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Abstract—In recent years, there has been a growing interest
in integrating linear state-space models (SSM) in deep neural
network architectures of foundation models. This is exemplified
by the recent success of Mamba, showing better performance
than the state-of-the-art Transformer architectures in language
tasks. Foundation models, like e.g. GPT-4, aim to encode
sequential data into a latent space in order to learn a
compressed representation of the data. The same goal has
been pursued by control theorists using SSMs to efficiently
model dynamical systems. Therefore, SSMs can be naturally
connected to deep sequence modeling, offering the opportunity
to create synergies between the corresponding research areas.
This paper is intended as a gentle introduction to SSM-based
architectures for control theorists and summarizes the latest
research developments. It provides a systematic review of
the most successful SSM proposals and highlights their main
features from a control theoretic perspective. Additionally, we
present a comparative analysis of these models, evaluating
their performance on a standardized benchmark designed for
assessing a model’s efficiency at learning long sequences.

Index Terms— Machine learning, Linear systems, Time-
varying systems.

I. INTRODUCTION

Recently, foundation models have become central to the
field of artificial intelligence. These models are large-scale
learning models that are initially pretrained on extensive
datasets, and subsequently fine-tuned for specific tasks. The
term foundation models highlights these models’ capability
to learn and effectively generalize across a wide array of
modalities, encompassing language, audio, images, video,
genomics, and more. At their core, the predominant ar-
chitecture for foundation models is the Transformer [1].
This architecture, based on the attention mechanism, al-
lows to efficiently process information and model global
dependencies in complex data; but it suffers from two main
limitations. One is computational complexity: it requires the
complete sequence to be fed into the model every time an
output is generated, which results in poor scalability with
the time horizon windowﬂ and therefore poor performance
in long context tasks [2]. The other limitation is explain-
ability: despite its simple mathematical representation, it is
currently not possible to interpret or understand the choice of
outputs made by the Transformer [3]. Efforts to address the
scalability challenges of Transformers have led to various
architectural variants that still leverage the merits of the
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IReferred to as input length in Transformer’s literature.

attention mechanism. Examples of such variants are the
Longformer [4], BigBird [5], the Reformer [6], the Per-
former [7], and approaches leveraging Axial Attention [8].
However, despite extensive research on these fronts, the
proposed solutions often degrade the inherent merits of the
architecture or fail to perform well in practice [2].

A recent and promising research avenue proposes to fully
replace the attention mechanism with a different represen-
tation based on State Space Models (SSM). The advantage
of the SSM representation lies in its recurrent nature, where
only the latest input has to be passed to the model since
the state is able to capture information about past inputs.
Moreover, due to their mathematical structure, they are
amenable to computationally efficient training and inference—
in contrast to their predecessors, recurrent neural networks
(RNNs) [9]. This new family of SSM-based architectures has
been shown to beat Transformers in long-context tasks such
as the Long Range Arena (LRA) benchmark [2], and recent
proposals such as Mamba [10] exhibit performance and com-
putational efficiency superior to state-of-the-art Transformers
on long-context tasks. These results highlight the potential
of SSMs to overcome many of the current limitations of
Transformers. Although SSMs show great promise to serve
as foundation models, most of the existing literature on SSMs
focuses on providing performant architectures and efficient
implementations. Despite the clear connection with control
theory, in particular linear systems theory, to date a principled
understanding of these models is lacking, and most design
choices are motivated from an empirical performance rather
than a systematic system theoretical viewpoint. There is large
potential in leveraging existing system theoretic results and
analysis to complement current implementations and enhance
explainability, design and performance.

Towards this goal, the aim of this paper is to provide an
overview of state-of-the-art SSMs from a control theoretical
perspective. In Section we provide an overview of the
essential components and considerations in SSMs. In Sec-
tion we review the most relevant SSM proposals to date.
Since these models were primarily motivated by their ability
to handle long contexts, we present the first performance
comparison to date on the LRA benchmark in Section
Lastly, we end in Section [V] with concluding remarks and
open research questions that could help advance SSMs and
cross-pollinate the fields of foundation models and systems
and control theory.



