): p(Q) = o(uq-En — || Eql)).
Our inductive bias is that larger || Eg || encodes greater difficulty. We test this with two diagnostics.



Table 3: Leave-one-out evaluation results for out-of-distribution (OOD) generalization. Results are
reported as accuracy (%) across ten benchmarks. The “Diff” row shows the performance drop when
the benchmark is excluded. The last column reports the overall accuracy.

Encoder Setting asdiv gpga gsm8k logiga mathqa medmcqa mmlu piga social truthfulga ‘ Overall
Leave-Out 9626 85.08 59.05 67.14  66.11 5802 4650 2667 61.19 65.67 62.80
Modern BERT 51 96.93 8725 7486 6756  68.86 63.17 6840 79.96 67.87 70.63 75.05
Diff 0.67 217 1581 042 2.75 5.15 2190 5329 6.68 4.96 12.24
Leave-Out 9397 79.01 59.05 64.68  66.27 5443 5049 28.81 64.88 67.36 62.94
Sent-Trans All 96.86 87.11 7394 6682  67.30 63.09  67.84 7866 67.67  69.92 74.56
Diff 289 810 1489 214 1.02 3.66 1735 4985 279 2.56 11.62

Table 4: Cosine similarity (x100) between the mean embedding of each benchmark and the mean
embedding of all other benchmarks combined (i.e., leave-one-out). Higher values indicate stronger
directional alignment between a benchmark and the rest of the dataset.

Encoder asdiv gpgqa gsm8k logiga mathqa medmcqa mmlu piga social truthfulqa
Modern BERT 40.82 84.63 3639 97.04 96.75 96.24 92.51 7098 92.10 94.27
Sent-Trans 59.85 61.38 51.75 96.71 96.45 96.97 73.10 16.51 9231 95.02
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Figure 3: Embedding norm as a proxy for question difficulty. Left: accuracy decreases as the
question’s embedding norm increases. Right: using |[Eq|| as a score and defining incorrect as the
positive class, ROC-like curves for both encoders achieve AUC 0.73-0.77, confirming that higher
norms reliably indicate harder questions.

Binned accuracy. In the left panel of Figure 3] we partition questions into 20 quantile bins by
IEq|| and plot average accuracy (averaged over LLMs) per bin. For both base encoders, accuracy
decreases monotonically (almost always) as ||Eq|| increases, indicating that higher norms corre-
spond to harder questions.

ROC-like curves. In the right panel, we assess how well the embedding norm || Eg|| indicates
difficulty using ROC-like curves. We use ||Eq|| as a scalar score and define the positive class as
questions answered incorrectly (i.e., harder for models). Sweeping a threshold 7 on || Egl|, we
predict incorrect if ||Eg|| > 7 and correct otherwise, then compute the true positive rate and the
false positive rate. For both encoders the curves lie well above the diagonal (AUC 0.73-0.77),
meaning that, with probability ~ 0.73-0.77, a randomly chosen incorrect question has larger norm
than a randomly chosen correct one (more details in Appendix [F).

Taken together, these results show that embedding norms capture question difficulty in a consistent
and interpretable way, supporting our intended inductive bias.



Table 5: Comparison between human-defined subjects and KMeans clustering of learned question
embeddings.

Base Encoders Purity Inv. Purity NMI Homogeneity Completeness
Modern BERT 0.346 0.254 0.380 0.389 0.371
Sent-Trans 0.372 0.265 0.409 0.418 0.399

3.6 HUMAN-DEFINED SUBJECTS VS. LLM-INDUCED SUBJECTS

To compare how LLMs organize questions with human-defined subjects, we focus on MMLU (57
subjects). We cluster the JE-IRT question embeddings into K = 57 groups using k-means on unit-
normalized embeddings, and then compare the induced clusters to the original labels. We report
standard agreement measures—purity, inverse purity, NMI, homogeneity, and completeness—in
Table

Across metrics, scores fall in a moderate range (roughly 0.25-0.42), indicating partial but not tight
alignment between the LLM-induced clusters and human-defined subjects. Two consistent patterns
emerge. First, homogeneity tends to exceed completeness: clusters are internally coherent (ques-
tions within a cluster often share a label), but many human-defined subjects are fragmented across
multiple clusters. Second, purity generally exceeds inverse purity, reinforcing the same asymmetry:
a cluster often maps cleanly to one dominant subject, yet each subject is spread over several clusters.
Together with the moderate NMI, this suggests that the model forms a subject taxonomy that is not
isomorphic to curricular categories.

This divergence is expected and interpretable: from the model’s perspective, items that cluster to-
gether require similar abilities from the LLM, which need not coincide with textbook subjects. In
other words, what humans label as one subject may consist of distinct skills for the model (see
Appendix [G] for an example in which two questions from the same human-defined subject require
nearly opposite abilities).

