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Abstract

Studying how embeddings are organized in space
not only enhances model interpretability but also
uncovers factors that drive downstream task per-
formance. In this paper, we present a comprehen-
sive analysis of topological and geometric mea-
sures across a wide set of text embedding models
and datasets. We find a high degree of redundancy
among these measures and observe that individ-
ual metrics often fail to sufficiently differentiate
embedding spaces. Building on these insights, we
introduce Unified Topological Signatures (UTS), a
holistic framework for characterizing embedding
spaces. We show that UTS can predict model-
specific properties and reveal similarities driven
by model architecture. Further, we demonstrate
the utility of our method by linking topological
structure to ranking effectiveness and accurately
predicting document retrievability. We find that
a holistic, multi-attribute perspective is essential
to understanding and leveraging the geometry of
text embeddings.

1. Introduction
Text embeddings from transformer models are central for
many tasks ranging from semantic search (Zhao et al., 2024)
to text classification (Da Costa et al., 2023) and cluster-
ing (Petukhova et al., 2025). They often play a crucial role
in Retrieval-Augmented Generation (RAG) (Lewis et al.,
2020), which combines parametric knowledge of a Large
Language Model (LLM) with external knowledge from a
search engine, allowing LLMs to respond with information
not present in their training data. Dense retrieval models
(i.e., architectures trained so that query embeddings are
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highly similar to embeddings of relevant documents) are
a natural choice for RAG and other information retrieval
tasks due to their speed and effectiveness. Selecting the best
model for such a task remains an open challenge. While
benchmarks such as Massive Text Embedding Benchmark
(MTEB) (Muennighoff et al., 2023) and theoretical frame-
works (Darrin et al., 2024; Caspari et al., 2024) provide
valuable tools for model comparison and selection, they do
not predict or explain effectiveness on novel tasks. To gain
deeper insight into representations, prior work has analyzed
the geometry of word embeddings (Devlin et al., 2019) and
internal representations of LLMs (Gardinazzi et al., 2024).
Notably, studies have shown that effective LLM embed-
dings often exhibit anisotropy (Razzhigaev et al., 2023),
with representations concentrating along a few principal
axes. Additionally, evidence from the Platonic Represen-
tation Hypothesis (Huh et al., 2024) points to geometry as
a key driver of model behavior, suggesting that represen-
tations from different models are converging. While these
studies offer valuable insights, representational attributes
are often analyzed in isolation, and text embedding models
remain underexplored.

In this paper, we address this gap by analyzing the geometric
and topological properties of text embedding spaces to better
understand what drives model effectiveness.

Our main contributions are as follows:

1. A comprehensive topological analysis of text embed-
ding spaces across a diverse set of models and retrieval
datasets. We find that individual attributes fail to ex-
plain downstream effectiveness.

2. We propose Unified Topological Signatures (UTS), a
holistic framework that combines multiple topological
descriptors into a signature vector. We demonstrate
that these signatures serve as distinctive fingerprints
and can predict retrieval effectiveness and bias, an area
not previously explored.

3. We test the Platonic Representation Hypothesis for
embedding models using a novel UTS-based similarity
measure. Using UTS, we find that models cluster by
family, challenging the hypothesis that bigger models
have convergent representations.
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Figure 1. Unified Topological Signatures (UTS) for embedding spaces. Left: We construct signature vectors for entire embedding spaces
by measuring various topological descriptors. We use the vectors for downstream prediction tasks as well as for measuring representational
similarity. Right: We compute local signatures based on the neighborhood of individual embeddings and use them to detect retrievability
bias in document corpora.

2. Related Work
Geometry of Embeddings Early studies have explored
the internal representations of BERT (Devlin et al., 2019),
focusing on how their geometric properties influence word
senses (Reif et al., 2019). Other research has investigated
isotropy (Ethayarajh, 2019), isometry (Draganov & Skiena,
2024), clustering patterns, and intrinsic dimensions (Cai
et al., 2021; Torregrossa et al., 2020) of contextualized
word embeddings. In evaluation studies, geometry has
been identified as one of the key properties driving em-
bedding quality (Wang et al., 2019). Recently, attention
has shifted towards analyzing the internal representations
of LLMs, which have been shown to be effective at many
tasks without any fine-tuning (Tao et al., 2025; Gruver et al.,
2024). Several works have studied the training dynamics
of isotropy (Razzhigaev et al., 2023; Rudman & Eickhoff,
2024) and intrinsic dimension (Janapati & Ji, 2024; Cheng
et al.; Ruppik et al., 2025), as well as the topological differ-
ences across layers (Gardinazzi et al., 2024; Liu et al., 2025).
Recently, Lee et al. (2024a) found a connection between
linguistic compositionality and the complexity of data mani-
folds. Theoretical work by Weller et al. (2025) suggests that
dimensionality is a key driver for the effectiveness of em-
bedding models. While a large body of research is focused
on sentence or generally text representations, others have an-
alyzed intrinsic dimension and other properties specifically
for token embeddings (Kataiwa et al., 2025; Viswanathan
et al., 2025). Notably, Lee et al. (2025a) found that to-
ken embeddings across different models share a common
geometric structure. Unlike prior works examining the geo-
metric or topological structure of embeddings, we present
a unified framework that incorporates the full topological
profile into a signature vector.

Embedding-based Retrieval Dense retrieval has
emerged as a powerful alternative to traditional lexical-
based retrieval methods like BM25 (Robertson et al., 2009),
which are based on sparse vector representations (Zhao
et al., 2024). In recent years, multiple attempts have
been made to understand the geometry of embedding
spaces in the context of retrieval, such as investigating the
influence of local intrinsic dimension on nearest neighbor
search (Aumüller & Ceccarello, 2019) and hierarchical
navigable small worlds (HNSW) algorithms (Elliott &
Clark, 2024). In addition, theoretical work has shown that
the embedding space dimensionality is a bounding factor
for retrieval effectiveness (Weller et al., 2025). However,
a more complete topological perspective has not been
considered for predicting retrieval effectiveness. In addition,
we study the retrievability bias (Wilkie & Azzopardi,
2014a) in dense retrieval systems, which describes the
phenomenon that some documents are easier to retrieve
than others. Identifying such documents improves the
overall retrieval quality through techniques like document
augmentation (Su et al., 2025) and other optimization
strategies (Setty et al., 2024). Currently, no works have
attempted to link retrievability bias to geometric properties
of the embedding space. We show that we can predict
whether or not a document is retrievable, indicating the
importance of the geometric analysis of representations of
dense retrieval models.