II. STATE SPACE MODELS

We first present a generic language modelling task to
define the learning goal of a foundation model. Then, we
give an overview of the state space model architecture,
mathematical structure, and computational considerations
that guide the SSMs introduced in the literature.

A. Learning setup

A foundation model, such as those used in language
modeling, can be seen as a map between input and output
signals, i.e.,

y(k) = f(u(k),...,u(k=T);8), (1)

where at each time k, the output y(k) is produced after
evaluating an input signal of length k— T, i.e., u(k),... ,u(k—
T), and a set of parameters 6. The parameters 0 are task
dependent, and can be fine-tuned accordingly. Since the
search space of general f(-;0) is too broad, different pa-
rameterizations of f(-;0) can be used to render the problem
tractable. For instance, the model f(-;0) can consist of
multiple stacked models like e.g. the Transformer or more
recently SSMs. The architectural choice of f(;0) is a
fundamental factor in determining the success of the model
at effectively learning structure from data.

The goal of a foundation model used as large language
model is to learn a compressed representation of structure
present in language in order to perform tasks like machine
translation or human-level conversations (e.g. ChatGPT). To
learn such a representation the parameterized model f(-;6)
is presented with input-output pairs (u(k),y(k)) Vk, where
0 represents the parameters. The parameters 6 are then
iteratively updated to minimize a loss function Z(-), i.e.,
iteratively solving the following optimization problem

min 2 (y— £(:6)). @

For a language model the inputs u are tokenize sentences
and the outputs y are a shifted version of the same inputs,
i.e., an auto-regressive setup.

B. Parametrization

Let us consider the following continuous-time linear sys-
tem with dynamics

x(t) = Ax(t) + Bu(t),
y(t) = Cx(t) + Du(r),

where x € CP represents the complex-valued state, u, y € R?
are the input and the output, respectively, and ¢ denotes the
continuous-time index. We note that the input fed into the
system denoted as u is not a control input; it is seen as an
exogenous input exciting the system (3). This choice of nota-
tion is made to maintain consistency with the corresponding
literature. A, B, C, D are complex-valued matrices of appro-
priate dimensions and in representation , these matrices

(3a)
(3b)

2An input token is the unit that represent the smallest meaningful
components of the input data, whether it’s text, images, or any other form
of information that the model processes.

are assumed to be time-invariant. When considering their
time-varying version, a time sub-index would be appended,
ie., A;, By, G, Ds.

In the SSM literature, system (3) is used as a black-box
representation in a foundation model. Here, the exogenous
input u(¢) represents a signal or input token fed into the
model at a given time ¢. The state x(z) represents the hidden
state that stores the relevant information about the current
and previous inputs up to time #, and y(¢) is the output
of the model at time 7. In a learning setup, the matrices
A, B, C, D are parameters, which are commonly learned via
stochastic gradient descent. Since computational efficiency
and initialization are essential aspects in this framework,
the dynamic matrix A is often assumed to have a particular
structure. As such, SSMs are often referred to as Structured
SSMs.

Assumption 2.1: The dynamic matrix in dynamics (3) has
a diagonal structure, i.e., A =diag(1,...,A,) with A; € C Vi.

Although initial proposals [11], [12] deviate slightly from
Assumption [2.1] most of the Structured SSMs literature as-
sumes a diagonal A matrix. Specific choices will be discussed
in Section

C. Discretization

In order to implement a SSM, a discrete-time version of

system (@) is used. Hence, the implementation of system (3)
in discrete-time is

x(k+1) = Ax(k) + Bu(k),

y(k) = Cx(k) + Du(k),

(4a)
(4b)

where A, B, C, D are the discrete-time dynamic matrices
discretized with time-step A € R, possibly with complex-
valued components, and k denotes the discrete-time index.
The choice of discretization scheme chosen varies widely
among the proposed models in the SSM literature, and an
overview is presented in Section

We note that it is also possible to directly start from
a discrete-time model as in equation @I), oblivious to its
continuous-time representation (3). However, in most of the
SSM literature, a continuous-time view of the dynamics is
preferred in order to better motivate the choice of initializa-
tion for the dynamical matrices[13].

