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Abstract

This study investigates a method to evaluate time-series datasets
in terms of the performance of deep neural networks (DNNs) with
state space models (deep SSMs) trained on the dataset. SSMs have
attracted attention as components inside DNNs to address time-
series data. Since deep SSMs have powerful representation capac-
ities, training datasets play a crucial role in solving a new task.
However, the effectiveness of training datasets cannot be known
until deep SSMs are actually trained on them. This can increase the
cost of data collection for new tasks, as a trial-and-error process of
data collection and time-consuming training are needed to achieve
the necessary performance. To advance the practical use of deep
SSMs, the metric of datasets to estimate the performance early in
the training can be one key element. To this end, we introduce the
concept of data evaluation methods used in system identification. In
system identification of linear dynamical systems, the effectiveness
of datasets is evaluated by using the spectrum of input signals. We
introduce this concept to deep SSMs, which are nonlinear dynamical
systems. We propose the K-spectral metric, which is the sum of the
top-K spectra of signals inside deep SSMs, by focusing on the fact
that each layer of a deep SSM can be regarded as a linear dynamical
system. Our experiments show that the K-spectral metric has a large
absolute value of the correlation coefficient with the performance
and can be used to evaluate the quality of training datasets.
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1 Introduction

Time-series data are ubiquitous in various fields [37], such as health-
care [11, 40], industrial IoT [16, 19], and finance [31]. To analyze
time-series data, machine learning methods continue to be studied
and explored [4, 15, 30], and recent deep neural network (DNN)-
based methods have enabled us to analyze complicated time-series
data [16, 25, 31]. Especially, DNNs with structured state space mod-
els (SSMs), e.g., S4 [9] and S5 [33], have attracted much attention
because they can address long-term dependencies [7, 8]. However,
DNNs with SSMs (deep SSMs) require a large data sample size,
which can be a bottleneck in practical data analysis applications.
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Moreover, when encountering a new task, we do not know whether
a prepared dataset has sufficient information to solve the task. We
can determine whether the dataset is effective to solve the given
task only after training. Therefore, data scientists often need to
collect data and train iteratively until a satisfactory performance
is obtained. In fact, MLOps has a feedback loop from the training
process to the data engineering process [12]. The cost of such it-
erative trial-and-error runs can be reduced if we can estimate the
performance of trained deep SSMs early in the training.

To evaluate the effectiveness of training datasets, one candidate
metric is the data sample size. Rosenfeld et al. [29] have presented
fitting a power law function to show the relation between the
performance and data sample size [2]. Mahmood et al. [18] have
presented fitting more general functions. Another candidate is vali-
dation loss at the first few epochs. However, since these approaches
implicitly assume that the information about the tasks is uniformly
distributed over data samples, they do not necessarily evaluate the
effectiveness of real-world training datasets precisely. Real-world
data can lack specific data samples due to bias in the data collection
process. For example, sensor data collection of running chemical
plants is difficult to include all reachable states of the plant because
there are plant-friendly constraints, e.g., minimizing variability in
product quality [26]. Additionally, simply collecting and integrating
all of data may have a negative affect on model training in some
cases [27]. Thus, methods need to be developed that can evaluate
various training datasets including biased datasets.

In this paper, we propose a new metric called the K-spectral met-
ric that correlates with the test performance of deep SSMs trained
on various training datasets on the basis of the concept in lin-
ear system identification. To evaluate the effectiveness of training
datasets, we introduce the concepts of the optimal input design and
Persistence of Excitation (PE) in system identification [17]. In system
identification, we need to collect training datasets to build a model
of a target physical system by applying input signals to the system
and observed output signals. The optimal input design explores the
input signal to minimize the estimation errors of parameters. The
optimality is determined by the spectrum rather than the shape of
input signals when the target system is a linear dynamical system.
Roughly speaking, the optimal input signals have a large magnitude
on the sensitive frequency area of the system [17, 20, 28]. If there is
no a priori knowledge about target systems, PE becomes the metric
of the informativeness of training data [17]. The PE condition cor-
responds to the number of frequency components of input signals,
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Figure 1: Overview of evaluation of a training dataset by K-
spectral metric (right) compared with input design of system
identification (left). K-spectral metric is a sum of top-K mag-
nitudes of frequency components |U!| of ui applied to SSMs.

and it should be large enough for identifying higher-order systems.
Though the spectrum is an important metric for linear systems
as above, it is not obvious whether it is also a useful metric for
training datasets of deep SSMs, which are nonlinear systems. Since
deep SSMs have linear systems inside the model architecture, we
investigate the following questions:

o Do the frequency components of intermediate signals before SSMs
represent the effectiveness of training data when used in DNNs?
o If'so, how can we use them to evaluate training datasets?