Representational Similarity and Alignment From early
work on neural pattern similarity to recent advances in cross-
modal alignment in transformers, representational similarity
has been central to machine learning (Sucholutsky et al.,
2023). There exist a variety of methods to compare repre-
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sentations, each assessing similarity with distinct aspects
of granularity, symmetry, or sensitivity. In recent years,
Centered Kernel Alignment (CKA) (Kornblith et al., 2019),
has been widely adopted for computing similarity, mostly
due to its robustness under orthogonal transformations and
isotropic scaling. Caspari et al. (2024) use CKA to identify
architecture as a key driver for embedding similarity, while
Ciernik et al. find the objective function determining rep-
resentational consistency for vision models. The similarity
of representations is also at the core of the Platonic Repre-
sentation Hypothesis (Huh et al., 2024), which argues that
representations converge and foundation models become
more aligned. The findings of this study indicate that the
degree of alignment is shaped by the choice of similarity
metric, underscoring its critical role in evaluating representa-
tional consistency. While CKA is a powerful statistical tool,
it may miss topological differences in embedding spaces
(Davari et al., 2022). Recent work has started to address this
gap (Islam et al., 2025; Barannikov et al., 2022), but these
methods focus on isolated aspects and offer little explana-
tion for why representations diverge.

In order to provide a more holistic and interpretable view of
representational similarity, we propose Unified Topological
Signatures. UTS represent multidimensional profiles that
summarize topology, intrinsic dimensionality, clustering be-
havior, and other measurable aspects of embedding spaces.
In contrast to current similarity methods, we can pinpoint
how embedding spaces differ. Furthermore, by looking at
the global topology, we are not restricted to paired embed-
ding spaces, which is a requirement for most local similarity
measures. Finally, we examine whether the Platonic Repre-
sentation Hypothesis holds under our UTS-based similarity
measure, revealing new insights into the nature of this align-
ment.

3. Unified Topological Signatures
In this section, we define Unified Topological Signatures as
multidimensional vectors that summarize embedding spaces
using a diverse set of topological, geometric, and statistical
descriptors. We formalize both global and local variants,
outline normalization and dimensionality reduction steps,
and introduce a similarity measure based on component-
wise differences.

Definition Let Ti be a global descriptor of a point cloud
in an n-dimensional real-valued space X ⊂ Rn, where
i ∈ {1, . . . ,K} and K is the number of descriptors. Each
descriptor is a real-valued function that captures a specific
topological or geometric property of the point cloud, i.e.,

Ti : X → sXi ∈ R (1)

Let Em,d ⊂ Rn be the n-dimensional embedding space,
generated by model m ∈ M on dataset d ∈ D. We define

Table 1. Computed topological and geometric descriptors used for
signature vectors. Mathematical and implementation details are
provided in Appendix A.

MEASURE CAT. #SAMPLES SOURCE

PH Dimension Homology 5K Adams et al. (2020)
PH Statistics Homology 5K Edelsbrunner et al. (2008)
Persistence Entropy Homology 20K Chintakunta et al. (2015)
Euler Characteristic Homology 5K Basu (1996)
TwoNN Dim. Intr. Dim. 50K Facco et al. (2017)
PCA Dim. Intr. Dim. 50K Fukunaga & Olsen (1971)
Effective Rank Intr. Dim. 100K Roy & Vetterli (2007)
Magnitude Dim. Diversity 5K Leinster & Willerton (2013)
Magnitude Area Diversity 5K Limbeck et al. (2025)
Spread Diversity 10K Willerton (2015)
Vendi Score Diversity 20K Friedman & Dieng (2022)
Pairwise Similarity Density 50K N/A
Uniformity Uniformity 20K Wang & Isola (2020)
IsoScore Isotropy 500K Rudman et al. (2021)
Silhouette Score Clustering 20K Shahapure & Nicholas (2020)

the global Unified Topological Signatures (UTS) of Em,d as
a vector:

sEm,d = [T1(Em,d), T2(Em,d), . . . , TK(Em,d)]
⊤ (2)

where each component sEm,d

i corresponds to the value of
distinct topological descriptor Ti ∈ T , with i ∈ {1, ...,K}.
Table 1 summarizes the selected descriptors, which cover a
wide range of properties. Details and mathematical defini-
tions for each descriptor are provided in Appendix A.

Each descriptor Ti is computed over a varying sample of ni

data points, drawn from Em,d, with ni chosen empirically
to balance descriptor robustness and computational feasibil-
ity. This ensures that each descriptor captures meaningful
topological features while being computationally tractable.

Local Signatures We define a local variant of the signa-
tures of a point x ∈ Em,d as:

sNk(x) = [T1(Nk(x)), . . . , TK(Nk(x))]
⊤ (3)

where each component sNk(x)
i corresponds to the value of

Ti computed over the k-nearest neighbors of x denoted by
Nk(x) ⊂ Em,d.

Normalization To enable comparability across models
and datasets, we normalize each signature vector computed
for a point cloud X by dividing its components by the max-
imum absolute observed value across all embedding spaces:

s̃Xi =
sXi

maxX′ |s(X
′)

i |
for i = 1, . . . ,K (4)

yielding the normalized signature vector:

s̃X = [s̃X1 , s̃X2 , . . . , s̃XK ]⊤ (5)
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Dimensionality Reduction To reduce redundancy and
uncover the most informative dimensions of variation, we
apply Principal Component Analysis (PCA) (Pearson, 1901)
to the collection of normalized signature vectors across all
embedding spaces. This yields a reduced signature:

ŝX = [ŝX1 , ŝX2 , . . . , ŝXL ]⊤ (L < K) (6)

where each component ŝXi is a linear combination of the
original normalized descriptors, capturing the principal axes
of variation in the topological feature space.