D. Structure and Initialization

Since the dynamics are being learned via gradient
descent, initialization of the parameters was found to be
of crucial importance. In particular, the initial values of
matrix A have a significant impact on the performance
after training: on a simple classification task, performance
increases from 67% when A is randomly initialized, to
80% when A is initialized using a principled strategy [12,
Section 4.4]. Different strategies and parametrizations have
been proposed in order to achieve a successful initialization,
i.e. an initialization that results in the state x(k) being able to
capture the recent history of the inputs u(k),...,u(k—T) for
some time horizon T'. This property is referred to as memory
in the standard SSM literature. As is well-known in control



theory, the memory of system (@) is directly linked to the
eigenvalues of matrix A.

Lemma 2.2: (Informal) A dynamical system with dynam-
ics @) has long-range memory, i.e., captures information
from past inputs, if the eigenvalues of A are inside the
unit circle and very close to the unit circumference, i.e.
leig(A)] <1 and |eig(A)| ~ 1 Veig(A).

Hence, the various initialization schemes presented in
the SSM literature aim to ensure that the modulo of the
eigenvalues of the learned A matrix is approximately equal
to (but not bigger than) 1. For the initialization of the other
matrices, i.e., B, C, and D, standard initialization methods
are used, e.g., Glorot [14] or LeCun [15], which essentially
draw the initial values from a transformed uniform or normal
distribution. Therefore, we omit the initialization details of
B,C, and D in the following and refer the reader to the
original papers [14], [15].

E. Implementation

One of the major challenges addressed in the SSM liter-
ature is how to efficiently learn (training time) and deploy
(inference time) the recurrence (4).

At inference time, a causal representation is needed since
the model does not have access to excitation inputs beyond
the current time step. For this reason, the recurrent represen-
tation (@) is directly used starting with an initial excitation
u(1) and zero initial state x(1) = 0. In order to speed up
this process, parallel scans algorithms [16] are used that
efficiently compute the recurrence by computing each output
component in parallel and caching intermediate results.

During training, it is possible (and desirable) to use a non-
causal representation since input-output pairs (u(k),y(k)) are
available for all k. Different techniques have been proposed
in the literature. Some of the architectures can take advantage
of parallel scan algorithms and use the recurrent representa-
tion from equation (@). Some other architectures rely on the
convolutional representation of system @]), ie.,

k
y(k) =Y CA*"Bu(x). (5)
=0
This convolutional representation allows for faster learning
because the complete input sequence u(k) Vk can be passed
through the model in one step.

In terms of learning algorithms, SSM models are com-
monly trained using a standard stochastic gradient descent
variation, i.e. Adam [17], and backpropagation [9]. Ad-
ditionally, they can utilize the same heuristic methods to
improve training as other deep-learning models, e.g., dropout
or normalization [9].

FE. Scaffolding and Layers

Although learning the dynamics in equation (3] is a major
focus of SSMs, these dynamics are not simply implemented
in isolation. In fact, pre-processing of the input u and post-
processing of the output y is necessary to ensure good per-
formance. In this paper, we refer to the algebraic operations
of pre- and post-processing as the scaffolding surrounding
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Fig. 1: A. General scaffolding of a SSM. The dynamical
model (@) is represented in green. The input to the SSM is
pre-processed and forked off in a skip connection (lower
signal). The nature of the pre-processing map (linear or
nonlinear) depends on the specific scaffolding. The output of
the recursion is then post-processed with a nonlinear gate.
B. Overall architecture of a SSM. Each of the SSMs
including its scaffolding (Fig. 1.A.) is structured in a layered
fashion, where the output from one layer is the input to the
next.

the SSM computation in dynamics (@). A general overview
of the architecture used in SSMs is provided in Figure [I]

A collection of different scaffolding choices have been
proposed in the literature, ranging from standard multilayer
perceptron (MLP) choices to gating operations, as defined
in Definition [2.3] In general, a linear or nonlinear map is
performed on the input & before it is fed into system (@).
Once the output y has been computed, a gating operation
is generally performed to control the flow of information
from the input i to the output j. Intuitively, the gate g(¥,)
controls which outputs § are set to zero based on the inputs
i via the softmax operation.

