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Abstract

Irregular and asynchronous event sequences are prevalent in many domains, such
as social media, finance, and healthcare. Traditional temporal point processes
(TPPs), like Hawkes processes, often struggle to model mutual inhibition and
nonlinearity effectively. While recent neural network models, including RNNs and
Transformers, address some of these issues, they still face challenges with long-term
dependencies and computational efficiency. In this paper, we introduce the Mamba
Hawkes Process (MHP), which leverages the Mamba state space architecture to
capture long-range dependencies and dynamic event interactions. Our results
show that MHP outperforms existing models across various datasets. Additionally,
we propose the Mamba Hawkes Process Extension (MHP-E), which combines
Mamba and Transformer models to enhance predictive capabilities. We present
the novel application of the Mamba architecture to Hawkes processes, a flexible
and extensible model structure, and a theoretical analysis of the synergy between
state space models and Hawkes processes. Experimental results demonstrate the
superior performance of both MHP and MHP-E, advancing the field of temporal
point process modeling.

1 Introduction

Humans and natural phenomena often produce large volumes of irregular and asynchronous event
sequences. Examples of these include user activities on social media platforms [33, 8], transaction
histories in financial markets [1, 16], electronic health records [29], and earthquake occurrences with
aftershocks in geophysics [26]. Unlike traditional sequential data, such as time series, asynchronous
event sequences are characterized by irregular intervals between events, which are as critical as the
sequence order in describing their dynamics.

Temporal point processes (TPPs) [4, 2] are a common modeling approach for asynchronous event
sequences, defined by their intensity functions. Among TPPs, Hawkes processes are particularly
notable due to their non-negative intensity functions that capture the triggering effects of previous
events. However, traditional Hawkes processes have significant limitations. They overlook mutual
inhibition between events, an essential factor in many real-world scenarios, and they lack robust
nonlinear fitting capabilities, restricting their expressive power. To overcome such limitations,
researchers have proposed likelihood-free methods [30, 21] and non-parametric models like kernel
methods and splines [38].
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The advancement of neural networks and deep learning has further revolutionized sequence modeling.
Recurrent Neural Networks (RNNs) have been particularly effective, leading to the development of
RNN-based Hawkes process models. This approach allows for neurally self-modulating multivariate
point processes by not requiring historical contributions to be additive, and it enables the modeling of
complex memory effects, such as delays.

Despite these advances above, RNN-based models have notable drawbacks. Even with mechanisms
like Long Short-Term Memory (LSTM) [17] and Gated Recurrent Units (GRUs) [3], RNNs struggle
with long-term dependencies. Additionally, training deep RNNs, including LSTMs, is notoriously
difficult due to challenges like gradient explosion and vanishing gradients [27]. To address these issues,
the Transformer Hawkes Process (THP) model was proposed [39], leveraging a pure transformer
architecture without RNNs or CNNs, and achieving state-of-the-art performance. However, attention-
based transformers also encounter limitations in modeling long input sequences, especially when
dependencies extend far beyond the attention window. This kind of in-context constraint has proved
to be more crucial in prediction tasks of long sequence data, as shown in [10].

Recently, structured state space sequence models (SSMs) [13] have emerged as a promising class
of architectures for sequence modeling. The Mamba model [11], a selective state space model,
addresses data-dependent context compression in sequence modeling. Unlike attention mechanisms,
Mamba utilizes state space constructs to encode context using hidden states during recurrent scans.
The selection mechanism determines which parts of the input influence the hidden states, thereby
guiding subsequent embedding updates. The dynamics of temporal point processes are described
by a continuous conditional intensity function. Mamba shares the property of continuous dynamic
mechanism modeling, which matches the continuous conditional intensity nature of TPPs. However,
adapting Mamba to model Hawkes processes requires careful architectural design. Thus, inspired
by series of work [14, 13, 11], we propose Mamba Hawkes Process model. Our contributions are as
follows:

• Mamba for Hawkes Process: Our primary contribution lies in the innovative application of
the Mamba architecture to model Hawkes Processes. To the best of our knowledge, this is
the first instance in the literature where the Mamba framework, renowned for its ability to
capture long sequence dependencies, has been adapted to address the unique challenges of
temporal point processes. The resulting Mamba Hawkes Process (MHP) model demonstrates
state-of-the-art performance, surpassing existing benchmarks across a variety of datasets.