Similarity Given two normalized signature vectors s̃Em,d

and s̃Em′,d′ , the similarity between the corresponding em-
bedding spaces regarding property i is quantified using the
Manhattan distance:

δi
(Em,d),(Em′,d′ ) =

∣∣∣s̃i(Em,d) − s̃i
(Em′,d′ )

∣∣∣ (7)

These component-wise differences allow to identify which
properties contribute most to the divergence between two
embedding spaces. We also define an overall similarity
measure as the sum of these differences:

d(s̃(Em,d), s̃(Em′,d′ )) =

K∑
i=1

|s̃(Em,d)
i − s̃

(Em′,d′ )

i | (8)

4. Experimental Setup and Methodology
4.1. Datasets

Due to the increasing adoption of dense retrieval and its
widespread applications in RAG we focus our analysis on
the retrieval datasets shown in Table 2, which are included
in the MTEB evaluation framework. Formally, let q denote
a natural language query and di denote a document from a
large collection D = {di}mi=1 consisting of m documents.
Given a query, the goal of text retrieval is to return a ranked
list of the n most relevant documents L = [d1, d2, . . . , dn]
according to the relevance scores produced by a retrieval
model. Dense retrieval models represent both queries and
documents as dense vectors in a shared semantic space. The
relevance score between a query and a document is then
computed using a similarity function between their dense
representations:

Rel(q, d) = fsim(ϕq(q), ϕd(d))

where ϕq(·) and ϕd(·) are neural encoders mapping queries
and documents into n-dimensional vectors, and fsim denotes
the similarity function. We conduct our experiments on 11
datasets, spanning multiple domains and corpus sizes, as
detailed in Table 2.

Table 2. Retrieval datsets.
Retrieval dataset Domain #Queries #Docs

MS MARCO (Nguyen et al., 2016) Web 27 8.84M
ArguAna (Wachsmuth et al., 2018) Argument 1406 8.67K
Touche2020 (Thakur et al., 2021) Argument 249 528K
NFCorpus (Boteva et al., 2016) Medical 323 3.63K
TREC-COVID (Voorhees et al., 2020) Medical 50 171K
SciFact (Wadden et al., 2020) Science 300 5.18K
SCIDOCS (Cohan et al., 2020) Science 1000 25.65K
ClimateFEVER (Diggelmann et al., 2021) Science 154 5.42M
CQADupstack (Hoogeveen et al., 2015) Forum 1570 40.2K
QuoraRetrieval (Thakur et al., 2021) Forum 10000 523K
FiQA2018 (Maia et al., 2018) Finance 648 57.5K

Table 3. Embedding models.
Model Dim. Size Arch.

gte-Qwen2-1.5B-instruct (Li et al., 2023) 1536 1.5B Decoder
gte-Qwen2-7B-instruct (Li et al., 2023) 3584 7B Decoder
stella-en-1.5B-v5 (Zhang et al., 2025a) 1024 1.5B Decoder
Qwen3-Embedding-0.6B (Zhang et al., 2025b) 1024 0.6B Decoder
Qwen3-Embedding-4B (Zhang et al., 2025b) 2560 4B Decoder
Qwen3-Embedding-8B (Zhang et al., 2025b) 4096 8B Decoder
Linq-Embed-Mistral (Kim et al., 2024) 4096 7.3B Decoder
SFR-Embedding-Mistral (Meng et al., 2024) 4096 7.3B Decoder
e5-mistral-7b-instruct (Wang et al., 2022) 4096 7.3B Decoder
bge-small-en-v1.5 (Xiao et al., 2023) 384 0.02B Encoder
bge-base-en-v1.5 (Xiao et al., 2023) 768 0.1B Encoder
bge-large-en-v1.5 (Xiao et al., 2023) 1024 0.3B Encoder
multilingual-e5-large-instruct (Wang et al., 2024) 1024 0.56B Encoder
snowflake-arctic-embed-m-v1.5 (Merrick et al., 2024) 768 0.1B Encoder
ember-v1.0 (Nur & Aliyev, 2023) 1024 0.3B Encoder
mxbai-embed-xsmall-v1 (Lee et al., 2024b) 384 0.1B Encoder
mxbai-embed-large-v1 (Lee et al., 2024c) 512 0.3B Encoder
all-MiniLM-L6-v2 (Wang et al., 2020) 384 0.02B Encoder
gtr-t5-base (Ni et al., 2021) 768 0.1B Encoder
gtr-t5-large (Ni et al., 2021) 768 0.3B Encoder
gtr-t5-xxl (Ni et al., 2021) 768 4.8B Encoder
gte-small (Li et al., 2023) 384 0.3B Encoder
gte-base (Li et al., 2023) 768 0.1B Encoder
gte-large (Li et al., 2023) 1024 0.3B Encoder
msmarco-roberta-ance-firstp (Xiong et al., 2020) 768 0.1B Encoder
msmarco-distilbert-tas-b (Hofstätter et al., 2021) 768 0.06B Encoder
gemini-embedding-001 (Lee et al., 2025b) 3072 N/A Decoder
openai-text-embedding-3-small (OpenAI, 2023) 1536 N/A Decoder
openai-text-embedding-3-large (OpenAI, 2023) 3072 N/A Decoder

4.2. Embedding models

We use 27 text embedding models from different families,
including Qwen (Zhang et al., 2025b), E5 (Wang et al.,
2022), T5 (Ni et al., 2021), BGE (Xiao et al., 2023) Gem-
ini (Lee et al., 2025b) and others as listed in Table 3. The
models vary in terms of size, embedding dimension, archi-
tecture, and training data. We use the models’ default text
preprocessing and tokenization methods and normalize all
embeddings to unit length. For each model and dataset com-
bination, we compute embeddings for all documents and
queries using MTEB. We use HuggingFace to download the
open-source models (Wolf et al., 2020).
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4.3. Computation of signatures

For each embedding space generated by model m on dataset
d, we compute a topological signature as defined in Equation
2. Table 1 summarizes the selected descriptors, which cover
a wide range of properties, including homology, intrinsic
dimension, diversity, density, isotropy, and clustering. For
descriptors utilizing pairwise-distances, we compute both
the Euclidean and Cosine distance functions. As some meth-
ods are intractable to calculate for millions of embeddings,
we perform a preliminary analysis to assess the robustness
of each descriptor with respect to sample size, as discussed
in Appendix B. We then sample ni datapoints for each
descriptor Ti and compute the corresponding value. To pro-
duce a larger dataset with more variability, we repeat this
procedure for 3 different seeds, such that we have 891 em-
bedding space signatures for 27 models and 11 datasets. We
then normalize each signature as described above and exper-
iment with applying PCA to reduce the dimensionality of
the signatures. For the local analysis, we compute local sig-
natures (see Equation 3) for individual documents x in the
embedding space. We first compute the k-nearest neighbors
of x using Cosine similarity and then compute the signa-
ture over this neighborhood following the same procedure
as for the global signatures. We chose k = 100 to ensure
the neighborhood is large enough to preserve meaningful
geometric structure while remaining sufficiently local.