Definition 2.3: Given two vectors xj,x € RP, a gating
operation is defined as g(x1,x2) := x; ©® 6(Wxz), where
W € RP*P| © is the element-wise multiplication, and o is
the softmax operationE]

As is common practice in deep learning, several layers
of SSMs (dynamics () and accompanying scaffolding) are
stacked together, where each of them processes the output
of the previous layer as its input, which is then fed into the
next layer. This is possible since input y and output u are
of the same dimension R?. For example on smaller tasks
like e.g. the LRA benchmark [2], a SSM is composed of
6 structurally-identical layers (with different dynamic matri-

31n the SSM literature, sometimes other nonlinearities are used, such as
ReLU, SiLU, etc.



ces), and the size of the systems ranges in p € [64,512], g €
[32,1024]. For language modelling the number of layers and
system size can be significantly larger.

It is important to note that the choice and design of the
scaffolding is not well-understood, and often the one that is
most performant in practice is selected.

III. REVIEW OF EXISTING METHODS

In this section, we present an overview of the most
prominent SSM proposals in the literature. Since existing
SSMs build on each other, the order of presentation in
this section is chronological. We provide details as to how
each of the architectures tackles the considerations described
in Section We also provide a summary of their main
characteristics in Table [

A. Structured State Space Sequence Model (S4)

The S4 model [12] was the first proposed model based on
a state space representation.

a) Parametrization: The S4 model starts from a contin-
uous time model (EI) where the structure imposed on matrix
A is

A=diag(M,...,Ap) +rs" (6)

with A; € C Vi, and r, s € CP. This is, a diagonal matrix plus
a low-rank update. We note that this structure resembles a
closed-loop dynamics matrix Ac;, = A+ BK.

b) Discretization: The discrete-time version () is com-
puted by applying the bilinear transform to dynamics (3)) with
discretization step A € R, i.e.,

A=(I— éA)*1(1+ éA), B=(I-ZA)"'AB, (1)
2 2 2
C =C and D = D. Note that this choice of discretization
method couples the parameterizations of A and B via the
discretization step A, which is a common feature of most
SSMs.

c) Structure and Initialization: The model is structured
in a single input single output (SISO) manner, i.e., each
component of the input (referred to as input channel) u; for
i=1,...,q is fed into a separate system (@), each producing
a scalar output y; with j=1,...,q. Each dynamics matrix A
for each of the g SISO subsystems is initialized using HiPPO
theory [13], resulting in the eigenvalues shown in Figure [2]
In essence, the HiPPO theory provides a mathematically
grounded way to place the eigenvalues of a continuous-time
dynamics matrix such that it can compress information over
long input sequences into its state. Although the original S4
does not bias the initialization towards marginal stability to
ensure long-range memory (as per Lemma [2.2)), the follow
up work SaShiMi [23] enforces Re(A;) € R™ Vi to ensure
stability.

d) Implementation: At training time, a convolutional
representation (5) is used. For efficient computation, the
structure of A (6) is exploited since the Sherman-Morrison
formula [24] can be used to compute its inverse in (7)),
resulting in only the inversion of scalars. At inference time,
the recurrent representation of the model (@) is directly used.

A

e) Scaffolding: Initially, the scaffolding proposed for
the pre- and post-processing of the S4 block was identical to
the one used for gated MLPs. Later on, a more sophisticated
scaffolding, H3 [25], was introduced to mimic the operations
of a Transformer. The H3 scaffolding uses the sum of the
original signal with a time-shifted version of the input signal
for the linear map of the upper signal and a standard linear
map for the lower signal in Figure [IJA. The post-processing
remains a gating function.