• Flexibility and Extensibility of the Model Structure: Our architecture is versatile and
can be integrated into other models. As an extension, we have combined the Mamba archi-
tecture with the Transformer model, creating a hybrid encoder that concurrently processes
temporal and event-based features. This novel architecture, named the Mamba Hawkes
Process Extension (MHP-E), offers an advanced representation of Hawkes Processes and
demonstrates enhanced predictive capabilities. The MHP-E highlights the potential of
combining sequence modeling techniques of Mamba with attention mechanisms or other
neural network architectures to improve the analysis of complex temporal patterns.

2 Related work

2.1 Neural Hawkes Process

Hawkes processes are widely used for temporal prediction in various fields. To enhance their
performance, many deep learning approaches have been applied. [7] introduced the Recurrent
Marked Temporal Point Process (RMTPP) model, which uses recurrent neural networks (RNNs) to
learn the influence of event history on the intensity function. [31] employed two RNNs to model event
sequences: one for background intensity and another for the impact of historical events, enabling
effective end-to-end training. Similarly, [24] proposed a continuous-time LSTM model to capture the
self-modulating nature of Hawkes processes, addressing the inhibiting and exciting effects of prior
events.

With the development of self-attention mechanisms, self-attention-based neural Hawkes processes
were proposed. [36] utilized self-attention to enhance these processes, while [39] used the transformer
encoder to convert sequence data into continuous conditional intensity functions. UTHP [34]
incorporated RNNs and CNNs to address issues in THP, such as parallel processing and recursive

2



learning. TAA-THP [35] improved attention structures by incorporating temporal encoding. Lastly,
[32] proposed Hawkesformer, linking hierarchical attention mechanisms to Hawkes processes for
information cascade prediction.

2.2 State Space Models

State space models (SSMs) were initially developed as mathematical tools to describe dynamic
systems in modern control theory. With the introduction of HiPPO [12] initialization, the Linear
State-Space Layer (LSSL) [14] demonstrated the capability to handle long-range dependencies in
sequential data. However, LSSL’s computational and memory overhead make it impractical for
large-scale applications. Structured state space models (S4) [13] address these issues by using repa-
rameterization to enhance computational efficiency, providing an effective alternative to traditional
attention mechanisms.

Several recent variants of S4 have been proposed to achieve linear time attention, including H3 [9],
Gated State Space [23], Hyena [25], and RWKV [28]. Mamba [11] introduces a data-dependent
selection mechanism to S4, improving the capture of long-range context as sequence length increases.
Mamba not only achieves linear time efficiency in long-sequence modeling but also outperforms
Transformers across various benchmarks. Recently, Jamba [22] has been introduced as a novel hybrid
model that combines Transformer and Mamba layers in a mixture-of-experts (MoE) architecture.
Jamba interleaves blocks of Transformer and Mamba layers, harnessing the strengths of both model
families.

3 Background

3.1 Temporal Point Processes

A Temporal Point Process (TPP) [6, 5] is a stochastic process that defines a probability distribution
over event sequences. In this process, the number of points (events) K and their locations (arrival
times) ti are random. The realization of a TPP can be represented as a sequence of discrete events
with {ti} ∈ R+ and i ∈ Z+ abstracted as points on a timeline. We can represent a TPP realization by
a counting measure N(t) =

∑n
i I(ti < t), for t ∈ [0, T ]. The intensity characterzing a TPP can be

interprested as the expected number of events per unit of time and is defined as:

λ(t|Ht) = lim
∆t↓0

E[N(t+∆t)−N(t)|Ht]

∆t
, (1)

whereHt = {ti : ti < t} is the event history until time t, which acts as a filtration to the process.

3.2 Hawkes Processes.

The Hawkes process [15, 19] is a typical temporal point process, and it models past events and
predicts the timestamp of the following event by its conditional intensity function, which is defined
as:

λ(t) = µ+
∑
j:ti<t

ψ(t− ti), (2)

where µ ≥ 0, named base intensity, is an exogenous component of the intensity function independent
of the history, while ψ(t) > 0 is an endogenous component dependent on the history. Besides, ψ(t)
is a triggering kernel containing the peer influence of past events. Due to the self-exciting charities,
the Hawkes process has recently received wide attention in event sequence modeling.