4.4. Topology-informed prediction models

We use the computed global signatures as feature vectors
to predict 1) properties of the embedding model and 2)
retrieval performance on a downstream task. We first in-
vestigate if model-specific information is encoded in the
embedding space geometry. We fit a Random Forest classi-
fier using scikit-learn (Kramer, 2016) to predict the follow-
ing model properties: architecture, family, and activation
function. This approach is specifically interesting for propri-
etary models, where such information is not publicly avail-
able. Furthermore, we study whether the signature vectors
uniquely characterize embedding models by predicting the
embedding model corresponding to an unseen embedding
space. Lastly, we explore the relationship between topologi-
cal signatures and retrieval performance. Specifically, we
predict recall, mean average precision (MAP), and normal-
ized discounted cumulative gain (NDCG) for cutoff values
of k = {5, 20, 100} directly from the model’s embedding
space. The retrieval measures have been computed using
MTEB (Muennighoff et al., 2023), and z-normalization
is applied to make the metric scales comparable between
datasets. Given the limited training data, we use 3-fold
group cross-validation to predict on unseen datasets. We
ensure that all data preprocessing steps are based on the
training data distribution to avoid data leakage. We limit the
max depth of the decision trees to 5 to prevent overfitting.

4.5. Retrievability bias detection

A document’s retrievability (Wilkie & Azzopardi, 2014a)
is defined as the ease with which it can be retrieved by a
given retrieval system across a set of general queries. More
formally, the retrievability score r(d) of a document d is
defined as:

r(d) ∝
∑
q∈Q

f(kdq, c)

where Q is a set of queries, kdq is the rank of document d in
the retrieval results for query q, c is a cutoff rank (e.g., top-
10), and f(kdq, c) is a function that assigns higher weights
to documents appearing at higher ranks. A common choice
for f is

f(kdq, c) =

{
1 if d is in the top c documents given q,

0 otherwise.

The retrievability of a document is primarily determined by
its similarity to a query. For most datasets, documents with
a high query alignment (i.e., those that closely match the
terms or intent of typical queries) will be more retrievable
than documents that lie outside the typical query space. In
dense retrieval systems documents and queries are embed-
ded into a shared space in which similarity is influenced by
the choice of embedding model. MTEB reveals that retriev-
ability varies across embedding models despite a constant
set of queries, underscoring the influence of the embedding
space structure. To explore these effects in more detail, we
compute the retrievability with c = 100 for all documents
in a corpus using all available queries from the respective
dataset. We then compute local signatures for the 100 most
retrieved and the 100 least retrieved documents, across all
combinations of models and datasets. This results in training
data with 5400 samples for each of the 11 retrieval datasets.
We then fit a Random Forest classifier to predict whether a
document is highly retrievable, using the local UTS as fea-
ture vectors. We follow the same cross-validation strategy
as for the global signatures.

Given all the retrievability scores for a specific model and
dataset combination, we can also analyze the distribution
of these scores to identify the overall retrievability bias of
a dense retrieval system. For this, we compute the Gini
coefficient (Wilkie & Azzopardi, 2014b) of the retrievability
distribution and compare it to study if some models are
more biased. A high Gini coefficient indicates that a small
subset of documents is retrieved very frequently, while
many others are rarely or never retrieved. The source code
to reproduce our experiments is available at https:
//github.com/Boehringer-Ingelheim/
unified-topological-signatures.
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Figure 2. PCA Analysis of global UTS revealing that embedding
space geometry can be summarized by only a few principal com-
ponents.

5. Results
The results are organized as follows: We begin with a prin-
cipal component analysis of UTS to identify key variance
drivers. We then examine how UTS vectors encode model-
specific features, such as architecture or activation function.
Next, we show that embedding spaces cluster by model
family, reflecting the influence of architecture and training
data. Subsequently, we also explore the link between global
UTS and retrieval performance and demonstrate the utility
of local UTS in predicting document retrievability.

Global topology is summarized by a few principal com-
ponents. We perform a PCA on the composition of UTS
and observe that over 91% of the variance is captured by
the first four principal components, as shown in Figure 2.
To better understand what these components represent, we
inspect the loadings of each descriptor on the principal com-
ponents. We find that the first component mostly contains
topological measures that are related to the pairwise dis-
tances between embeddings, including persistent homology
features and kernel-based aggregations such as spread. The
second component is dominated by measures related to di-
mensionality, isotropy, and clustering. These findings are
supported by recent work establishing a connection between
isotropy and clustering (Mickus et al., 2024). The remaining
components contain information on various intrinsic dimen-
sion measures, as well as the effective rank. In addition
to this variability analysis, we present a correlation anal-
ysis between all descriptors and model-specific properties
in Appendix D. We find that many descriptors are highly
correlated, indicating some redundancy in the signature.
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Figure 3. Model family dominates representational similarity, with
lowest distances along the diagonal and clustering by architectures.

Unified Topological Signatures encode model-specific
details. Table 4 summarizes the results for predicting dif-
ferent model attributes using the UTS as feature vectors.
For unseen datasets, we can identify the specific model that
generated an embedding space with a balanced accuracy of
0.55± 0.21 across all cross-validation folds, compared to
a baseline accuracy of 0.04, which corresponds to always
predicting the most frequent model among the 27 classes.
Analyzing the feature importance shows that descriptors re-
lated to embedding dimension (isotropy and effective rank)
are most important for identifying a model. This strong
discriminative power can be attributed to the fact that the
embedding dimensions are tightly linked to model architec-
ture, with some consistently exhibiting larger dimensions.
To account for this, we run the experiments separately for
each embedding dimension (with sufficient data) and find
that the balanced accuracy increases to 0.74±0.13 for 4096
dimensions, 0.76± 0.23 for 1024 dimensions, 0.60± 0.24
for 768 dimensions and 0.64 ± 0.09 for 384 dimensions.
In addition, we perform the same analysis for predicting
the model family, which is an easier task with a overall bal-
anced accuracy of 0.60±0.12. This shows that the UTS can
uniquely characterize embedding models, even when con-
trolling for embedding dimension. We discuss the prediction
of architecture and activation function in Appendix G.