To answer these questions, we empirically investigate the rela-
tionship between the performance and the frequency components.
Specifically, we evaluate the sum of top-K magnitudes of frequency
components of intermediate signals that are applied to SSMs in
deep SSMs on the basis of the concept of optimal input design and
PE (Fig. 1). We name this metric as the K-spectral metric and ex-
perimentally show that it can evaluate the effectiveness of training
datasets on nonlinear system identification, classification, and fore-
casting problems of time-series data. The main contributions of this
paper are as follows:

e We propose K-spectral metric, a performance-correlated met-
ric that can evaluate the effectiveness of training datasets. Its
correlation coefficients are larger than those of the data sample
size and validation loss when we compare training datasets that
lack data samples uniformly and biasedly.

o We empirically reveal that the spectrum of intermediate signals
of deep SSMs (i.e., the K-spectral metric) is important for solv-
ing complex tasks although the whole model architecture is a
nonlinear dynamical system.

e Our experiments reveal that a flatter spectrum of the interme-
diate signals is required for deep SSMs to achieve good perfor-
mance early in the training. After the middle of the training, the
spectrum should be the specific shape needed for the problem.

2 Preliminaries

2.1 State Space Models in DNNs

After Gu et al. [7] have revealed that certain SSMs called HiPPO
address the long-term dependency, several studies used SSMs in

Kanai et al.

DNN:ss for time-series data [6, 8, 9, 22, 33, 39]. S4 [9] initializes their
parameters to satisfy the HiPPO framework and update them to
learn time-series data. Whereas S4 addresses the multiple inputs by
using several single-input and single-output (SISO) SSMs, S5 [33]
extends S4 to address multiple inputs with the HiPPO initialization
by using only one multiple-input and multiple-output (MIMO) SSM.
Let ug € R, yi € R, and xg € R4 be an input, output, and state
vector of the I-th layer at a discrete time-step ¢, respectively. A
linear time-invariant SISO SSM is written as:

xf = Alxg_1 +blui_1, (1)
yf = clTxl{ + Dlui, (2)

where Al ERdXd, ble RXm, ! ERXm, and D! €R are parameters.
The input ug of the I-th layer is the output of the (I—1)-th layer after
an activation function ¢: ui =¢ (yg’ 1 ). ¢>(y£’ 1) is generally a vector,
and thus, input can also be a vector: uf = [ui’l, .. .,ui’di“]T. S4 con-
siders dj, SISO SSMs for one layer, and we consider our metric for
each element of the input vector independently even when using S5.

Since a SSM is one of the representations of a linear dynamical
system, it can be written by another representation. Let g be shift
operator as qu; = us41 and q_lut = u;—1. A discrete SSM can be
written as a discrete transfer function Gg(q):

yr = Go(q)us, (3)
Go(q) =c'(qgI - A)~'b+D. (@)

where 0 denotes parameters of a system and 8 = [vec(A)T, b7, T, D]7
in this case. Similarly, a SSM can be also approximated by a finite
impulse response model (FIR):

yr ~ Du; + cThus_i+c Abus_g + -+ + cTAdl_lbut_d/ (5)
=34 O, (6)

If the SSM is stable, limy_,q, cTAY b converges to zero. Thus, a
SSM can be written by the FIR with sufficient large d’. We use these
representations to explain the optimal input design and PE simply.

2.2 Optimal Input Design

System identification is a research area that builds mathematical
models for dynamical systems to control them [17]. In system identi-
fication, we apply input signals u; to a physical system and observe
output signals y;. Then, we estimate parameters 6 of the model
from the datasets { (u;, y;) }th_Ol. Input signals are designed to obtain
accurate models. To minimize estimation errors of 0, we need to con-
sider the spectrum of input signals rather than their waveforms [17].
The following objective function (A-optimality [1, 21, 28]) is often

used to design input signals ug.7_1 = [up, ..., ur_1] as:!
ug.T—1 = arg maxy,,_, tr(M), ™)
M=% [" MOy,  (0)do, ®)
- 3Gg(e7°) [ G (i) 1H
i = e 20 [ 200 . o

where Gg(e/“) is a rational transfer function parameterized by 6,
which is a representation of the linear system in frequency domain.

'We consider an identification problem with additive white Gaussian noise e; as
yr = Go(e/)u; + ;.
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o, j, and H are angular frequency, imaginary unit, and Hermitian
transpose, respectively. ., is the spectral density:

|Ur ()|
T )

(10)

where UT is Fourier transform of uy.7_1, which is a continuous-
time input signal. The objective function (Eq. (7)) is derived through
the Fisher information matrix (Appendix B), which determines the
bound of variance of unbiased estimators of 6 [20, 28].

Eq. (8) indicates that the optimal input signals should have the
spectral density depending on the target system in the frequency
domain: M can be regarded as the sensitivity of the frequency
response to 6 [17].