4 RELATED WORK

Item Response Theory in NLP and ML. Item Response Theory (IRT) has been adapted from ed-
ucational testing to NLP and machine learning as a way to evaluate datasets and models beyond
aggregate accuracy (Downing} 2003} [Lalor et al.,[2019;/Cheng et al.,2019; |Rodriguez et al.,[2021b).
By modeling item difficulty and discrimination alongside latent model ability, IRT reveals varia-
tion that standard metrics obscure. Early work introduced IRT-calibrated test scales for NLP (Lalor
et al., 2016), followed by applications to benchmark quality, dataset bias, and model profiling (Ro-
driguez et al.,2021a; |Bachmann et al., 2024). More recently, extensions have generalized IRT with
multidimensional and neural variants to capture the diverse abilities and large-scale evaluations of
modern LLMs (Varadarajan et al.| [2024; |[Zhou et al., 2025), and adapted it for adaptive testing in
pretraining (Hofmann et al.| 2025). Unlike these approaches, which assign parameters to each ques-
tion, our framework learns difficulty and discrimination directly from question semantics, enabling
interpretable analysis that scales beyond parameter-per-question formulations.

Representation-Based Understanding and Evaluation. Representation-based approaches embed
models and questions into a shared space, offering a geometric view of their interactions and expos-
ing latent capabilities. This line of work is still rare: EmbedLLM (Zhuang et al.| [2025) explicitly
learns embeddings that predict correctness and reveal model specialization, while IRT-Router (Song
et al.| 2025) leverages multidimensional IRT for routing, using latent representations only as an im-
plicit means to optimize query assignment. In contrast, our proposed JE-IRT makes the geometry
explicit: embedding norm reflects difficulty and direction captures semantics, yielding an inter-
pretable representation of model-task interactions. Evaluation and routing follow naturally, but the
central aim is understanding.



5 LIMITATIONS

While JE-IRT provides a scalable and interpretable framework for studying LLM—question interac-
tions, its main limitation is that our analysis relies on binary correctness labels. LLMs are inherently
probabilistic, and their behavior is better characterized by distributions over responses. Although
we did not pursue this direction in our experiments, probabilistic outputs could be incorporated into
our framework seamlessly by replacing the binary targets with predicted probabilities in the loss
function.

6 CONCLUSION AND FUTURE WORK

In this work, we introduced JE-IRT, a joint embedding framework for modeling interactions be-
tween LLMs and questions. By embedding both into a shared space, JE-IRT enables fine-grained
prediction and provides interpretable geometric features that reveal how models generalize and how
questions are organized in the LLM’s own representational sense. Our experiments demonstrate
that JE-IRT learns robust features, scales to new models and benchmarks, and lays a foundation for
deeper understanding of LLM behavior.

So far, our analysis has focused on evaluating LLMs’ ability to answer questions correctly. In future
work, other abilities—such as social behaviors such as honesty, persuasion and deception, or the
capacity for emotional support—could also be incorporated into the framework through variants
of JE-IRT. Combining different abilities may further reveal hidden connections between seemingly
unrelated capabilities and lead to a deeper understanding of LLM behaviors.

REFERENCES

Aida Amini, Saadia Gabriel, Shanchuan Lin, Rik Koncel-Kedziorski, Yejin Choi, and Hannaneh
Hajishirzi. MathQA: Towards interpretable math word problem solving with operation-based
formalisms. In Proceedings of the 2019 Conference of the North American Chapter of the
Association for Computational Linguistics: Human Language Technologies, Volume 1 (Long
and Short Papers), pp. 2357-2367. Association for Computational Linguistics, 2019. URL
https://aclanthology.org/N19-1245|

Dominik Bachmann, Oskar van der Wal, Edita Chvojka, Willem H Zuidema, Leendert van Maanen,
and Katrin Schulz. fl-irt-ing with psychometrics to improve nlp bias measurement. Minds and
Machines, 34(4):37, 2024.

Akhiad Bercovich, Itay Levy, Izik Golan, Mohammad Dabbah, Ran El-Yaniv, Omri Puny, Ido Galil,
Zach Moshe, Tomer Ronen, Najeeb Nabwani, et al. Llama-nemotron: Efficient reasoning models.
arXiv preprint arXiv:2505.00949, 2025.

Yonatan Bisk, Rowan Zellers, Jianfeng Gao, Yejin Choi, et al. Piga: Reasoning about physical com-
monsense in natural language. In Proceedings of the AAAI conference on artificial intelligence,
volume 34, pp. 74327439, 2020.

Anselm Blumer, A. Ehrenfeucht, David Haussler, and Manfred K. Warmuth. Learnability and the
vapnik-chervonenkis dimension. J. ACM, 36:929-965, 1989. URL https://doi.org/10.
1145/76359.76371.

Song Cheng, Qi Liu, Enhong Chen, Zai Huang, Zhenya Huang, Yiying Chen, Haiping Ma,
and Guoping Hu. Dirt: Deep learning enhanced item response theory for cognitive diagno-
sis. In Proceedings of the 28th ACM International Conference on Information and Knowledge
Management, CIKM 19, pp. 2397-2400. Association for Computing Machinery, 2019. URL
https://doi.org/10.1145/3357384.3358070.

Karl Cobbe, Vineet Kosaraju, Mohammad Bavarian, Mark Chen, Heewoo Jun, Lukasz Kaiser,
Matthias Plappert, Jerry Tworek, Jacob Hilton, Reiichiro Nakano, Christopher Hesse, and John
Schulman. Training verifiers to solve math word problems. arXiv preprint arXiv:2110.14168,
2021.