Global topologies cluster by model family. The Platonic
Representation Hypothesis suggests that model representa-
tions converge with increasing scale. We test this by com-
puting global UTS distances between models according
to Equation 8. We average across all datasets, yielding a
27x27 distance matrix. Linkage-based hierarchical clus-
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Table 4. Balanced accuracy for predicting model-specific properties from topological signatures across all folds. #Cls equals the number
of classes and BL is the baseline accuracy, predicting the most frequent class.

Dataset Model #Cls BL Model family #Cls BL Architecture #Cls BL Activation #Cls BL

All 0.55 ± 0.21 27 0.04 0.60 ± 0.12 11 0.20 0.97 ± 0.02 2 0.65 0.67 ± 0.05 4 0.53
4096 0.74 ± 0.13 3 0.35 1.00 ± 0.00 2 0.70 1.00 ± 0.00 1 1.00 1.00 ± 0.00 1 1.00
1024 0.76 ± 0.23 5 0.20 0.75 ± 0.23 5 0.20 0.91 ± 0.08 2 0.80 0.92 ± 0.08 2 0.80
768 0.60 ± 0.24 8 0.13 0.74 ± 0.22 6 0.38 1.00 ± 0.00 1 1.00 0.84 ± 0.03 2 0.63
384 0.64 ± 0.09 4 0.25 0.88 ± 0.11 2 0.50 1.00 ± 0.00 1 1.00 1.00 ± 0.00 1 1.00

Table 5. Retrieval performance prediction

Metric R2 Spearman’s ρ

Recall@5 0.34 ± 0.13 0.61 ± 0.08
Recall@20 0.34 ± 0.06 0.64 ± 0.02
Recall@100 0.34 ± 0.06 0.63 ± 0.05
MAP@5 0.33 ± 0.09 0.59 ± 0.07
MAP@20 0.35 ± 0.10 0.61 ± 0.07
MAP@100 0.37 ± 0.09 0.63 ± 0.07
NDCG@5 0.36 ± 0.09 0.63 ± 0.07
NDCG@20 0.35 ± 0.09 0.62 ± 0.03
NDCG@100 0.36 ± 0.09 0.64 ± 0.03

tering (Ackerman & Ben-David, 2016) reveals that model
family - not size - is the dominant factor shaping representa-
tional similarity between embedding models. To summarize
this, we aggregate inter-family distances by averaging off-
diagonal entries in the upper triangular part of the matrix
(see Figure 3). Intra-family distances are consistently lower,
indicating that architecture and training data exert stronger
influence than scale. Furthermore, BERT-based models
(BGE, T5, GTE) cluster tightly, as do Qwen and OpenAI
models, despite size variation. These findings suggest that
convergence in model representations heavily shaped by ar-
chitectural choices, challenging the assumption that scaling
alone drives representational convergence. In Appendix E
we present additional experiments and compare our findings
to similarity measured using CKA.

Retrieval performance correlates with embedding space
dimensionality. We investigate how the choice of embed-
ding model influences retrieval performance across collec-
tions, and predict different retrieval metrics using the global
topology vectors. As summarized in Table 5, we find mod-
erate correlations, suggesting that topology alone cannot
fully explain retrieval performance. The best performance is
achieved for Recall@20 with a mean Spearman correlation
of 0.64 ± 0.02 across the cross-validation folds. As the
query distribution has a strong influence on retrieval perfor-
mance, we also compute the topological signature of the
query embedding space and concatenate it to the signature

0.00 0.05 0.10 0.15 0.20 0.25
Feature importance

Effective Rank
IsoScore

Magnitude Area
Uniformity

Spread (Cos)
Avg. Pairwise Sim. (Cos)

TwoNN Dimension
Lifetime Mean (Cos)
PH Dimension (Cos)
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Figure 4. Feature importance for retrieval performance prediction
model across all folds.

of the document embeddings. This however does not im-
prove the performance, presumably because the queries are
embedded in the same geometric space. We analyze the fea-
ture importance across all folds, summarized in Figure 4 and
find that the effective rank is the most important feature. As
the effective rank is highly correlated with IsoScore, we find
that IsoScore is equally important when the effective rank
is not included. This result is in line with recent theoretical
work (Weller et al., 2025) suggesting that retrieval perfor-
mance is limited by the dimensionality of the embeddings.
We discuss more detailed results and additional experiments
for retrieval performance prediction in Appendix F.

Local topological signatures predict document retriev-
ability. Our analysis reveals that local UTS serve as strong
predictors of document retrievability, which can be a use-
ful approach for identifying and mitigating bias in retrieval
systems. We find that highly retrievable and non-retrievable
documents are well separated in the local topological signa-
ture space, as visualized in Figure 5 using UMAP (McInnes
et al., 2018). We build a classifier to predict if a document is
highly retrievable or not for unseen datasets, using the local
UTS as feature vectors. Figure 6 summarizes the results of
using signature vectors compared to baseline models that
only use a single feature. Besides the local density (mean
pairwise similarity), we also include local intrinsic dimen-
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raRetrieval dataset.

sion as baseline, which has been found to influence retrieval
(Aumüller & Ceccarello, 2019) as well as the linguistic
feature word count, which has been linked to retrievabil-
ity in previous studies (Wilkie & Azzopardi, 2013). In
addition, we run a baseline experiment predicting retriev-
ability directly from the raw embeddings. We find that the
signature-based model achieves an average accuracy of 0.77
across all dataset cross-validation folds, significantly outper-
forming the baselines. This demonstrates that retrievability
detection requires a holistic analysis of the local topology,
beyond simple one-dimensional measures. In Appendix J,
we provide additional analyses that highlight the structural
differences between highly retrievable and non-retrievable
documents. We also report model-specific accuracies, show-
ing that gemini-embedding-001 is most effective for the
retrievability prediction task. Finally, we investigate the
overall retrievability bias of embedding models using the
Gini coefficient. This analysis reveals that decoder-based
models exhibit greater bias (i.e., higher inequality in docu-
ment exposure), across all datasets except ArguAna.