Dy (@) = lim7_, e

2.3 Persistency of Excitation

PE is another important condition for input signals of system identi-
fication problems. In system identification, (us, y;) should be infor-
mative, i.e., the data allow discrimination between any two different
models in a model set [17]. To achieve this, input signals u; should
excite various oscillation modes of systems. The informative in-
put is guaranteed by the metric called PE. To grasp the concept
of PE, we explain the PE condition by using a concrete example:
identification of a FIR with white Gausssian noise e;

Yr = 2?21 Oiur—i +er. (11)
We can estimate 6 by using u; and y; for T time steps as:
-1
6= (vfur) Ulyr, (12)
Ya Ug—1 Ug-2 ... U
Yd+1 Ug Ug-1 ... U
yr = Ur =
i UTor UToa o UT-a

To obtain the unique solution of Eq. (12), the condition of rank (U; UT) =

d should be satisfied. This condition corresponds to PE. The PE is
generally defined by using a covariance function:

Definition 2.1 ([17]). Let @ and r,,(I) be an average and covari-
ance function for input u; as @ = limp %ZtT:_Ol ur and ry (1) =
lim7 o %Zth_ol(qu — @) (uy — ), respectively. The input u; is
persistently exciting of order d if we have 7, (d) > 0 where

r4(0) ru (1) . ry(d-1)

ry (1) 7 (0) . 1y (d-2)

Fu(d)= (13)

ra(d=1) rg(d=2) .. ru(0)
For instance, one sinusoidal signal satisfies PE of order two, and
a sum of m sinusoidal signals satisfies PE of order 2m. White noise
has all frequency components and satisfies PE of the infinite order:
it satisfies 7, (d) > 0, Vd. PE also indicates that the spectral infor-
mation of input signals can be the metric for evaluating datasets.

2.4 Related Work

Deep SSM. Gu et al. [7] have presented an SSM-based architecture
called HiPPO. Since HiPPO captures the dynamics of coefficients for
the polynomial series restoring the original time transition function,
HiPPO can memorize the information of the original function. Af-
ter the HiPPO framework has been presented, several studies have
presented deep SSMs [8, 9, 33]. S4 [9] outperforms recurrent neural

networks and Transformer variants in terms of time-series forecast-
ing [9], anomaly detection [39], audio generation [6] and long-form
speech recognition [22]. Smith et al. [33] have extended S4 to ad-
dress multiple inputs by one MIMO SSM and call this method S5.

Evaluation of training dataset. Roh et al. [27] identified data
evaluation as a future research challenge in data collection for
machine learning: how to evaluate whether the right data was
collected with sufficient quantity is an open question. The relation-
ship between the dataset size and performance can fit a power law
function [2, 29] and more general functions [18]. However, these
approaches implicitly assume that the information for the tasks is
uniformly distributed over data samples and cannot evaluate the
effectiveness of biased training datasets such that specific data sam-
ples are not obtained. Gupta et al. [10] have presented a toolkit for
assessing various qualities of training datasets, such as class overlap.
Since building the toolkit using several metrics is out of our research
scope, we do not compare our metric with this toolkit. While Sheng
et al. [32] investigates labeling quality and propose repeated label-
ing, we focus on input data points rather than target labels.

PE in deep learning. Some studies have applied the concept of
PE to deep learning [14, 24, 34, 41] for various purposes. Nar and
Sastry [24] and Sridhar et al. [34] have introduced the concept of
PE in the dynamics of gradient descent, and Lekang and Lamperski
[14] have investigated the PE condition for the rectified linear unit
(ReLU) activation. To the best of our knowledge, this is the first
study to investigate the relation between the performance of the
deep SSMs with the spectrum of intermediate signals.

3 Proposed Metrics

Deep SSMs require a larger data sample size than traditional models,
e.g., ARIMA for time-series data, and the necessary quality of train-
ing datasets is not known. We consider the following problem: Let
ung_l = [ug, . .,u(}_l] and yo.7-1 = [y0, - .., y7—1] be input data
point and the target output, respectively. An L-layer deep SSM is
trained on training dataset {(ug:T_l, yO:T—l)n}fl\jzl by the objective
function ﬁ Zﬁl .E(yOL:Tfl,y():T_l) where y(ﬁT71 is output of the
deep SSM. Can the training dataset be evaluated with respect to the
performance of deep SSMs?

As discussed in Sections 2.2 and 2.3, we are able to compare the
given training datasets (input and output signals) for system identi-
fication of linear systems in terms of optimality and PE before the
parameter estimation. However, deep SSMs are generally nonlinear
dynamical systems because ¢ contains nonlinear functions. This
makes their performance difficult to predict in advance of training.
Even so, linear dynamics of SSMs in the models are dominant in
the dynamics of S4 and S5 because the state transition of each layer
is linear computations. Thus, we hypothesize that the spectrum of
the input signal for each intermediate SSM is related to the training
performance like the optimal input design and the PE condition.

However, the optimal input design and PE condition are difficult
to apply to deep SSMs directly. Since we have no a priori knowledge
of the target SSMs, we do not know M and cannot use the objective
of optimal input design Eq. (7). Regarding PE, the computation of
rank(7,,: (d)) is numerically unstable and incurs high computation
costs. Thus, we consider the alternative computation by using the
magnitudes of frequency components.



This section presents our proposed metric and explains why it
is expected to correlate with performance through its relationship
with optimal input design and PE.