10


https://aclanthology.org/N19-1245
https://doi.org/10.1145/76359.76371
https://doi.org/10.1145/76359.76371
https://doi.org/10.1145/3357384.3358070

Steven M Downing. Item response theory: applications of modern test theory in medical education.
Medical education, 37(8):739-745, 2003.

Leo Gao, Jonathan Tow, Baber Abbasi, Stella Biderman, Sid Black, Anthony DiPofi, Charles Fos-
ter, Laurence Golding, Jeffrey Hsu, Alain Le Noac’h, Haonan Li, Kyle McDonell, Niklas Muen-
nighoff, Chris Ociepa, Jason Phang, Laria Reynolds, Hailey Schoelkopf, Aviya Skowron, Lintang
Sutawika, Eric Tang, Anish Thite, Ben Wang, Kevin Wang, and Andy Zou. The language model
evaluation harness, 07 2024. URL https://zenodo.org/records/12608602.

Gemma Team. Gemma 3 technical report. arXiv preprint arXiv:2503.19786, 2025.

Daya Guo, Dejian Yang, Haowei Zhang, Junxiao Song, Ruoyu Zhang, Runxin Xu, Qihao Zhu,
Shirong Ma, Peiyi Wang, Xiao Bi, et al. Deepseek-r1: Incentivizing reasoning capability in llms
via reinforcement learning. arXiv preprint arXiv:2501.12948, 2025.

Suchin Gururangan, Mike Lewis, Ari Holtzman, Noah A. Smith, and Luke Zettlemoyer. DEMix
layers: Disentangling domains for modular language modeling. In Proceedings of the 2022 Con-
ference of the North American Chapter of the Association for Computational Linguistics: Hu-
man Language Technologies, pp. 5557-5576, 2022. URL https://aclanthology.org/
2022 .naacl-main.407/.

Ronald K Hambleton and Hariharan Swaminathan. Item response theory: Principles and applica-
tions. Springer Science & Business Media, 2013.

Dan Hendrycks, Collin Burns, Steven Basart, Andy Zou, Mantas Mazeika, Dawn Song, and Jacob
Steinhardt. Measuring massive multitask language understanding. Proceedings of the Interna-
tional Conference on Learning Representations (ICLR), 2021.

Valentin Hofmann, David Heineman, lan Magnusson, Kyle Lo, Jesse Dodge, Maarten Sap, Pang Wei
Koh, Chun Wang, Hannaneh Hajishirzi, and Noah A. Smith. Fluid language model benchmarking.
In Second Conference on Language Modeling, 2025. URL https://openreview.net/
forum?id=mxcCg9¥YRqg7.

Jiaming Ji, Mickel Liu, Juntao Dai, Xuehai Pan, Chi Zhang, Ce Bian, Boyuan Chen, Ruiyang Sun,
Yizhou Wang, and Yaodong Yang. Beavertails: Towards improved safety alignment of LLM
via a human-preference dataset. In Thirty-seventh Conference on Neural Information Processing
Systems Datasets and Benchmarks Track, 2023. URL https://openreview.net/forum?
1d=g0QovXbFw3.

Hannah Rose Kirk, Alexander Whitefield, Paul Rottger, Andrew Michael Bean, Katerina Margatina,
Rafael Mosquera, Juan Manuel Ciro, Max Bartolo, Adina Williams, He He, Bertie Vidgen, and
Scott A. Hale. The PRISM alignment dataset: What participatory, representative and individu-
alised human feedback reveals about the subjective and multicultural alignment of large language
models. In The Thirty-eight Conference on Neural Information Processing Systems Datasets and
Benchmarks Track, 2024. URL https://openreview.net/forum?id=DFr5hteojx.

John P Lalor, Hao Wu, and Hong Yu. Building an evaluation scale using item response theory. In
Proceedings of the conference on empirical methods in natural language processing. Conference
on empirical methods in natural language processing, volume 2016, pp. 648, 2016.

John P Lalor, Hao Wu, and Hong Yu. Learning latent parameters without human response patterns:
Item response theory with artificial crowds. In Proceedings of the 2019 Conference on Empirical
Methods in Natural Language Processing, 2019.

Yuetai Li, Zhangchen Xu, Fengqing Jiang, Bhaskar Ramasubramanian, Luyao Niu, Bill Yuchen Lin,
Xiang Yue, and Radha Poovendran. Temporal sampling for forgotten reasoning in llms. arXiv
preprint arXiv:2505.20196, 2025.

Percy Liang, Rishi Bommasani, Tony Lee, Dimitris Tsipras, Dilara Soylu, , et al. Holistic evalua-
tion of language models. Transactions on Machine Learning Research, 2023. ISSN 2835-8856.
URL https://openreview.net/forum?id=104LZibEgW. Featured Certification, Ex-
pert Certification.