3.3 State Space Models

The structured state space sequence models (S4) [13] is defined by the simple equation 3, which
maps a 1-dimensional function or sequence x(t) ∈ R 7→ y(t) ∈ R through an implicit latent state
h(t) ∈ RN :

h′(t) = Ah(t) +Bx(t),

y(t) = Ch(t),
(3)
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where A ∈ RN×N ,B ∈ RN×1,C ∈ R1×N are parameters of neural networks in deep learning.
To deal with the discrete input sequence x = (x0, x1, ...) ∈ RL, S4 discretizes these parameters
in Eq. (3) using a step size ∆, where the continuous parameters A,B are converted into discrete
parameters A = fA(∆,A),B = fB(∆,B), where the pair (fA, fB) is called a discretization rule
[13]. Various rules can be used such as the zero-order hold (ZOH) defined as follows:

A = exp(∆A),

B = (∆A)−1(exp(∆A)− I) ·∆B.
(4)

Then, this recurrent rule can be expanded as:

K = (CB,CAB, . . . ,CA
L−1

B),

y = x ∗K,
(5)

where L denotes the length of the input sequence x and K ∈ RL is the convolution kernel.

A recent development in state space layers is selective SSMs [11] (S6). These models utilize time-
variant SSMs, namely, where the discrete matrices Ā, B̄, and C of each channel are modified over
L time steps depending on the input sequence. Unlike traditional state-space layers, which operate
individually on each channel, selective state-space layers compute the SSM matrices Āi, B̄i, Ci for
all i ≤ L based on all the channels, and then apply the time-variant recurrent rule individually for
each channel.

Thus, we denote the entire input sequence by x̂ := (x̂1, · · · , x̂L) ∈ RL×D where x̂i ∈ RD. The
per-time discrete matrices Āi, B̄i, and Ci are defined as follows:

Bi = SB(x̂i), Ci = SC(x̂i), ∆i = Softplus(S∆(x̂i)) (6)

fA(∆i, A) = exp(∆iA), fB(∆i, A,Bi) = (∆iA)
−1(exp(∆iA)− I) ·∆iBi, (7)

Āi = fA(∆i, A), B̄i = fB(∆i, A,Bi) (8)
where fA, fB represents the discretization rule, SB , SC , S∆ are linear projection layers, and softplus
is an elementwise function that is a smooth approximation of ReLU.

4 Methodology

The primary challenge in modeling event sequence data revolves around several aspects. Firstly, there
is the question of how to efficiently handle extended event sequences while effectively capturing
the complex evolving dynamics of the intensity function that drives the sequence. Additionally,
it is crucial to capture long-range event transition dependencies within the sequence, particularly
considering the self-exciting properties inherent to a large class of point processes that may exhibit
interactions between events located far apart in the temporal domain. To address these challenges, we
propose the Mamba Hawkes Process model.

4.1 Mamba Hawkes Process

Denote the sequence S = {(t1, k1), (t2, k2), ..., (tn, kn)} as the temporal event sequence, where K
is the number of events. Let ∆i = ti − ti−1 represent the temporal differences, with ∆1 = t1 for
convention, hence the temporal sequence is represented by

∆ = (∆1,∆2, ...,∆n)

Additionally, let ki be the one-hot vector of the events. Inspired by the discretization

h(t+∆t) = Ah(t) +Bu(t) (9)

the hidden states deffer by time gap ∆t are related by the formula, we put the temporal differences
into the equation directly to construct our Mamba Hawkes Process (MHP) structure. Now we state
our construction.

4



Algorithm 1 The architecture of Mamba Hawkes Process
Input: The temporal sequence {(t1, k1), (t2, k2), ..., (tn, kn)}
Output: The hidden state h

1: A : (B,L,D)← Parameter // N ×N matrix
2: B : (L,D)← LinearB(xti) //
3: C : (L,D)← LinearC(xti) // B and C are time-dependent
4: ∆← ti − ti−1 // ∆ records the temporal information
5: Ā, B̄ ← Discretize(A,B,∆)
6: h← SSM(Ā, B̄, C,∆)(x)
7: return h

Let W e be the event embedding matrix with dimensions D ×K, where D is the dimension of the
hidden layers of Mamba blocks. The event embedding is defined as xti = ki(W

e)T

(xt1 , xt2 , ..., xtn) = (k1,k2, ...,kn)(W
e)T

In the Mamba architecture, the matrices ∆,B and C are time-dependent and are obtained by linear
projection from xt. However, for the Hawkes Process, the approach is different, as it requires the use
of temporal features. Specifically, we make B and C time-dependent, and ∆ = (∆1,∆2, ...,∆n) is
defined by the temporal differences as above. Following Equation 9, we have ∆i = ti − ti−1, thus
we replace t and t+∆t by ti−1 and ti. We define

B(ti) = LinearB(xti),C(ti) = LinearC(xti)

are obtained by a linear transformation of the vector xti . We have the transition formulas for the
Mamba Hawkes process:

zti = A(ti)zti−1
+B(ti)xti ,

yti = C(ti)zti .
(10)

where
A(ti) = exp(∆iA),

B(ti) = (∆iA)−1(exp(∆iA)− I) ·∆iB(ti).
(11)

is the temporal-dependent coefficients. Hence, the temporal information is incorporated into our
recurrence process.