3.1 K-spectral Metric

We propose the K-spectral metric R(Ur, K), which is the sum of
the top-K magnitudes of FFT of normalized input signals:

R(ULK)= > |1, (14)
ketopk(UT,K)

where topk(S, K) is the function that outputs the index set that has
indices of the largest K elements for S. Ut = [|Uyl,. .., | Ur-1]]"
is the magnitudes of the frequency components as

= 27s

7N o ot ZEES o T
U Zute , forw T ,5=0, ,T—1. (15)

=0
#; is the normalized intermediate signal @; =u; /||ug.7—1||2 where
ug.r—1=[uo, ..., ur—_1]". Note that we omit the superscript of [ for
simplicity. Since a deep SSM can have multiple SSM layers and dj,
intermediate signals in one layer, we average the K-spectral metric
over all intermediate signals as:

N«m
_ 1 < -
R= R(U7T,K), 16
Nssm; (UT.K) (16)

where Nggm is the number of input signals for SSMs in a deep
SSMs. If lssm is the number of SSM layers, Ngsm = dinlssm- The
hyperparameter K is set to d as explained in Section 3.1.2. If R
correlates with the test performance, we can use R as the metric of
training datasets to estimate whether a training dataset has useful
information for the task. R is expected to correlate with performance
because of the following two relationships.

3.1.1 Relationship with Optimal Input Design. The optimal input
design suggests that the spectrum @, (w) for continuous-time sig-
nals determines the optimality of input signals, i.e., training datasets,
to estimate parameters as Eqs. (7) and (8). On the other hand, the
K-spectral metric is based on the spectral density |Zfj| for discrete-
time signals because SSMs inside DNNs are always discrete-time
systems. Although the spectrum for continuous-time signals and
the spectrum for discrete-time signals are different, they evaluate
the effectiveness of training datasets through the magnitudes of the
frequency domain rather than its phase, i.e., specific waveforms.
The spectrum of Eq. (8) is weighted by M because system identi-
fication often uses a priori knowledge of the target system. On the
other hand, the K-spectral metric (Eq. (14)) computes the sum of the
spectral density of K points without weighting because we have
no a priori knowledge. Thus, a high K-spectral metric indicates
that the input signals are optimal for estimating SSMs that have
uniformly broad sensitivity M across frequency domains. In other
words, if the SSMs should have a uniform sensitivity to solve a task,
the K-spectral metric should become high, i.e., the K-spectral met-
ric positively correlates with the performance. On the other hand,
if the SSMs should have a non-uniform sensitivity after training,
the K-spectral should be low, i.e., the K-spectral metric negatively
correlates with the performance. While correlation coefficients can
be both positive and negative, our method can be used to estimate
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the performance because we observed that the absolute values of
correlation coefficients are high enough in Section 4.

3.1.2  Relationship with PE. A sinusoidal signal is persistently ex-
citing of order two, and the sum of m sinusoidal signals satisfies PE
of 2m. Conversely, if the input signal contains m sinusoidal signals
(i.e., spectrum is nonzero at 2m points) this signal satisfies PE of
order 2m. In other words, PE of higher order corresponds to more
frequency components in the inputs. If || > 0 for K points in
frequency domain, input signals have K frequency components
and are expected to satisfy PE of order K. We set K to d since SISO
SSMs with d states require input signals satisfying the PE of at least
order d. |Us| of the real signal is symmetric for s, but we use all of
them. The K-spectral metric has the following property:

Theorem 3.1. R(U7,K) in Eq. (14) achieves the maximum value
Ry = maxgy, R(’l:h:,K) if and only 1f|iLI,| = |Uj| foralli,j €
topk(UT,K), and |U;| = 0 fori ¢ topk(UT,K).

The proof is provided in Appendix A. This theorem indicates
that the K-spectral metric has the maximum value if the magni-
tudes at K points in the frequency domain have the same values
and the others are zero. This implies that if input signals are persis-
tently exciting of higher order, our metric R(, K) also becomes
higher for sufficiently large K. Since the K-spectral metric measures
the informativeness of input signals without the difficulty of rank
computation, we use it for evaluating the training dataset quality.

Fig. 2 shows how K-spectral metric of K = 12 works for four
multiple sinusoidal signals: u; =Y, clsin(2mst /T+s) fori=1,..., 4.
s is randomly selected phase shift. We set ¢k = 1 for six randomly
selected points of s for Signal 1 (i = 1), three randomly selected
points of s for Signal 2, and twelve randomly selected points of s
for Signal 3. For Signal 4, we set ¢t = 1 for randomly selected three
points and ¢} = 0.5 for randomly selected three points of s. We
can see that Signal 1 achieves the highest K-spectral metric and
the order is Signal 1 > Signal 4 > Signal 3 > Signal 2. This result
follows Theorem 3.1: K-spectral metric becomes the largest when
the signal has a uniform spectrum for K points. Signal 1 satisfies
the PE condition of K =12 since one sinusoidal signal has two of
the PE condition. Since Signal 2 does not satisfy the PE condition
of K = 12, its K-spectral metric has the lowest value. When the
signal has PE of higher order than K (Signal 3), our metric becomes
small. This characteristic is different from the PE condition. As
explained in Section 3.1.1, the K-spectral metric is uesd to evaluate
the intermediate signals in terms of the optimality once the input
signal satisfies the PE condition.