11


https://zenodo.org/records/12608602
https://aclanthology.org/2022.naacl-main.407/
https://aclanthology.org/2022.naacl-main.407/
https://openreview.net/forum?id=mxcCg9YRqj
https://openreview.net/forum?id=mxcCg9YRqj
https://openreview.net/forum?id=g0QovXbFw3
https://openreview.net/forum?id=g0QovXbFw3
https://openreview.net/forum?id=DFr5hteojx
https://openreview.net/forum?id=iO4LZibEqW

Stephanie Lin, Jacob Hilton, and Owain Evans. TruthfulQA: Measuring how models mimic human
falsehoods. In Proceedings of the 60th Annual Meeting of the Association for Computational
Linguistics (Volume 1: Long Papers). Association for Computational Linguistics, 2022. URL
https://aclanthology.org/2022.acl-1ong.229/.

Hanmeng Liu, Jian Liu, Leyang Cui, Zhiyang Teng, Nan Duan, Ming Zhou, and Yue Zhang. Logiqa
2.0—an improved dataset for logical reasoning in natural language understanding. [EEE/ACM
Transactions on Audio, Speech, and Language Processing, 31:2947-2962, 2023. doi: 10.1109/
TASLP.2023.3293046.

Shen-yun Miao, Chao-Chun Liang, and Keh-Yih Su. A diverse corpus for evaluating and developing
English math word problem solvers. In Proceedings of the 58th Annual Meeting of the Associ-
ation for Computational Linguistics, 2020. URL https://aclanthology.org/2020.
acl-main.92/.

Mistral Al Team. Mistral small 3, 2025. URL https://mistral.ai/news/
mistral-small-3. Accessed: 2025-09-24.

Andrew Ng and Michael Jordan. On discriminative vs. generative classifiers: A comparison of
logistic regression and naive bayes. In Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, vol-
ume 14. MIT Press, 2001. URL|https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper_files/
paper/2001/fi1le/7b7a53e239400al3bdbbeoc91lcdfocde—Paper.pdf.

Isaac Ong, Amjad Almahairi, Vincent Wu, Wei-Lin Chiang, Tianhao Wu, Joseph E. Gonzalez,
M Waleed Kadous, and Ion Stoica. RouteLLM: Learning to route LLMs from preference
data. In The Thirteenth International Conference on Learning Representations, 2025. URL
https://openreview.net/forum?id=8sSgNntaMrl

Ethan Perez, Sam Ringer, Kamile Lukosiute, Karina Nguyen, Edwin Chen, Scott Heiner, , et al.
Discovering language model behaviors with model-written evaluations. In Findings of the As-
sociation for Computational Linguistics: ACL 2023, pp. 13387-13434, 2023. URL https:
//aclanthology.org/2023.findings—acl.3847/.

Qwen Team. Qwen3 technical report, 2025. URL https://arxiv.org/abs/2505.09388.

Nils Reimers and Iryna Gurevych. Sentence-bert: Sentence embeddings using siamese bert-
networks. In Proceedings of the 2019 Conference on Empirical Methods in Natural Language
Processing. Association for Computational Linguistics, 11 2019. URL https://arxiv.
org/abs/1908.10084.

David Rein, Betty Li Hou, Asa Cooper Stickland, Jackson Petty, Richard Yuanzhe Pang, Julien
Dirani, Julian Michael, and Samuel R. Bowman. GPQA: A graduate-level google-proof q&a
benchmark. In First Conference on Language Modeling, 2024. URL https://openreview.
net/forum?id=Ti67584b98.

Pedro Rodriguez, Joe Barrow, Alexander Miserlis Hoyle, John P. Lalor, Robin Jia, and Jordan
Boyd-Graber. Evaluation examples are not equally informative: How should that change NLP
leaderboards? In Proceedings of the 59th Annual Meeting of the Association for Computational
Linguistics and the 11th International Joint Conference on Natural Language Processing (Vol-
ume 1: Long Papers), pp. 4486—4503,2021a. URL https://aclanthology.org/2021.
acl-long.346/.

Pedro Rodriguez, Joe Barrow, Alexander Miserlis Hoyle, John P Lalor, Robin Jia, and Jordan Boyd-
Graber. Evaluation examples are not equally informative: How should that change nlp leader-
boards? In Proceedings of the 59th Annual Meeting of the Association for Computational Lin-
guistics and the 11th International Joint Conference on Natural Language Processing (Volume 1:
Long Papers), pp. 44864503, 2021b.

Shai Shalev-Shwartz and Shai Ben-David. Understanding machine learning: From theory to algo-
rithms. Cambridge university press, 2014.

Wei Song, Zhenya Huang, Cheng Cheng, Weibo Gao, Bihan Xu, GuanHao Zhao, Fei Wang, and
Runze Wu. Irt-router: Effective and interpretable multi-llm routing via item response theory.
arXiv preprint arXiv:2506.01048, 2025.

12


https://aclanthology.org/2022.acl-long.229/
https://aclanthology.org/2020.acl-main.92/
https://aclanthology.org/2020.acl-main.92/
https://mistral.ai/news/mistral-small-3
https://mistral.ai/news/mistral-small-3
https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper_files/paper/2001/file/7b7a53e239400a13bd6be6c91c4f6c4e-Paper.pdf
https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper_files/paper/2001/file/7b7a53e239400a13bd6be6c91c4f6c4e-Paper.pdf
https://openreview.net/forum?id=8sSqNntaMr
https://aclanthology.org/2023.findings-acl.847/
https://aclanthology.org/2023.findings-acl.847/
https://arxiv.org/abs/2505.09388
https://arxiv.org/abs/1908.10084
https://arxiv.org/abs/1908.10084
https://openreview.net/forum?id=Ti67584b98
https://openreview.net/forum?id=Ti67584b98
https://aclanthology.org/2021.acl-long.346/
https://aclanthology.org/2021.acl-long.346/

Aarohi Srivastava, Abhinav Rastogi, Abhishek Rao, Abu Awal Shoeb, et al. Beyond the imita-
tion game: Quantifying and extrapolating the capabilities of language models. Transactions on
Machine Learning Research, 2023. ISSN 2835-8856. URL https://openreview.net/
forum?id=uyTL5Bvosi.