B. Diagonal Structured State Space Sequence Model (S4D)

The initially proposed Diagonal State Space (DSS) [26]
model and its enhancement S4D [18] build upon the S4
model. They simplify the structure of the dynamics matrices
by introducing for the first time Assumption 2.1} which
results in computational improvements.

a) Parametrization: The main contribution of the S4D
paper is the introduction of a new, more efficient, structure
of matrix A consistent with Assumption 2.1}

A =diag(A,...,Ap). )

b) Discretization: The discrete-time version () is com-
puted by applying exact discretization to dynamics with
discretization step A € R, i.e.,

. B=(A)'(A-1)aB, ©)

C=Cand D=D.

c) Structure and Initialization: The SISO structure used
in S4D is the same one as in S4. Initalization of S4D is also
done using HiPPO theory, with the added insight that the
resulting matrix can be diagonalized for added computational
efficiency. Similar to SaShiMi [23], the eigenvalues of A
used for initialization are constrained to lie in the negative
halfplane. This initialization results in the eigenvalues shown
in Figure

d) Implementation: Similar to S4, a convolutional rep-
resentation @ is used at training time, and a recurrent
representation (@) at inference time. Given the diagonal
structure of matrix A, discretization (9) can be computed
efficiently.

e) Scaffolding: The scaffolding of S4D is identical to
the one used in S4.

C. Simplified Structured State Space Sequence Model (S5)

The S5 parametrization [19] presents a simplification of
the previously proposed S4D and leverages the concept of
multiple input multiple output (MIMO) systems (as opposed
to SISO) to simplify the architectural components and en-
hance computation.

a) Parametrization: The parametrization used is iden-
tical to S4D.

b) Discretization: S5 is amenable to both discretiza-
tions proposed in S4 and S4D: bilinear (7) and exact (9).



Features

Model
Parametrization  Discretization  Structure Implementation Scaffolding
S4 [12] LTI Bilinear SISO Convolution and Recurrence MLP / H3
S4D [18] LTI Exact SISO Convolution and Recurrence MLP / H3
S5 [19] LTI Exact / Bilinear MIMO Parallel Scan MLP / H3
LRU [20] LTI None MIMO Parallel Scan MLP / H3
S6 [10] LTV Exact MIMO Custom Parallel Scan Mamba
RG-LRU [21] LTV None MIMO Custom Parallel Scan Mamba / Hawk / Griffin

TABLE I: Overview of the model features for the different SSM models considered. Accronyms used are as follows: Linear
Time-Invariant (LTI), Linear Time-Varying (LTV), Single Input Single Output (SISO), Multiple Input Multiple Output
(MIMO). Details on the scaffolding can be found in MLP [22], H3 [13], Mamba [10], Hawk and Griffin [21].

c) Structure and Initialization: The main contribution
of the S5 model is the introduction of a MIMO interpretation
of the previously proposed models, which leads to significant
computational enhancements. In particular, the full input
vector u € R? is fed into a single MIMO system (of
bigger dimension) as opposed to g SISO scalar subsystems
(of smaller dimension). This is achieved by stacking the
subsystem matrices A, B, C used in S4 and S4D. The matrix
A is again initialized using HiPPO theory and results in the
same initial eigenvalues as S4D (Figure [2).

d) Implementation: The MIMO structure together with
the diagonal parameterization of A allows for parallel com-
putation of the individual output components from the input
components via a parallel scan algorithm [16]. As a result,
both the computation at training time and the computation at
inference time can be computed efficiently in their recurrent
representation (4)).

e) Scaffolding: The MIMO representation allows for a
simplication of the scaffolding previously proposed for S4
and S4D. The reason for this is that, although the stacked
dynamics matrix A is diagonal, stacked matrices B, C are
dense and therefore couple the input and output components.
This allows to remove a mixing layer present in the post-
processing of the S4 and S4D output.

D. Linear Recurrent Unit (LRU)

The LRU model attempts to simplify previous SSM pro-
posals by unveiling their essential components. One of the
main contributions of LRU is to explicitly encode long-range
memory through eigenvalues. This allows to move away from
the HiPPO theory and directly use a discrete-time model
together with concepts of marginal stability from control
theory.

a) Parameterization: The LRU model directly param-
eterizes the discrete-time dynamics @), ie.,

A —ediag(Ay "")Ll’>+idiag(91

e )

B=¢"T (10)
with i the complex unit, A;,6; e RVj=1,...,p, '€ CP*4
a dense complex-valued matrix, and y € R. Notice that this
parameterization directly represents the diagonal entries of A,
and therefore the eigenvalues in polar coordinates, i.e. a; =

e

rj+i 6; where r; =e~ 7, is constrained to the interval [0, 1]

by construction. This is also the first parameterization that
does not have shared parameters between A and B.