3.2 Implementation of K-spectral Metric

Since deep SSMs generally contain learnable layers before SSMs,
the learned layers affect the spectrum of the intermediate signals
to train SSMs. Thus, the training dataset affects the intermediate
signals through both the current data sequence and layers learned
past data sequences. In other words, even if the intermediate signals
are not optimal before training, the training dataset can make layers
generate the optimal intermediate signals through the training,
which means that the training dataset has sufficient information
to solve the task. Thus, our metric is measured with parameter
updates.
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Figure 2: K-spectral metrics for four multiple sinusoidal signals ul = ¥ cisin(27st/T) for four settings i = 1,...,4. (a) plots

K-spectral metrics for these signals. (b)-(e) are the waveforms (top), || by FFT (middle), and sorted |Ur| of signals (bottom).
When a signal has the flat spectrum for K = 12 points, our metric achieves the highest.

Algorithm 1 is the computation of the K-spectral metric for one
data sequence uO:T_1 inside the computation of stochastic gradient
descent (SGD). In this algorithm, we assume that the problem has
the target output y; and loss function £(y~, y;) for each time step ¢.
Lines 5-20 are the computation of the K-spectral metric for one data
sequence. Lines 7-13 are the forward propagation and computation
of the training loss £(0) = X, ¢ (yf, y¢). In this computation, the
(l),:lT— 1
to the normalized signals aO’:lT—l in Line 17. In Line 18, the K-spectral
metric is computed for each signal and Line 19 averages it over
SSMs. Finally, our metric is averaged over data sequences in Line 24
of Algorithm 1, and thus, it is affected by the updates of weights for
mini-batchs. This enables us to evaluate the training data to take
into account the effect of training the learnable layers before SSMs.

We recommend using the K-spectral metric after the first epoch
since the training dataset needs to be evaluated as early as possi-
ble. Experiments show that the K-spectral metric at the first epoch
highly correlates with the performance. If we use the K-spectral met-
ric for another objective, e.g., using the metric for active learning,
the K-spectral metric at another epoch might be useful. Though we
do not evaluate our metric in such tasks, we evaluate how our metric
at each epoch correlates with the performance in Section 4.4.1.

intermediate signal u for each SSM is stored, and we apply FFT

4 Experiments

We conducted experiments to evaluate the effectiveness of the
K-spectral metric in system identification, classification, and fore-
casting of time series data. If our metric at the early epoch highly
correlates with the test performance after training, it can evaluate
the effectiveness of training data before full-training.

First, we investigate the effectiveness of the proposed metric
through nonlinear identification problem using S4 in Section 4.2.
We generated various input signals for identification since we need
to apply the input signals and observe output signals for identifi-
cation problems as explained in Section 2.2. Next, we solved the
classification task and forecasting tasks on public time-series data
in Section 4.3. We made various reduced training datasets and eval-
uated the correlation between the performance and the K-spectral
metric. Finally, we investigate behavior of the K-spectral metric in
training and the effect of K in Section 4.4.

Algorithm 1 K-spectral metric with SGD for one epoch

Require: Parameters 6, Dataset D, learning rate n, K
1: Initialization: D, =D, R=0, £ =0
2: while D, # @ do
3: Select a minibatch B from D, and D, = D¢ \B
4 for (ung_l,yOZT_l)n € B do

5: Initialization: £™(0)=0, R" =0, Nssm =0, y? :u?
6: fort=0,...T—1do
7: fori=1,...,Ldo
8: ul =1 (yih)
9: if If the [-th layer is SSM then
10: yf,xi = SSMs(xi_l, uﬁ, )
11: else
12 yi = i(u}, 0"
13: L(6) = L(6) +£(yr. yr)
14: for/=1,...,Ldo
15: if If the [-th layer is SSM then
16: fori=1,...,d;, do
17 Ul = FFT([af’,....akt )
18: R(UF . K) = L cropk(T14 K) rull{l'
19: R" = i (NeamR" + R(UG K))
20: Ngsm = Ngsm + 1
21: [=[+%L"(0)
22: R=R+R"
2 0=0-nVeymL
24: R= £+ R

|DJ ~
25: Return 0, R

4.1 Common setup
We set K to the number of states d.

4.1.1 Models. We used S4 [9] for system identification, classifica-
tion, and forecasting problems and used S5 [33] for classification
problems. For the system identification problem, we used three-
layer deep SSMs, which are composed of one SSM layer and two
input and output linear layers with SiLU activation functions. The
length of state vectors of all layers was set to four. For classification



and forecasting problems, we used the public codes?® provided by
the authors of [9] and [33]. We used S4 with Informer [42], which
is also included in the code, for forecasting tasks. Hyperparameters
of these experiments are the same as those in these codes. Note
that S5 was not evaluated in the forecasting tasks in the original
paper [33], and we did not use it. Hyperparameters of SSM layers
are varied for each task, and they are listed in Appendix C.

4.1.2 Baseline Methods. As a baseline, we used the number of data
samples (dataset size) and validation loss after the first epoch. The re-
lationship between performance and the dataset size can fit a power
law function [2, 18, 29]. While dataset size is known before training,
the proposed method requires training for one epoch. As a such
baseline, we used validation loss at the first epoch as another base-
line metric for evaluating training datasets. If the training dataset is
insufficient, it is not known whether these baseline metrics are valid.