6. Discussion and Conclusion
Discussion Our study emphasizes the importance of a
holistic topological perspective on embedding spaces and
reveals previously unexplored characteristics. We demon-
strate that multidimensional signatures decode latent prop-
erties of embedding spaces, with feature importance dis-
tributed across descriptors. Notably, our findings challenge
the assumptions of the Platonic Representation Hypothesis,
indicating that further empirical investigation is needed to
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Figure 6. Cross-validation accuracy for predicting document re-
trievability. The dashed line indicates a random baseline.

understand how architectural choices and training data af-
fect representational alignment. We highlight a practical
application of our framework in predicting document retriev-
ability in dense retrieval systems. This enables a targeted
approach to mitigating bias, for example through document
augmentation techniques, which would be impractical to
apply across the entire collection.

Conclusion In this work we presented Unified Topologi-
cal Signatures (UTS) to characterize the geometry of text
embedding spaces. We compute a diverse set of topological
and geometric descriptors for a wide range of embedding
models and retrieval datasets. Our analysis reveals that mod-
els from the same family and size category share the most
similar topological properties, indicating that architecture
and training data have a strong influence on the embedding
space geometry. Furthermore, we demonstrated that these
signatures can be used to predict model properties, retrieval
performance, and retrievability bias. Our findings suggest
that topological signatures provide a powerful tool for under-
standing and optimizing text embedding spaces for retrieval
tasks and beyond.

Limitations and Future work While our study sheds
light on the topology of text embedding spaces, several di-
rections for future research remain unexplored. First, the
analysis of other tasks beyond retrieval, such as clustering or
classification, could provide additional evidence for the re-
lationship between topology and task performance. Second,
additional studies are needed to understand how specific ar-
chitectural choices and training data influence the geometry
of embedding spaces. Third, scalable approximations of
topological descriptors may enable more efficient analysis
of large-scale embedding spaces, removing the reliance on
subsampling.
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A. Computation of individual topological descriptors
A.1. Persistent Homology Statistics

Let {(bi, di)}Ni=1 be the birth-death pairs of a Vietoris Rips filtration. We summarize the persistence diagram using:

mean lifetime =
1

N

∑
i

(di − bi), mean midlife =
1

N

∑
i

bi + di
2

We use the Python library ripser (Bauer, 2021) for all Persistent Homology computations.

A.2. Persistence Entropy

Let ℓi = di − bi be the lifetimes and pi = ℓi/
∑

j ℓj the normalized lifetimes. We quantify the complexity of the persistence
diagram using the Shannon entropy of the normalized lifetimes:

H = −
∑
i

pi log pi.

A.3. Persistent Homology Dimension

Let X be a bounded subset of a metric space and define the α-weighted sum of the length of persistence intervals, given by
their birth b and death d times as:

Eα
i =

∑
(b,d)∈PHi(x)

(d− b)α

Then dimPH
i for the Vietoris-Rips complex of X corresponds to the smallest α for which Eα

i is uniformly bounded for all
subsets of X:

dimPH
i (X) = inf{α : ∃C s.t. Ei

α(x) < C ∀x ⊂ X}

Intuitively, dimPH
i is determined by how the lengths of the PH intervals for increasing sample sizes vary for a specific

homological dimension i. Higher values suggest a more complex topology across scales, as the total persistence (sum of
lifetimes) grows rapidly with sample size.

A.4. Euler Characteristic

Let βi be the ith Betti number, counting the number of independent i-dimensional holes (connected components, loops,
voids . . . ) in X . Then the Euler Characteristic is given by alternating sums of βi:

χ =

n∑
i=i

(−1)iβi,

A.5. TwoNN Dimension

Let d1,i and d2,i be the distances from point xi to its first and second nearest neighbors and define the ratio µi =
d2,i

d1,i
. The

intrinsic dimension d is computed based on the following equation:

− log(1− F (µ)) = d · log(µ),

where F (µ) is the empirical cumulative distribution function of µ. Fitting the points (log µ,− log(1− F (µ))) with a line
through the origin yields the estimate of d. We use the Python library scikit-dimension (Bac et al., 2021) for computations.
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A.6. PCA Dimension

Let λ1 ≥ λ2 ≥ · · · ≥ λd be the eigenvalues of the covariance matrix of the dataset. The Fukunaga–Olsen (FO) rule
estimates the intrinsic dimension as the number of eigenvalues larger than a fraction αFO of the largest eigenvalue:

m̂FO = # {λj | λj ≥ αFO · λmax} ,

where λmax = maxj λj . We use the Python library scikit-dimension (Bac et al., 2021) for computations with αFO = 0.5.

A.7. Effective Rank

Given normalized eigenvalues pj = λj/
∑

k λk of the covariance matrix of X , the effective rank is defined as the Shannon
entropy, reflecting the effective number of principal components:

ER = exp
(
−

∑
j

pj log pj

)
.

A.8. Magnitude and Magnitude function

Given a finite metric space X = {x1, . . . , xn} ⊆ RD and the corresponding similarity matrix ζX(i, j) := exp
(
−d(xi, xj)

)
,

then for invertible ζX(i, j) the magnitude of X is defined as:

Mag(X) :=
∑
i,j

(
ζ−1
X

)
ij

Using a scaling factor t ∈ R+, magnitude can be computed for different scales dt(x, y) = t · d(x, y) yielding the magnitude
function:

MagX : t 7→ Mag(tX)

A.9. Magnitude Dimension

As the scaling factor t grows, the following limit characterizes the asymptotic growth rate of the magnitude function:

dimMag(X) := lim
t→∞

logMag(tX)

log t
,

For the computation we use the Python library magnipy (Limbeck & Simons, 2025).

A.10. Magnitude Area

The area under the magnitude function is defined as:

MagArea =

∫ tcut

t0

Magx(t) dt.

For the computation we use the Python library magnipy (Limbeck & Simons, 2025).

A.11. Spread

Given a finite metric space X with metric d, the spread E0(X) is measuring the size of the metric space by:

E0(X) :=
∑
x∈X

1∑
x′∈X e−d(x,x′)

.
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A.12. Vendi Score

Let X = {x1, . . . , xn} ⊆ RD be a collection of samples and K ∈ Rn×n the corresponding similarity (or more generally
kernel) matrix. The Vendi Score is defined as the Shannon entropy of the eigenvalues λ1, . . . λk of K/n:

VSk(x1, . . . xn) = exp
(
−

∑
i

λi log λi

)
.

A.13. Mean Pairwise Similarity

Density-like descriptor computed from pairwise similarities used as average similarity estimate. We use Cosine similarity
and Euclidean similarity as kernels k and compute

s̄ =
1

n

∑
i

1

n

∑
j

k(xi, xj).