b) Discretization: The LRU model is the first of the
SSMs that is not seen as a discretization of a continuous-time
model. Instead, a discrete parametrization of A, B, C, D is
directly used.

c) Structure and Initialization: The structure of the
model is identical to S5, where a MIMO system —as op-
posed to g SISO subsystems— is considered. Given the
parametrization (I0), Lemma [2.2] is automatically enforced
by constraining the eigenvalues of A to lie in the unit-
disk. Hence, the initialization is directly performed in polar
coordinates by defining a range for r and 0 in which r and
6 are uniformly sampled, resulting in the eigenvalues shown
in Figure [2

d) Implementation: Similar to LRU, the model is im-
plemented using a parallel scan algorithm [16] for both
training and inference.

e) Scaffolding: The scaffolding used in LRU is identi-
cal to the one used in S5.

E. Scan Selective Structured State Space Sequence Model
(S6)

The S6 parametrization [10] introduces for the first time a
linear time-varying representation of the dynamics (3). The
time-varying nature of the system stems from the matrices
Ay, By and Cy being functions of the input u(k) at every time-
step k, which the authors refer to as selectivity. Although
more expressive, the time-varying representation presents
computational challenges. The main contribution of this
paper is to address those so the more expressive time-varying
nature of the system can be exploited in practice.

a) Parametrization:  Similar to S4D, the S6
parametrization relies on a time-invariant diagonal A
matrix () as per Assumption [2.1] The novelty of the S6
parametrization is that B and C are parameterized to be
time-varying given their input-dependent nature:

Bk = WBu(k) Ck = Wcu(k) (1 1)
where Wp and W¢ are linear projection matrices of appropri-
ate dimensions.
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Fig. 2: Complex plane representation of the unit disk and the eigenvalues of discrete-time dynamics matrix A resulting
from the initialization method in each of the models S4, S4D, S5, LRU, S6, and RG-LRU. Since the initialization of S6
and RG-LRU are input dependent, we plot the initialization for two sample inputs (blue and orange).

b) Discretization: Similar to S4D, the S6 model also
uses exact discretization to compute the discrete-time dy-
namics (@). However, in this case the time-step A is itself
time-varying since it is a function of the input

Ag=eM Bi=(AA) " (A —1)ABy,

(12)
Ci = Cy and Dy = Dy, with Wy € R'*? and o (-) the softplus
function.

c) Structure and Initialization: Similar to S5, the model
is structured in a MIMO manner. In order to initialize the
dynamic matrix A, its diagonal parametrization is exploited:
Ai=—i Vi=1,...,p, ensuring that the eigenvalues lie in
the negative halfplane. Due to the time-varying nature of the
discretization step A, the eigenvalues of the discrete-time
matrices A; have an initialization that is input-dependent as
depicted in Figure [2] However, in order to enforce Lemma
[2.2] the resulting eigenvalues are guaranteed to lie in the
unit disk since A; and A in (I2) are positive and negative,
respectively.

d) Implementation: One of the main contributions of
the work in [10] is to provide an efficient implementation of
the time-varying dynamics (@) with matrices (1) and (12)
both at inference and training time. In general, the time-
varying nature of the S6 model renders the convolutional rep-
resentation too computationally expensive for practical use.
To overcome these limitations, the S6 paper presents a highly
customized variation of the parallel scan algorithm [16] for
both training and inference.

e) Scaffolding: Another innovation of the work in [10]
is the introduction of a new scaffolding: the Mamba scaf-
folding. Here, the pre-processing relies on both linear and
nonlinear maps. The map of the upper signal (linear map) is a
linear projection followed by a causal convolution, while the
map of the lower signal (nonlinear map) is a linear projection
followed by a SiLU nonlinearity. The post-processing is
once again a gating function similar to previous scaffolding
proposals.