4.1.3  Metric for Evaluation of Metrics. To evaluate the K-spectral
metric R, we used correlation coefficients between the performance
metric and R. For example, in a classification problem with six sets
of [20%, 40%, 60%, 80%, 95%, 99%] reduced datasets, we compute

Xi (ACCi—ﬁd ZiACCi)(Ri—ﬁd ZiRi)

p= - —, (17)
Zi (Acei— 57 5 Acei)? 5 (Ri= ;i Ri)?

where Acc; and R; are test accuracy and the proposed metric for the
i-th dataset, respectively. Ny is the number of datasets, i.e., Ngy=6
in this example. System identification problems and forecasting
tasks use mean squared error (MSE) instead of accuracy.

4.2 System Identification

The major difference between system identification and machine
learning is that system identification involves creating a training
dataset, where we apply input signals to a physical system and
observe its output signals. The optimal input design is not obvious
when the target is an unknown nonlinear system. In this experi-
ment, we evaluate the metrics of the training dataset when we train
deep SSMs for modeling two ground-truth systems that have linear
dynamics and static non-linearity.

4.2.1 Setup. We assume that the true systems are a Wiener model [3,
38] and Hammerstein model [3, 5] with the additive Gaussian noise.
The Wiener-model has the static nonlinear component after the lin-
ear dynamical system. Following [3, 38], we used the mathematical
model for the control valve for fluid flow:

_0.1044g1+0.0883q >
(1) = 74385 70 606552 4 (1>

- ()

y ( t) - m (1 8)
where u(t),v(t), and y(t) are the signal applied to the stem, the stem
position, and the resulting flow, respectively. On the other hand, the
Hammerstein-model is also composed of the static nonlinear compo-
nent and linear system but nonlinearity is before the linear system.
Following [3, 5], we used the polynomial nonlinearity with FIR:

o(t) = X2, piut(t)
y(t) =38, O0(t — i) (19)

Zhttps://github.com/state-spaces/s4
3https://github.com/lindermanlab/S5
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Table 1: Correlation coefficients between MSE of test datasets
and each metric on identification problems using S4.

Wiener Model Hammerstein Model
TestinputI TestinputIl Testinputl Test inputII
Dataset size N/A N/A N/A N/A
Valid. loss -0.28 £0.12 -0.15+0.04 -0.14+0.4 0.0+£0.3
R 0.53+0.09 0.70+0.04 0.61+0.04 0.6+0.2

where p=1[1,3,2]" and 8 = [1,2,0.3,4,1,1,1,0.5] .

Training datasets are generated by applying input signals u(t) to
the above models and observing y(t). We observed each input and
output signal {(uz, yt)}}g‘ioo and used {(us, yr) §2§° as a training
dataset and {(u, y) }g%%%l as a validation dataset. The number
of time steps T for the test set is also set to 10,000. To prepare
training datasets with various bias, input signals are generated to

have different frequencies as follows:

Training datasets We made 5,000 training datasets for compu-
tation of the correlation coefficients. We generated 5,000 input
signals and observed the output signal for each input signal.
The i-th input signal has i frequency components:

u(r) =c Zj.;(l) sin( 2”?” + 4HT%) (20)

where w; and ¢/ are sampled from U(0,T/2). ¢ € R is set to

satisfy ”"8:T—1 |2 = 100. y; is obtained by applying u°(¢) to
the ground-truth systems (Egs. (18) and (19)).

Test datasets Since we do not know input signals for the run-
ning plants and controlled fluid flow in advance, test input sig-
nals should be different from training input signals for nonlin-
ear system identification problems. We prepared two input sig-
nals as the test dataset. Test input I is the same as the input sig-
nals (Eq. (20)) when i = 5000. Test input I is a signal that takes
a constant value sampled from a uniform distribution U (-1, 1)
for each interval. We set the length of the interval to 20 and T
to 10,000. Finally, u°(t) is normalized to satisfy ||u8:T_1||2 =
100. We observed the true output signals for each input signal.

We evaluate MSE between the true outputs and the outputs of
deep SSMs after the training of each training datasets and compute
p with 5000 training datasets (N; = 5000) by Eq. (17).

4.2.2  Results. Tab. 1lists the correlation coefficients between the K-
spectral metric and MSE for the test dataset and between baselines
and MSE. The K-spectral metric achieves the highest absolute values
of correlation coefficients among the metrics. Validation loss does
not correlate with the test loss because a validation dataset is a
subset of a training dataset: if a training dataset is biased and does
not have sufficient information to identify nonlinear systems, the
behavior of validation loss is different from the behavior of test
loss. Since dataset sizes T are constant across training datasets,
correlation coefficients cannot be computed. This is a drawback of
using dataset size to evaluate the effectiveness of training datasets.
In contrast, the K-spectral metric can evaluate the effectiveness of
training datasets even when the training dataset sizes are constant
and the data collection is biased.
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Table 2: Correlation coefficients between test accuracy and each metric on classification problems. We compute the coefficients
on only (i) randomly reduced training datasets, only (ii) training datasets lacking some classes, and joint sets of datasets (i) + (ii).