Vasudha Varadarajan, Sverker Sikstrom, Oscar NE Kjell, and H Andrew Schwartz. Alba: Adaptive
language-based assessments for mental health. In Proceedings of the conference. Association for
Computational Linguistics. North American Chapter. Meeting, volume 2024, pp. 2466, 2024.

Yubo Wang, Xueguang Ma, Ge Zhang, Yuansheng Ni, Abhranil Chandra, Shiguang Guo, Weiming
Ren, Aaran Arulraj, Xuan He, Ziyan Jiang, et al. Mmlu-pro: A more robust and challenging
multi-task language understanding benchmark. arXiv preprint arXiv:2406.01574, 2024.

Benjamin Warner, Antoine Chaffin, Benjamin Clavié, Orion Weller, Oskar Hallstrom, Said
Taghadouini, Alexis Gallagher, Raja Biswas, Faisal Ladhak, Tom Aarsen, Griffin Thomas Adams,
Jeremy Howard, and Iacopo Poli. Smarter, better, faster, longer: A modern bidirectional encoder
for fast, memory efficient, and long context finetuning and inference. In Proceedings of the 63rd
Annual Meeting of the Association for Computational Linguistics (Volume 1: Long Papers). Asso-
ciation for Computational Linguistics, 2025. URL https://aclanthology.org/2025.
acl-long.127/.

An Yang, Anfeng Li, Baosong Yang, Beichen Zhang, Binyuan Hui, Bo Zheng, Bowen Yu,
Chang Gao, Chengen Huang, Chenxu Lv, et al. Qwen3 technical report. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2505.09388, 2025.

Hongli Zhou, Hui Huang, Ziqing Zhao, Lvyuan Han, Huicheng Wang, Kehai Chen, Muyun Yang,
Wei Bao, Jian Dong, Bing Xu, et al. Lost in benchmarks? rethinking large language model
benchmarking with item response theory. arXiv preprint arXiv:2505.15055, 2025.

Richard Zhuang, Tianhao Wu, Zhaojin Wen, Andrew Li, Jiantao Jiao, and Kannan Ramchandran.
EmbedLLM: Learning compact representations of large language models. In The Thirteenth
International Conference on Learning Representations, 2025. URL https://openreview.
net/forum?id=Fs9EabmQrd.

13


https://openreview.net/forum?id=uyTL5Bvosj
https://openreview.net/forum?id=uyTL5Bvosj
https://aclanthology.org/2025.acl-long.127/
https://aclanthology.org/2025.acl-long.127/
https://openreview.net/forum?id=Fs9EabmQrJ
https://openreview.net/forum?id=Fs9EabmQrJ

A PROOF OF PROPOSITION

We prove the existence by giving an example. Considering two questions embeddings Eq, and
Eg,. We assume these two embeddings in different directions, i.e.

cos(Eq,,Eqg,) < 1.
We can define two LLM embeddings Ej;, and E,/, as

Eq Eq
EM = ! and E]\/[ = —<2_
" Eq| o Eg.ll
As a result, we have
Eo, -E Eo. -E
®M1,Q1 = =4 =1> COS(EQl’EQz) <= s = @JV127Q1>
IEq, || IEq, ||
Eo, -E Eo, -E
®M2 Q: = M =1> COS(EQl,EQz) = M = GIWLQ2
’ IEq, || [Eq, || ‘

This concludes the proof.

B BOUNDED ABILITY SHIFT

In this section, we introduce another proposition—a variant of Proposition 2}—that emphasizes the
underlying geometric structure rather than the prediction outcomes.

Proposition 3 (Bounded Ability Shift for Similar Questions) Let M be a model with embedding
vector By, and let Eg, and Eq, be the embeddings of two questions. Suppose

cos(Eg,,Eg,)=1—¢

for some € > 0. Then the difference in ability scores of model M on the two questions is bounded
by
1O03.Q: — Onm.| < V2 [[En].

Since the direction of question embeddings is intended to encode semantic topics, this bound guar-
antees that the model’s ability remains consistent across semantically similar questions.