Ay = 0 (Wau(k)),

FE. Real-Gated Linear Recurrent Unit (RG-LRU)

The RG-LRU model is a derivative of the well-known long
short-term memory (LSTM) model [27] and therefore offers

a different perspective on SSM models. The RG-LRU model
fuses ideas from LSTMs, LRU, and S6.

a) Parametrization: Following S6, RG-LRU also relies
on a time-varying parametrization of the linear dynamics.
However, while all previous SSM proposals rely on output
feedback dynamics, the RG-LRU model introduces for the
first time a state feedback model where C and D are not
present. The A and B matrices are then parameterized as

A = e 0WaoWauk) = g — \ [1 — A26(Wpu(k)) (13)

where Wy, Wy, Wp are linear projection matrices of ap-
propriate dimensions, ¢ € R is a scalar constantﬂ o) is
the softplus function, and o(-) is the sigmoid function. The

operation 4/ 1 —A% is computed element-wise for each entry
of Ak.

b) Discretization: Similar to the LRU model, the RG-
LRU model does not rely on a continuous-time representa-
tion and instead directly parametrizes the discrete matrices
Ak, Bk.

c) Structure and Initialization: Similar to LRU, the
RG-LRU model is structured as a MIMO system. Taking
inspiration from LSTMs, this models assumes the state
dimension to be equal to the input dimension, i.e., p =¢q. The
linear projection matrices Wy, Wy, Wp are initialized with
standard initialization methods, e.g. Glorot [14], resulting in
the eigenvalues shown in Figure 2} Given the parameteriza-
tion of A; in (T3), its eigenvalues are restricted to the unit
disk by construction.

d) Implementation: Due to the time-varying nature of
the RG-LRU model, it faces the same challenges as the S6
model. Therefore, it also uses a customized variation of the
parallel scan algorithm [16] to compute the outputs at both
training and inference time.

e) Scaffolding: The RG-LRU model uses the same
scaffolding as the S6 model, Mamba. However, this work
also introduces two additional task-specific scaffoldings
around the basic Mamba scaffolding that are tailored to
language modelling: Hawk and Griffin [21, Section 2].

4The paper empirically found that ¢ = 8 works best for language mod-
elling.



LRA Task [%]

Model

ListOps Text Retrieval Image Pathfinder Path-X avg.
Random 10.00 50.00 50.00 10.00 50.00 50.00 36.67
Transformer [2] (paper results) 36.37 64.27 57.46 42.44 71.40 FAIL 53.66
S4 [12] (paper results) 59.60 86.82 90.90 88.65 94.20 96.35 86.09
S4D [18] (paper results) 60.52 87.34 91.09 88.19 93.96 92.80 85.65
S5 [19] (paper results) 62.15 89.31 91.40 88.00 95.33 98.58 87.46
LRU [20] (paper results) 60.20 89.40 89.90 89.00 95.10 94.20 86.30
S6 [10] 38.02 82.98 72.14 69.82 69.26 67.32 66.59
RG-LRU [21] 32.34 71.75 66.58 61.15 73.38 69.53 62.45

TABLE II: Model performance in terms of test accuracy on the LRA benchmark. The first entry (Random) represents the
performance of random guessing on the task, i.e., indicating the baseline above which a model is considered to have learned
a meaningful representation. Models failing to exceed this baseline on a task are marked as FAIL. The best model on each

task is highlighted in bold.

IV. PERFORMANCE IN PRACTICE

In this section, we evaluate the SSM proposals reviewed
in Section [T on the long-range arena (LRA) benchmark [2].
This benchmark evaluates the models in terms of their
reasoning ability and their handling of diverse data types,
which is one of the strengths of SSMs. We first introduce
the benchmark, before presenting the empirical evaluation.

A. Long-Range Arena (LRA) Benchmark

The goal of the LRA benchmark is to evaluate the rea-
soning capabilities of sequence models in diverse ways. The
benchmark consists of 5 different tasks, which we summarize
in the following. For more details on the benchmark and the
individual tasks, we refer to [2].

a) List Operations (ListOps): This task evaluates a
model’s ability to capture hierarchical dependencies over
long contexts. The goal is to predict the result of a mathe-
matical operation consisting of nested mean, median, max,
and min operationsE] The task is a ten-way classification task
with maximal input lengths of 2k.

b) Text Classification (Text): This task evaluates a
model’s ability to capture the tone of long tokenized texts.
The dataset consists of IMDb movie reviews, which need to
be classified as negative or positive in tone. The task is a
binary classification task with maximal input lengths of 4k.