A.14. Uniformity

Let X = {x1, . . . , xn} ⊆ RD be a collection of samples and Gt : Xd × Xd → R+ the Radial Basis Function kernel,
defined as:

Gt(u, v) ≜ e−t∥u−v∥2
2 = e2t·u

Tv−2t, t > 0,

The uniformity metric (Wang & Isola, 2020) is defined as the logarithm of the average pairwise kernel:

Luniform(f ; t) ≜ log Ei.i.d.
x,y∼pdata

[Gt(u, v)] = log Ei.i.d.
x,y∼pdata

[
e−t∥f(x)−f(y)∥2

2

]
, t > 0.

A.15. IsoScore

Given a point cloud X = {x1, . . . , xn} ⊆ RD and its transformation onto the first k principal components XPCA. Define
the eigenvalues Σ̂D as the normalized diagonal of the covariance matrix of XPCA. Then IsoScore can be summarized using
the following equation:

IsoScore(X) =

n

((
n− ||Σ̂D − 1||/

√
2(n−

√
n)
)2

(n−
√
n)2/n2

)
− 1

n− 1

A.16. Silhouette Score

For a set of points X = {x1, . . . , xn} ⊆ RD we can measure how well points match their assigned clusters. For point i, let
ai be the mean intra-cluster distance and bi the mean distance to the nearest other cluster. The Silhouette Score is defined as:

si =
bi − ai

max(ai, bi)
, Silhouette =

1

n

n∑
i=1

si.

We apply the k-means algorithm to partition the embedding spaces into clusters. To identify the optimal number of clusters,
we evaluate

k ∈ {3, 5, 10, 20, 50, 100}

and compute the corresponding Silhouette Scores. The value of k that maximizes the Silhouette Score is selected and
subsequently used as the metric for characterizing the embedding space.

B. Scaling analysis
We perform an empirical scaling analysis across all descriptors to identify an appropriate sample size. This analysis accounts
for heterogeneous convergence properties and the varying computational costs associated with the descriptors.
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Figure 7. Convergence of the effective rank.
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Figure 8. Time complexity of effective rank.

B.1. Convergence

First, we investigate the stability of the measures with increasing sample size, to ensure that the signatures are robust. We
found that the metrics react very differently to adjusting the number of samples, for example magnitude area is increasing
with sample size, while pairwise distances are converging quickly. An example of this analysis for all datasets is provided in
Figure 7, which shows that the measure effective rank starts to converge after 10000 samples. This implies, as some datasets
have a lower number of documents, some measures might not fully converge. Additionally, Figure 7 highlights that the
absolute values can vary across datasets, while the general convergence pattern is consistent.

B.2. Computational complexity

In addition, we also analyzed the computation time in seconds for each sample size, as shown in Figure 8 for effective rank.
We observe that the embedding dimension has a strong influence on the computation time for most descriptors, as higher
dimensions lead to more expensive computations. Based on these results, we choose the sample sizes as a balance between
computational efficiency and descriptor robustness.

C. Disentangling dataset and model contributions
We observe a variation in descriptor behavior: some characterize the dataset, while others serve as markers of the embedding
model itself. For instance, Figure 9 shows a clear anisotropy pattern across models, while the values of different datasets
show only little variance for a specific model. This indicates, that this descriptor is suitable for distinguishing between
models, but not between datasets. In contrast, Figure 10 shows that intrinsic dimension measured through TwoNN appears
to be a property of datasets rather than models, showing significant variance across datasets. These findings have important
implications for our normalization scheme. As we normalize the UTS vectors across datasets, we thereby also remove
the variability in some descriptors, causing them to be less discriminative. As we are mostly interested in the effects
of embedding models, this choice is consistent with our objective of highlighting model-related properties rather than
dataset-driven effects.

D. Correlation analysis
We perform a correlation analysis and aggregate the pairwise correlations within each dataset among all used descriptors
and additional properties such as the number of model layers and the embedding dimension. Figure 11 shows the mean
correlation and variance between datasets, organized using hierarchical linkage clustering. We observe that IsoScore is
highly correlated with embedding dimension and effective rank, indicating that larger embedding dimensions lead to more
isotropic spaces. Given that persistent homology descriptors emerge from pairwise distances, we find that they are highly
correlated with the pairwise similarity descriptor. Finally, most of the intrinsic dimension estimators are correlated with
each other, indicating that they capture similar aspects of the data. These correlations allow to select a subset of descriptors
that are less expensive to compute, while still capturing the overall topology.
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Figure 9. IsoScore of embedding spaces by different models and datasets sorted by MTEB score.
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Figure 11. Average correlations of topological descriptors and model properties.
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E. Representaional similarity analysis
E.1. Centered Kernel Alignment

We compute the Centered Kernel Alignment between all embedding models and datasets and aggregate the average alignment
as shown in Figure 12. We find a similar pattern as with our UTS-based similarity measure, emphasizing that the model
architecture and training data play a significant role in the alignment of embedding model representations.

E.2. Model size

In addition, we group models into the categoires small, medium and large using the parameter count thresholds of < 0.5B,
0.5− 3B and > 3B parameters, respectively. By computing UTS similarity, we find that models of the same size are more
similar to each other than to models of different sizes. Furthermore, the topologies of large and small models are most
different, which can be explained by the dissimilar transformer architectures.
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Figure 12. Centered Kernel Alignment between model families.
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Figure 14. Average distance of UTS components across all models.
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E.3. Interpretability of similarity

Our UTS approach enables the interpretability of representational similarity by inspecting the topological drivers that make
representations converge. On one hand, we can determine the most discriminative features across all models, as summarized
by Figure 14. We find that representations mostly converge due to their density (measured by uniformity and pairwise
similarities) as well as their dimensionality (measured by IsoScore and effective rank). Furthermore, similarity is partially
driven by the clustering of the embedding spaces. Alongside global interpretations, our framework highlights similarities
across embedding spaces by analyzing pairwise comparisons, for example, showing that one space is denser while another
is more isotropic. In the context of the Platonic Representation Hypothesis, we specifically find that each model family has
different drivers for representational alignment. For instance, Qwen models have a significantly higher effective rank than
all other models, while the Clustering coefficient is most discriminative for Gemini models.