The final output state is denoted by O = (o1,o2, ...,on), we thus have

H = Activate(OW1 + b1)W2 + b2

where Wi, bi are the parameters for the two layers MLP. We have h(tj) = H(j, :) in our case.

The intensity function of Neural Hawkes process is given by

λ(t) =

K∑
k=1

λk(t), (12)

where λk is the intensity function of the k-th event, and

λk = fk(αk(t− tj) +wT
k h(tj) + bk), (13)

where t is defined on interval t ∈ [tj , tj+1), and fk(x) = βk log (1 + exp (x/βk)) is the Softplus
function. For the log-likelihood, it is given by

n∑
i=1

log λ (ti)−
∫ tn

t1

λ(t)dt. (14)

Denote the log-likelihood of the event sequence S as L.

For the prediction of next event type and timestamp, we train two linear layers P e, P t

k̂j+1 = argmax(Softmax(P eh(tj)),

t̂j+1 = P th(tj). (15)
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For the sequence S = {(t1, k1), (t2, k2), ..., (tn, kn)}, we define

Levent(S) =
n−1∑
j=1

− log(Softmax(P eh(tj))kj+1),

Ltime(S) =
n−1∑
j=1

((tj+1 − tj)− (t̂j+1 − t̂j))2, (16)

where tj is the true timestamp of event j. Levent is the cross-entropy loss that measures the accuracy
of the event type prediction, and Ltime is the MSE loss that measures the accuracy of the time
prediction. The training loss can then be defined as

L(S) = −L+ βLevent(S) + γLtime(S), (17)
where β, γ are hyper-parameters to control the range of event and time losses.

Next we provide a proposition to show that, with specific choices of parameters, the Mamba Hawkes
Process recurrence can degenerate to an RNN architecture similar to RMTPP as in [7].

Proposition 4.1 When N = 1,A = −1,B = 1, the Mamba Hawkes Process recurrence takes the
form

gti = exp(ti−1 − ti)
zti = gtizti−1

+ (1− gti)xti ,
(18)

Proof : We consider that if a given input xt should be completely ignored (as necessary in the synthetic
tasks), all D channels should ignore it, and so we project the input down to 1 dimension before
repeating/broadcasting with ∆.

In Mamba Hawkes Process, we set ∆i = ti − ti−1, when N = 1,A = −1,B = 1. By applying the
zero-order hold (ZOH) discretization formulas:

A(ti) = exp(∆iA) = exp(ti−1 − ti),
B(ti) = (∆iA)−1(exp(∆iA)− I) ·∆iB(ti) = −(exp(∆iA)− I) = 1−A(ti)

(19)

Denote that gti = exp(ti−1 − ti), thus the final discrete recurrence is
zti = gtizti−1

+ (1− gti)xti
as desired. We finish the proof.

From the construction we can see that the temporal differences have a canonical way as the time scale
variables. This architecture can inherent the temporal information naturally.

4.2 MHP-extension

In [22], the authors combine the Mamba layer and Transformer layer to create a Jamba structure,
demonstrating impressive capabilities in large language models. Inspired by this, we propose
combining the Mamba structure and Transformer structure to develop a new model architecture,
which we call the Mamba Hawkes Process Extension (MHP-E).

Explicitly, Let MambaBlock be the Mamba structure defined above, TransformerBlock be the Trans-
former blocks. Given the temporal sequence S = {(t1, k1), (t2, k2), ..., (tn, kn)} and the correspond-
ing event one-hot vector ki, we first apply the embedding layer:

xi = ki(W
e)T , (20)

and we let the encoding vector pass through the Mamba layers and Transformer layers
y = MambaBlock(x),

h = TransformerBlock(y),
and then we can use h as the hidden layer to compute the log-likelihood L, event cross entropy loss
Levent and the mean square temporal loss Ltime.