c¢) Document Retrieval (Retrieval): This task eval-
vates a model’s ability to compress long sequences into
representations that are suitable for similarity matching.
The dataset consists of tokenized papers published by the
American Academy of Neurology (AAN), which need to be
classified in having a citation link or not. The task is a binary
classification task with maximal input lengths of 8k.

d) Image Classification (Image): This task evaluates a
model’s ability to learn 2D spatial relations from a 1D vector.
The dataset consists of vectorized images, which depict one
of ten possible classes, e.g. a horse or a car. The task is a
ten-way classification task with maximal input lengths of 1k.

SFor instance, input: max (4, min(5,6, mean(9, 4, 5))),
output: 5.

e) Long-Range Spacial Dependency: This task eval-
vates a model’s ability to learn spacial dependencies in a
vectorized image. The dataset consists of images, which
depict two circles and multiple dashed paths. The goal is
to evaluate whether the two circles are connected by any
of the present paths or not. The task is therefore a binary
classification task and is divided into two subtasks, which
only differ in the size of the image. The first subtask has
inputs of length 2k and we will refer to it as Pathfinder;
the second subtask has a maximal input length of 16k and
we will refer to it as Path-X.

B. Empirical Evaluation of SSM Proposals

The empirical performance of the reviewed SSM propos-
als, the Transformer [1], and random guessing are reported in
Table [IIl We include the performance of the Transformer as
a baseline, since they are the dominant architecture in large
language models and sequence modelling. For S4, S4D, S5,
and LRU we report the performance of the best variant from
the original papers in order to present the most competitive
results. Other variants of these models might perform better
on tasks not included in the LRA benchmark; for more
details on these variants we refer to the original papers.
Since performance on the LRA benchmark of S6 and RG-
LRU have not been reported in the literature, we provide
the results of our own implementation of these architectures,
which we make available hereE] The hyperparameters of the
models and training details of our implementation are stated
in the public code repository.

On the LRA benchmark, the LTI-based models S4, S4D,
S5, LRU outperform the LTV-based models S6, RG-LRU and
the Transformer. From a control theoretic perspective this
is surprising, since a general LTV definition encompasses
LTT systems as a special case, i.e., a LTV system should
perform at least as well as a LTI system. However, this is
not the case for the particular time-varying parametrization
of S6 or RG-LRU, since e.g. A = A; Vk cannot be achieved.
We attempted to improve the performance of the LTV-based

Shttps://github.com/jsie7/ssm-benchmark
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models by changing the initialization of S6 and RG-LRU
and forcing the input-dependent eigenvalues of A; Vk closer
to marginal stability according to Lemma However, this
resulted in both models to perform considerably worse or fail
to learn anything meaningful at all. While marginally stable
eigenvalues appear to be important for the LTI-based models,
the same is not true for LTV-based models. To date, this
behavior is not well understood. Lastly, even though the LT V-
based models are closely related to the Transformer [28],
they generally perform better on the LRA benchmark.

V. CONCLUSION AND FUTURE OPPORTUNITIES

In this paper, we have provided an overview of state-
of-the-art state space models (SSM) and explored their
features from a control theoretic perspective. In doing this,
we highlighted the many connections to standard control
theoretic concepts such as the connection between mem-
ory and marginal-stability. Additionally, we compared the
reviewed SSMs on the long-range arena (LRA) benchmark,
finding that the more recent LTV-based SSMs perform
worse than their LTI-based counterparts. From a control
theoretic perspective, this raises many interesting research
questions concerning a LTV parametrization that attains the
same performance as the LTI models, as well as a deeper
understanding on the role of the eigenvalues in the LTV-
based models.

SSMs, particularly the LTV versions, rely on dynamics
where the dynamic matrices depend on the input (excitation)
to the system. However, in the SSM literature the theoretical
properties arising from these dynamics remains poorly un-
derstood. The evident connections between SSMs and linear-
system theory give rise to ample opportunities to provide
explainability to large foundational models. Moreover, as
seen with the LRU model, control theoretic insights have
the potential to inform better designs for SSMs.
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