Proof. Let the ability score of model M on question ¢ be defined as
E]w . EQ.
Omi=—0=—1"
IEq. |
The difference in ability scores for two questions is
Epy - EQl Ep - EQz

O — Owr2| = ‘ -
’ [Eq.|| [Eq.||

Applying the triangle inequality, we obtain

Eq Eq Eq Eq,
|Onr1 — Onrz| = ’EM . ( L — 2 )‘ < ||Enm| - H o — .
Eq. [l [Eqg.l 1Eq. [l Eq,

Define the normalized question embeddings

o Eq - Eq,

1

EQ =, Qs = .
b [Eq |l Bl

By definition of cosine similarity,

COS(EQNEQz) = EQI ’ EQz =1l-e
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Since both ]:]Q1 and Ey, are unit vectors, we compute
Bq, — Eq,|* = [Eq,II* + [Eq.|I* — 2Eq, - Eq, =2—2(1—¢) = 2.
Thus,

Eq, Eq, H i r:
_ = [|Eq, — Eq,| = V2e.
H [Eaull [1Eq,ll ' ’

Putting everything together, we obtain
©Or1 — Oz < ||Eam] - V2e.

C PROOF OF PROPOSITION 2]

Let z; := Ong, — ||Eg,|| for i = 1, 2. By the mean value theorem, there exists £ between z; and
29 such that
|P(M, Q1) = P(M,Q2)| = |o(21) — 0(22)| = 0"(§) |21 — 22].

Since o/ (t) = o(t)(1 — o(t)) < 1 for all ¢, we have
|P(M,Q1) — P(M,Q2)| < % |21 — 2.

Expanding the difference,
|21 — 22| = (O, — Onr@a) — (1Bqy | = [ Bq. )] < [Oar.0) — Onral + 1B, || — [Eq. Il

Therefore,
1
IP(M, Q1) = POV, Q2)| < (1010 — Oar.cul + [[Bay | — [Ecul|).
By Proposition 3]
Oa,0: — O | < V2¢ [Endl],
S0, .
IP(M, Q1) = P(M, Q2)| < 5 (V22 |[Ba, | - |Ec.l|).
In the special case ||Eq, | = || Eq, ||, this simplifies to
1
as claimed.

D SAMPLE COMPLEXITY OF LOGISTIC REGRESSION

When the question embeddings E, are fixed, learning a new model embedding E; € R? reduces
to fitting a logistic regression. For a response y € {0,1} to question @); with embedding vector
Eq, € RY, the probability of correctness is

E i
Prty =11 QuBar) = o (Bl 27~ [Bal ) ©

which is a generalized linear model with d free parameters (the coordinates of E ;).

The sample complexity of logistic regression is well established in learning theory. The VC dimen-
sion of linear classifiers in R? is d + 1 (Blumer et al.| [1989), implying that to achieve error € with

probability 1 — 4, it suffices to have on the order of O(M) examples (Shalev-Shwartz &

Ben-David, [2014). Equivalently, the generalization error decays at rate O(y/d/n). From a statis-
tical viewpoint, asymptotic analysis of the maximum likelihood estimator yields the same scaling:
the estimation error of E,; is O(4/d/n) under mild regularity assumptions (Ng & Jordan, [2001).

Therefore, integrating a new model embedding E 5 into our framework requires only O(d) samples,
providing a theoretical explanation for the strong empirical data efficiency observed in Table
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E DEMYSTIFYING EMBEDDING GEOMETRY

We further investigate the geometry of the model and question embeddings in this section.

E.1 MODEL EMBEDDINGS

Each of the 112 LLMs is assigned an embedding vector. We analyze the overall spread of these
embeddings using principal component analysis (PCA). The cumulative variance explained by the
first 64 principal components is shown in the left panel of Figure ] Instead of being dominated
by the first few components, the explained variance is distributed relatively uniformly across many
components—especially as the embedding dimension increases. This observation supports our hy-
pothesis that the capabilities of large language models (LLMs) cannot be captured by a single scalar
“ability” score. Rather, their abilities are diverse and span a broad range of semantic dimensions or
subject areas.

We further study the entropic effective rank of the embeddings of the LLMs, which is defined as

d
exp (— Z i log ;\1> , @)
i=1

where \; denotes the normalized eigenvalues of the covariance matrix (i.e., the proportion of vari-
ance explained by the ¢-th principal component). This metric quantifies the number of effectively
significant directions in the embedding space. As shown in the right panel of Figured] the effective
rank increases with the embedding dimension and consistently remains far from one. This further
reinforces the idea that model capabilities are not low-dimensional or easily compressible. Intrigu-
ingly, the effective ranks computed using different base encoders align almost perfectly, highlighting
the robustness of the proposed framework.

Since the variance is uniformly distributed across many dimensions, a low-dimensional projection
using only the first few principal components would not faithfully capture the structure of the em-
bedding space. Instead, we apply t-SNE to project the model embeddings into two dimensions. The
resulting plots are shown in Figure[5] where each LLM is colored according to its provider. Although
the projections appear visually cluttered, consistent patterns emerge across different base encoders
and embedding dimensions, further demonstrating the stability of the learned representations.

Cumulative Explained Variance (First 64 PCA Components) Effective Rank vs Embedding Dimension
modern-bert sentence-transformer ‘modern-bert
10 sentence trans

1
8

—e— dim=64
—— dim=128
—e— dim=256
dim=512
dim=1024
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—— dim=128
—e— dim=256
dim=512
dim=1024

Cumulative Variance Explained (%)
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Figure 4: Geometry of model embeddings. (Left) Cumulative variance explained by the first 64
PCA components for various embedding dimensions. (Right) Entropic effective rank increases with
embedding dimension, indicating high intrinsic dimensionality.