F. Influence of dimensionality on retrieval performance
As shown in Figure 15, the effective rank exhibits consistently strong correlations with retrieval performance metrics, such
as Recall@20. To visualize this relationship, we encode the embedding model size by marker size and observe that larger
models generally correspond to higher effective ranks. This observation aligns with the well known trend that model scale
correlates with performance. However, in our setting, a plausible confounding factor is the embedding dimension, which has
been shown to play a critical role in retrieval systems (Weller et al., 2025). Indeed, our correlation analysis demonstrates that
effective rank is itself highly correlated with the embedding dimension, suggesting that the observed relationship between
model size and effective rank is largely attributed to this relationship.

Figure 15. Relationship between normalized Recall@20 and effective rank for different datasets.
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G. Predictive analysis
We train classifiers to predict the model architecture (encoder vs. decoder) and the activation function (GELU, ReLU, SiLU)
used in unseen embedding spaces. We find that both properties can be predicted with a higher balanced accuracy than the
baseline, as summarized in Table 4. For architecture, the binary classification appears to be an easy task, driven by the
large difference in embedding dimension between encoder and decoder models. Therefore, we again control for embedding
dimension but find that there are too few models of different architectures with the same embedding dimension. For the
activation functions, we find a similar pattern suggesting that the same architecture mostly uses the same activation function.
Despite this, we are able to predict the architecture used in an embedding spaces with a balanced accuracy of 0.97± 0.02,
compared to a baseline of 0.65, and the activation function with a balanced accuracy of 0.67± 0.05, compared to a baseline
of 0.53. These results suggest that UTS capture model-specific details encoded in the global topology of the embedding
space, motivating further research into understanding how specific architectural choices affect the geometry of embedding
spaces, similar to recent work on LayerNorm (Gupta et al., 2024).

We also analyze the effectiveness of the PCA-transformed signature vectors using only the first 5 principal components as
features. We find that the average accuracies are slightly lower with 0.39 for predicting the model, 0.45 for predicting model
family. This suggests that highly correlated attributes might still complement each other in prediction tasks. In the case of
retrieval performance prediction, we achieve comparable results to the full UTS vectors. This can be explained by the large
influence of properties related to the embedding dimension, which are captured by the first principal component.

H. Signature clustering analysis
We apply UMAP to the signature vectors of all models, seeds and datasets shown in Figure 16. We encode the model family
by different markers, the retrieval performance (normalized Recall@100) by colors and the model size by the size of the
points. First, we find that models cluster by model family, which is in line with our previous findings. Moreover, proprietary
models developed by OpenAI cluster within the same region as decoder-based models (such as Qwen and E5), highlighting
the potential to infer architectural characteristics from our holistic signatures. We also observe a general clustering by
model size, which correlates with architecture, given that larger models are typically decoder-based. Finally, we find that
sub-clusters correspond to retrieval performance, suggesting that embedding spaces with comparable topology yield similar
retrieval outcomes.
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Figure 16. Clustering of Unified Topological Signatures and their normalized Recall@100.
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I. Global retrievability analysis
We study the Gini coefficient of the top-100 retrievability distribution to assess the overall bias in a dense retrieval system.
As displayed in Figure 17, the retrieval datasets differ in bias strength, which is related to the collection size. Given a fixed
query distribution, we observe that that decoder-based models, on average, exhibit a larger bias across most datasets. This
implies that they return certain documents more frequently than others. A key difference between the decoder and encoder
models used in our experiments is their embedding dimension. We hypothesize, that these effects can be explained by the
dimensionality affecting the similarity computation. This is a possible connection to previous studies that have analyzed
the influence of dimensionality on retrieval (Reimers & Gurevych, 2021). These findings suggest that not only retrieval
performance is associated with embedding dimensionality, but also retrieval bias.

Figure 17. Retrievability bias of encoder and decoder models on different datasets.

J. Local retrievability analysis
J.1. Predictions with raw embeddings

As our results have shown, the topological signatures reveal significant differences between retrievable and non-retrievable
documents. We investigate whether such separations exist in the raw embedding space, as this would eliminate the need of
computing signatures. For this, we use UMAP to visualize the raw embedding space and compare it with the UTS space,
color-coding the retrievability of documents. As Figures 18–23 show, the UTS space provides a much clearer separation
than the raw embedding space, motivating our approach. These findings are supported by the lower accuracy of the baseline
prediction model, as reported in the results section. Finally, even if the raw embedding space shows a partial separation (e.g.
Figure 22), such trends do not extrapolate well to embedding spaces of other datasets, unlike our proposed UTS vectors.

J.2. Characteristics of retrievable documents

To gain deeper insight into the topological features that influence document retrievability, we analyze the differences between
retrievable and non-retrievable clusters. For this, we select 10 data points from each of the clusters and compare their
topological signatures. As Figure 24 shows, the local topology has distinct values for several discriptors, highlighting the
importance of our unified approach. Further, we find that the largest differences lie in properties related to the density of the
embedding space, suggesting that less retrievable documents lie in isolated regions. Beyond density, we also find that the
neighborhood of highly retrievable documents has lower intrinsic dimensions. These observations are reinforced by the
feature importance analysis of the prediction model as summarized by Figure 25.
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Figure 18. ArguAna raw embeddings for text-embedding-3-large.
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Figure 19. ArguAna local UTS for text-embedding-3-large.
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Figure 20. NFCorpus raw embeddings for e5-mistral-7b-instruct.

30 20 10 0 10 20 30 40
UMAP dimension 1

10

0

10

20

30

40

UM
AP

 d
im

en
sio

n 
2

Retrievability
6
12
18
24
30

Figure 21. NFCorpus local UTS for e5-mistral-7b-instruct.
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Figure 22. Quora raw embeddings for multilingual-e5-large.
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Figure 23. Quora local UTS for multilingual-e5-large.
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Figure 24. Differences between clusters of highly retrievable and non-retrievable documents for QuoraRetrieval dataset.
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Figure 25. Feature importance for predicting retrievability.

J.3. Retrievability of embedding models

We investigate whether embeddings differ in their ability to predict document retrievability. For this, we fit prediction models
for each embedding model and evaluate the accuracy using group cross-validation. As Figure 26 shows, there are large
differences in the accuracy between different models, with gemini-embedding-001 achieving the best results. This suggests
that the structural characteristics of local topologies vary across models, motivating further exploration of retrievability.
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Figure 26. Comparison of accuracies by different models for predicting retrievability.
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