We need to analyze the construction of the above architecture to understand its implicit ideas. In
this architecture, we did not use temporal encoding for the Transformer, neither absolute nor relative.
Instead, we used the Mamba layer as an encoder to simultaneously encode the temporal and event
features. Consequently, the hidden layer obtained from the Mamba layer inherently incorporates this
information.

6



5 Experiments

5.1 Baselines

Recurrent Marked Temporal Point Process [7] The RMTPP is a traditional model that employs
a Recurrent Neural Network (RNN) architecture to predict the timing of the next event. It uses the
RNN mechanism to give the representation of the temporal information.

Neural Hawkes Process [24] Propose the Neural Hawkes Process (NHP) incorporating neural
networks into the Hawkes process to improve the ability of the prediction.

Self-attentive Hawkes Process [36] This model utilizes an attention mechanism to predict the
Hawkes process. It incorporates a hybrid positional encoding in its model construction, which fuses
the temporal positional encoding and the absolute positional encoding.

Transformer Hawkes Process [39] The THP applys the transformer architecture to the Hawkes
process. THP regards the time stamps as the position of the event vectors and apply absolute positional
encoding in the architecture.

5.2 Datasets

Synthetic Dataset This dataset, created using Python, is based on the methodology described in
[36]. It is a result of a Hawkes process, making it an excellent fit for our investigation. The dataset
includes 5 types of events, with sequences averaging 60 in length. The shortest sequence is 20, while
the longest is 100.

Financial Transactions [7] This dataset contains a day’s worth of stock transaction records. The
sequences in this dataset are extensive, with events divided into two categories: "Buy" and "Sell".
With an average sequence length of 2074, this dataset is well-suited to our experiment.

StackOverFlow [20] This dataset is a compilation of user interaction data from the Q&A platform,
Stackoverflow. We view the history of user interactions as a time-ordered sequence. The dataset’s
sequences have an average length of 72, ranging from 41 to 736, and encompass 22 event types.

Retweet [37] This dataset is a collection of various tweet threads. Each thread includes an original
tweet and all subsequent response tweets from users. The dataset also records the timing of each
tweet and the user’s ID. The sequences average 109 in length, ranging from 50 to 264. The event
types are categorized into three groups based on the number of followers: "small", "medium", and
"large".

MIMIC-II [18] The MIMIC-II dataset contains data from patients’ ICU admissions over a seven-
year period. Each patient’s visits are treated as separate sequences, with each event in the sequence
marked by a timestamp and a diagnosis.

5.3 Implementation

We design our MHP models and MHP-E models as follows: For MPH, we set the dimension in our
construction of the embedding as describing in the following table:

Table 1: Hyper-parameters of different dataset

Dataset Financial SO Synthetic Retweet Mimic-II

d_model 128 512 64 64 64
learning rate 1e-4 1e-4 1e-4 1e-2 5e-4
batch size 1 4 4 16 1

We set all other architecture hyper-parameters as suggested in [11]:
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Table 2: Architecture of MHP

d_inner d_state d_conv expand factor n_layers

2×d_model 16 4 2 4

For the MHP-E, the Mamba part we use the same construction as MHP except we choose n_layers to
be 2 since we only need it to encode the temporal and event features. For the Transformer blocks, we
apply the same architecture as the Transformer Hawkes Process (THP) as described in [39]. Similarly,
we follow the code from [39] and use β = 1 and γ =1e-4 for the loss function. To avoid NaN values
during our training, we apply Softplus function and Clamp function to the temporal difference ∆.

All experiments are performed using GPU RTX A6000 with 48GB memory, and spend less than a
minute for the training process each epoch.

5.4 Experimental Results

Table 3: Log-likelihood

Models Financial SO Synthetic Retweet Mimic-II

RMTPP -3.89 -2.6 -1.33 -5.99 -1.35
NHP -3.6 -2.55 - -5.6 -1.38
SAHP - -1.86 0.59 -4.56 -0.52
THP -1.11 -0.039 0.791 -2.04 0.48
MHP 0.974 0.391 0.993 0.180 0.996
MHP-E 0.966 0.407 0.956 2.016 1.186

Log-likelihood We first see the log-likelihood of the models on these datasets. From the table,
we can observe that the MHP and MHP-E models generally outperform the other models in most
categories.

• The MHP model performs exceptionally well in the Financial and Synthetic categories,
achieving the highest log-likelihood scores of 0.974 and 0.993 respectively. This suggests
that the MHP model has a strong fitting ability for the tasks. Also for the SO, Retweet and
Mimin-II datasets, MHP also gives high log-likelihood.