E.2 QUESTION EMBEDDINGS

We focus on the directional spread of the question embeddings, as they encode the semantic topics
used to assess the abilities of LLMs. As mentioned above, precisely characterizing the directional
coverage is computationally expensive, so we instead analyze the directional distribution. Specif-
ically, for each group of questions, we compute their mean direction and examine the distribution
of cosine similarities between individual question embeddings and this mean. This provides insight
into how tightly clustered or dispersed the questions in semantic space are. The distribution of all
questions in the 10 benchmarks combined and for 4 different selected benchmarks are shown in
Figure [6] The left panel depicts the distribution of all questions with respect to the global mean,
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LLM Embeddings: t-SNE Colored by Category
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Figure 5: t-SNE projections of LLM embeddings across different embedding dimensions.

i.e., the mean direction of all question embeddings combined. We observe the emergence of multi-
ple peaks in the distribution, suggesting the presence of semantically clustered groups of questions.
However, the number of distinct peaks is much smaller than the number of benchmarks—and likely
even smaller than the number of underlying subject areas, especially considering the diverse topics
covered in benchmarks such as MMLU.
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Figure 6: Cosine similarity distributions between question embeddings and global/Benchmark
means. (Left) Global similarities computed against the mean of all questions. (Right) Per-
benchmark similarities computed against the mean embedding of each benchmark. Embeddings
are normalized before projection.

When we zoom into individual benchmarks, we observe that some are more dispersed than oth-
ers—for example, MMLU exhibits a wider semantic spread. In contrast, benchmarks like GPQA
appear more compact and semantically coherent. We also note that the four benchmark plots are
shown with different x-axis scales. Notably, for PIQA, we observe instances of negative cosine
similarities.

In Table [6] we report the average cosine similarities between each question and its correspond-
ing category mean, along with standard deviations, both per benchmark and across all benchmarks
combined. As expected, MMLU exhibits the lowest average cosine similarity, reflecting its broader
topical diversity. PIQA also shows significantly lower average cosine similarity compared to other
benchmarks.
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Model Metric asdiv gpqa gsm8k logiga mathqa medmcqa mmlu piga social truthfulqga | global

Mean (%) 96.19 97.70 97.60  98.08 97.69 97.82 93.53 96.75 98.41 99.59 85.94
Modern BERT

Std (%) 3.95 1.98 2.65 1.11 1.59 1.31 4.32 3.01 0.80 0.69 16.48
Sent-Trans Mean (%) 98.56 9821 97.86 97.17 93.83 95.06 87.38 91.83 97.56 99.81 77.52

Std (%) 274 352 2.94 3.05 7.23 5.02 10.03 10.56 1.89 0.25 21.88

Table 6: Cosine similarity statistics (in %), computed between each question embedding and its
category mean (columns) or the global mean (rightmost column), for Modern BERT and Sentence-
Transformer base encoders. Each entry shows the mean and standard deviation across questions.

Kernel PCA (Modern BERT) Kernel PCA (Sentence-Transformer)

Benchmarks

@ asdiv
gpga
gsm8k
logigqa

@® mathga
medmcga

@® mmiu
piqa

@® social
truthfulqa

Figure 7: Two-dimensional projections of question embeddings using kernel PCA with cosine ker-
nel. Each point represents a question, colored by benchmark category. Left: Modern BERT base
encoder. Right: Sentence-Transformer base encoder.

To further examine the distributional structure of the embeddings, we project the 256-dimensional
vectors into two dimensions. Prior to dimensionality reduction, we normalize the embeddings to
unit length, thereby aligning the geometry with angular relationships. We then apply kernel PCA
using a cosine kernel, which effectively captures these angular variations by operating on the cosine
similarity matrix. We deliberately avoid t-SNE, as it prioritizes local clustering at the cost of distort-
ing global geometry—misaligned with our objective of analyzing angular dispersion. The resulting
visualization is shown in Figure[7]

As illustrated, MMLU exhibits the widest angular dispersion among the benchmarks. For both
the Modern BERT and Sentence-Transformer base encoders, PIQA stands out as being largely
misaligned with the directions of other benchmarks. This is consistent with the observation in
Sec.[3.4]that generalization from other benchmarks to PIQA is weak. A similar effect is observed for
GSMBK, which forms a distinct cluster and remains separated from the rest. For ASDiv, the pattern
differs across base encoders but shows the same underlying tendency: the benchmark is effectively
isolated. This is likely because the combined model performance on ASDiv is only about 3% accu-
racy, leaving the embedding with little informative signal and leading it to represent the benchmark
as uniformly incorrect responses.

F ROC-LIKE CURVE CONSTRUCTION FROM EMBEDDING NORM

To evaluate whether embedding norm provides a reliable signal of question difficulty, we compute
ROC-like curves using the following procedure. Each question is assigned a score equal to the norm
of its embedding and a label indicating whether the LLMs answered it correctly (0) or incorrectly (1).
Since larger embedding norms correspond to greater difficulty and thus a lower probability of being
answered correctly, we define the “positive” class as incorrect responses. Sweeping a threshold
7 on the score partitions questions into predicted positives (score > 7) and predicted negatives
(score < 7). In this construction, we assume that if the score exceeds the threshold, all LLMs are
predicted to answer the question incorrectly, whereas if the score is below the threshold, all LLMs
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Q1: Sydney set Skylar's phone on edge just a small hairline over falling over the desk.
How would you describe Sydney?