Models Metrics CIFAR10 ListOps Speech Commands
(i) S5 Dataset size 0.901 £ 0.006 0.785 £ 0.009 0.69 + 0.01
Valid. Acc. 0.88 +0.05 0.86 + 0.04 0.79 £ 0.04
R 0.985 + 0.004 -0.87 £ 0.08 0.91 +0.01
S4 Dataset size 0.901 £ 0.005 0.849 + 0.005 0.79 £ 0.01
Valid. Acc. 0.97 £0.01 0.78 £ 0.03 0.88 +0.02
R 0.88 +0.03 -0.80 £ 0.03 -0.4+0.2
(i) S5 Dataset size  0.9991 #0.0001  0.998 +0.002  0.999988 + 7 X 10~°
Valid. Acc. -0.93 +0.01 -0.91 £ 0.02 0.1+0.7
R 0.982 £ 0.01 -0.940 + 0.05 0.73 £ 0.07
S4 Dataset size  0.9992 £ 0.0002 0.999 + 0.001 0.99992 + 3 X 107
Valid. Acc. -0.93 +0.01 -0.6+0.4 -0.8+0.1
R 0.993 £ 0.002 -0.91+0.03 -0.89 £ 0.01
()+ (@) S5  Datasetsize  0.70 £ 0.02 0.525 + 0.008 0.338 + 0.006
Valid. Acc. -0.36 + 0.06 -0.17 £ 0.1 -0.20 £ 0.05
R 0.77 £0.01 -0.6 £0.1 0.44 £ 0.01
S4 Dataset size 0.64 + 0.02 0.48 +0.01 0.37 £ 0.01
Valid. Acc. -0.38 £ 0.01 -0.3+0.1 -0.14 £ 0.03
R 0.84 +0.02 -0.809 + 0.007 -0.49 + 0.06

4.3 Classification and Forecasting

4.3.1 Setup. We used CIFAR10 [13], ListOps [23], and Speech Com-
mands (SC) [36] for classification problems of time-series data fol-
lowing [9, 33]. To evaluate metrics on datasets with various bias,
we prepared (i) randomly reduced datasets and (ii) datasets lack-
ing certain class data. For (i), we used [20%, 40%, 60%, 80%, 95%,
99%] of the training datasets. Validation datasets are subsets of
these reduced training datasets. For (ii), we first apply validation
split following the previous works [9, 33] and randomly removed
[2,4,...,10] target labels and their data for CIFAR10 and ListOps,
and [7,14,...,35] target labels for SC. In all cases, the full test
datasets were used for the performance metrics. Thus, the last layer
of the model was designed to produce outputs for all classes even
when certain classes were missing from the training dataset.

For forecasting tasks, we used Weather, ECL, ETTh;, and ETTm;
[35, 43] following [9]. In the forecasting tasks, we only used ran-
domly reduced datasets because it is difficult to remove data on the
basis of a certain target labels from regression tasks. Additionally,
since the training dataset for the forecasting task specifies a specific
interval of a continuous dataset, it was difficult to reduce training
datasets in the same way as classification problems. Several inter-
vals were randomly removed from each training dataset to make
them as equally sized as possible. As a result, sizes for the datasets
were as following: [3000, 6500, 10000, 13500, 17050, 20550, 24050]
for Weather, [2150, 4750, 7400, 10000, 12650, 15300, 17900] for ECL,
[950, 1650, 2400, 3800, 4550, 5250, 6000] for ETTh;, [5250, 8150,
11000, 16800, 19650, 22550, 25400] for ETTm;. The original full test
datasets were used for the performance metrics.

4.3.2  Correlation between K-spectral Metric and Performance. Tab. 2
lists the correlation coefficients between test accuracy and each met-
ric for classification problems, and Tab. 3 lists the correlation coeffi-
cients between test MSE and each metric for forecasting problems.

In Tab. 2, we compute correlation coefficients p on three sets
of training datasets: (i) randomly reduced datasets, (ii) datasets
lacking certain classes, and the joint set of (i) and (ii). Regarding
dataset size, the correlation coefficients are large when using only
(i) and only (ii). Especially, the relationship between dataset size
and the performance of (ii) is almost linear. This is because test
accuracy linearly decreases when training datasets lack classes
one by one. However, for the joint set of training datasets (i)+(ii),
dataset size loses the linear correlation. Additionally, dataset size
does not necessarily correlate highly with the performance for
only (i) because the relation is a power law rather than a linear
correlation [29]. Validation accuracy moderately correlates with
the performance in the case of (i). However, it is not very useful
metric in the case of (ii) because validation datasets are affected by
the lack of information for the task in training datasets. As a result,
it does not correlate with the performance to evaluate the joint set.