• The MHP-E model shows a strong performance in the SO, Retweet and Mimic-II categories,
achieving the highest log-likelihood scores of 0.407, 2.016, and 1.186 respectively. This
suggests that the MHP-E model is particularly effective for these types of data. In the
Financial and Synthetic categories, the MHP-E model’s performance is slightly lower than
the MHP model, but still competitive. This shows the advantage of the MHP-E model.

Figure 1: Comparison of log-likelihood between THP and MHP. Green lines are MHP, red lines are
THP. The left figure represent the training process of Mimic-II, the middle figure is for the synthetic
dataset and the right is for the stackoverflow dataset. We can see in both figures MHP outperforms
THP

In conclusion, both the MHP and MHP-E models have their strengths. They outperform other models
in these tasks and show strong abilities in the Hawkes process case.
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Accuracy and RMSE

Table 4: Accuracy
Models Financial Mimic-II SO
RMTPP 61.95 81.2 45.9

NHP 62.20 83.2 46.3
THP 62.23 84.9 46.4
MHP 62.5 85.5 45.4

MHP-E 62.7 85.5 46.5

Table 5: RMSE
Models Financial Mimic-II SO
RMTPP 1.56 6.12 9.78

NHP 1.56 6.13 9.83
SAHP - 3.89 5.57
THP 0.93 0.82 4.99
MHP 0.592 0.687 1.429

MHP-E 0.556 0.588 1.372

Table 4 and 5 provide a comparative analysis of the performance of various models across three
different datasets: Financial, Mimic-II, and SO. The performance is evaluated based on two metrics:
Accuracy and RMSE.

• In terms of accuracy, MHP-E model outperforms all other models across all three datasets. It
achieves the highest accuracy of 62.7% on the Financial dataset, ties for the highest accuracy
of 85.5% on the Mimic-II dataset, and also leads with an accuracy of 46.5% on the SO
dataset. This consistent performance across different datasets underscores the robustness
and generalizability of the MHP-E model.
The MHP model also shows strong performance, particularly when compared to the other
models excluding MHP-E. It achieves an accuracy of 62.5% on the Financial dataset, which
is the second-highest after MHP-E. On the Mimic-II dataset, it performs slightly lower than
MHP-E, achieving an accuracy of 85.5%. However, on the SO dataset, its performance
drops to 45.4%, which is lower than MHP-E, THP, and NHP. Despite this, the MHP model’s
overall performance is commendable and it can be considered a good model.

• In terms of RMSE, a lower value is preferable as it indicates a closer fit to the data. Again,
the MHP-E model outshines all others with the lowest RMSE across all datasets: 0.556 for
Financial, 0.588 for Mimic-II, and 1.372 for SO.
The MHP model also performs well in terms of RMSE, securing the second-lowest values on
all datasets after MHP-E. It achieves an RMSE of 0.592 on the Financial dataset, 0.687 on
the Mimic-II dataset, and 1.429 on the SO dataset. This further reinforces the effectiveness
of the MHP model, as it not only maintains high accuracy but also keeps the prediction error
relatively low.

In conclusion, the MHP-E model stands out as the best in terms of both accuracy and RMSE, the
MHP model also demonstrates strong performance in these two metrics.

6 Limitation

We first propose incorporating the Mamba structure into the Hawkes process in our paper, and it
achieves impressive performance in our experiments. However, it is important to note that our
construction is specifically designed for the Hawkes process. For general temporal point processes,
our architecture may not work directly and may require further modifications.

7 Conclusion

In this paper, we propose the Mamba Hawkes Process, a new framework for modeling event sequence
data. By adopting a time-variant recurrent rule, our model utilizes context-dependent reasoning
to capture long dependencies while scaling linearly with sequence length. Moreover, the Mamba
Hawkes Process is versatile enough to integrate with transformer architectures. We further introduce
the Mamba Hawkes Process Extension (MHP-E) to illustrate the potential of combining the Mamba
Hawkes Process with attention mechanisms to improve the analysis of complex temporal patterns.

Through comprehensive analysis, we articulate the compatibility and mutual reinforcement between
state-space models (SSMs) and Hawkes processes. Experiments on various real-world datasets
demonstrate that the Mamba Hawkes Processes exhibit state-of-the-art performance, outperforming
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existing benchmarks in both likelihood and event prediction accuracy. Our construction and analysis
may pave the way for new experimental and theoretical directions, contributing to the real-world
applications of Hawkes Processes.
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