Q2: Riley regarded Jesse with watchful eyes as he walked down her street because he
looked different than her. How would you describe Riley?

Question 1

Label Value

Question 2

0 20 40 60 80 100

Figure 8: Answer correctness distribution for two Social-IQA questions with opposite embedding
directions (negative cosine similarity). Each row represents a different question, and each column
corresponds to a model.

are predicted to answer it correctly. From these partitions, the true-positive and false-positive rates
are computed in the standard way to construct ROC curves.

G EXAMPLE: OPPOSITE ABILITIES WITHIN A SUBJECT

One particularly interesting phenomenon arises when the embeddings of two questions point in op-
posite directions—that is, when they have negative cosine similarity. Given the structure of our
framework, this suggests a potential trade-off in the capabilities of LLMs: if a model performs well
on one question, it may perform poorly on the other. An example of this behavior is shown in Fig-
ure[8] For clarity, we sorted the models based on their performance. The first row indicates whether
each model answered Question 1 correctly, and the second row shows the results for Question 2.
Regions where a model answered both questions either correctly or incorrectly are shaded. While a
few models exhibit similar performance on both questions, the majority answer only one correctly
and the other incorrectly. Although this does not provide definitive evidence of a trade-off, the pat-
tern strongly suggests such a possibility. Notably, since both questions come from Social-IQA, the
observed trade-off cannot be easily attributed to differences in subject matter, further highlighting
the complexity of model behavior. The same trade-off behavior also appears during fine-tuning,
where models have been observed to forget previously mastered questions in order to acquire the
ability to answer new ones (Li et al., 2025)).

H SELECTED LLMS

The following 10 LLMs are selected for the scalable integration study:

* bigcode/octocoder

* mistralai/Mistral-7B-Instruct-v0.1

* deepseek-ai/deepseek-math-7b-instruct

* openchat/openchat-3.5-0106

* zhengt/MixTAO-7Bx2-MoE-v8.1

* NousResearch/Nous-Hermes-2-Yi-34B

* meta-llama/Llama-2-7b-chat-hf

* eren23/ogno-monarch-jaskier-merge-7b-OH-PREF-DPO
* mlabonne/AlphaMonarch-7B

¢ TheBloke/Codel.lama-70B-Instruct-AWQ
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I GENERALIZATION TO NEW LLMS

To further assess the applicability of our framework to contemporary LLMs, we conduct experiments
on six large models:

* Qwen/Qwen2.5-72B-Instruct (Yang et al., 2025)

¢ Qwen/Qwen3-30B-A3B (Qwen Team, [2025)

¢ deepseek-ai/DeepSeek-R1-Distill-Llama-70B (Guo et al.,[2025)

* google/gemma-3-12b-it (Gemma Team, 2025)

¢ mistralai/Mistral-Small-24B-Instruct-2501 (Mistral Al Teaml, |2025)
* nvidia/Llama-3.3-Nemotron-Super-49B-v1 (Bercovich et al., 2025)

These models are evaluated across eight benchmarks: MMLU (Wang et al., [2024), GPQA (Rein
et al.}[2024)), Truthful QA (Lin et al.,2022), ASDiv (Miao et al.,[2020), GSM8K (Cobbe et al.,[2021)),
MathQA (Amini et al., 2019), LogiQA (Liu et al.| 2023)), and PIQA (Bisk et al., 2020). Inference
is carried out using the LLM Eval Harness (Gao et al., 2024). The full evaluation set comprises
29,640 questions, which we partition into training, validation, and test splits of 80%, 10%, and 10%,
respectively.

J BEYOND ACCURACY RANKINGS

In this section, we provide further details on the concept of Evident from correct-set inclusion,
as discussed in Section [3.1] We first sort all models by their overall accuracies. Each model M/;
is then compared against all models M; with higher accuracy. For each such pair, we identify the
set of questions that M; answered correctly but M; did not. Formally, if Q (M) denotes the set of
questions answered correctly by model M, we define

QM) \ Q(My)]
RO My = =000

This ratio measures the fraction of M;’s correct answers that are not shared by the higher-accuracy
model M. A larger value of R(M;, M;) indicates that a nominally “worse” model succeeds on a
non-negligible fraction of questions missed by “better” models, revealing deviations from a strict
accuracy-based ordering.

We plot the results on MathQA (Figure[9) and GSM8K (Figure[I0). In each figure, rows correspond
to weaker models and columns to stronger models. The values indicate the fraction of questions
answered correctly by the weaker model but missed by the stronger one. The presence of many such
cases shows that accuracy alone does not induce a strict ordering: different models excel on different
subsets of questions, revealing complementary strengths rather than a uniform hierarchy of ability.
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Figure 9: Ratio of questions not in the other models’ correct set for benchmark MathQA.

21



Ratio of questions not in other model's correct set for gsm8k
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Figure 10: Ratio of questions not in the other modles’s correct set for benchmark GSM8K.
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