On the other hand, our metric has large absolute values of corre-
lation coefficients (> 0.7) in most cases when using only (i) or (ii).
Though the absolute values of coefficients are not always larger
than those of dataset size and validation accuracy, this result indi-
cates that the spectra of intermediate signals are correlated with
the performance. Furthermore, for the joint set of training datasets
(i)+(ii), our metric achieves the highest absolute values of correla-
tion coeflicients. Since practical data analyses can suffer from mixed
quality such as training datasets lack information to solve the task



Table 3: Correlation coefficients between test accuracy and
each metric on forecasting problems using S4. To calculate
the coefficients, we used randomly sampled training datasets.

Datasets Weather ECL ETTh; ETTm;
Dataset size -0.632 +0.005 -0.71+0.02 -0.782+0.008 -0.85=+0.01
Valid. loss 0.95 £ 0.06 09+0.1 0.993 +£0.02 0.943 +£0.02
R 0.94 + 0.03 09+0.1 0.8 +£0.1 0.93 +£0.03

uniformly and biasedly, this result implies our metric helps data
collection of new tasks of time-series data analysis applications.

The K-spectral metric can have negative correlation coefficients.
This implies that SSMs should have non-uniform sensitivity in the
frequency domain for good performance because the K-spectral
metric becomes large when target SSMs have sensitivity uniformly
in frequency domain as discussed in Section 3.1.1. Even so, since
the absolute values are larger than those of dataset size, we can use
the K-spectral metric as the performance metric after observing at
least two datasets.

Tab. 3 lists the correlation coefficients of metrics in forecasting
problems. The dataset size and the performance are negatively cor-
related since a smaller MSE indicates a better performance. On the
other hand, the proposed metric and validation loss are positively
correlated. The absolute values of their correlation coefficients are
larger than those of the dataset size. This indicates that the vali-
dation loss and proposed metric are linearly correlated with the
performance. This result also supports that our metric can evaluate
the effectiveness of training data and that its effectiveness is com-
parable to the validation loss when training datasets can uniformly
lack the information to solve the task. Since our metric is computed
on training datasets at the first epoch, we can estimate the test
performance by using our metric without full-training. This can
accelerate the practical use of deep SSMs on time-series data.

4.4 Characteristics of K-spectral Metric

In this section, we investigate the characteristics of the K-spectral
metric in detailed. We used S5 with (i) randomly reduced training
datasets on classification problems for computation of p.

4.4.1 How does K-spectral Metric Change in Training? As men-
tioned in Section 3.2, ui is affected by training of the I’ <I-th learn-
able layers. This also affects the performance, and thus, our metric
should consider this effect. Thus, we evaluate our metric against
epoch. Fig. 3 plots the correlation coefficients between R and the
test accuracy in classification problems using S5. For the 0-th epoch,
we evaluate R of deep SSMs with random weights before training.
Early in the training (the 1st-5th epochs), correlation coefficients
tend to have large values. Especially, on CIFAR10 and SC, the cor-
relation coefficients achieve about one. This indicates that the flat
spectrum early in the training is necessary to train S5. Intriguingly,
the correlation coefficients are about -1.0 in the middle of training.
This indicates that intermediate signals should have non-uniform
spectra like Fig. 2(e). This implies that there is a specific important
frequency area in the frequency response of SSMs to solve the tasks.

Since the absolute values are almost one, the performance and
our metric have a linear relationship. This result indicates that even
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Figure 3: p of R against Epochs in training S5 on (i).
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Figure 4: |p| of R against K in training S5 on (i).

if SSMs are inside DNNs, we can use the spectrum to evaluate the
datasets like the concept of optimal input design and PE. Unlike linear
system identification, datasets are difficult to optimize to maximize
or minimize the K-spectral metric. Even so, we might use this metric
for datasets comparison, the evaluation of data augmentations, or
active learning. The evaluation of training datasets at just one
epoch instead of full-training enables efficient development of the
time-series data analysis applications with deep SSMs.

4.4.2 Effect of K. In the above experiment, we set K to the number
of the states d because the identification problem of a SISO SSM
with d states requires the PE of order at least d. This section gives
the results of other settings K =djy, d/2, and 2d. In most cases, di,
is larger than d (Appendix C). Fig. 4 plots the absolute values of
correlation coefficients |p| against K. Since K =d has the largest or
the second largest value of | p|, our setup policy of K works well. The
setting of K=d/2 also has large |p|. This implies that the number
of important frequencies might be less than d for these tasks. The
setting of K =2d is not good choice although it is larger than d. This
is because PE of higher order is not necessarily better once the PE
condition is satisfied. In addition, K-spectral metric becomes larger
when signals have the flat spectrum, but the optimal spectrum can
be non-uniform as discussed in Section 4.4.1. Note that p has a
negative value in some cases, and we used |p| to improve visibility.

5 Conclusion

In this paper, we investigate the relationship between the perfor-
mance of deep neural networks with state space models (deep SSMs)
and frequency components of intermediate signals. We proposed
the K-spectral metric on the intermediate signals to evaluate a train-
ing dataset. Experiments revealed that, although deep SSMs are
nonlinear systems, the K-spectral metric is highly correlated with
the performance. Since our metric does not consider the desired
SSMs after training, it has high value for the flat spectrum whereas
the optimal input design considers sensitivity of linear systems. In
future work, we will investigate an evaluation metric considering
the suitable SSMs.



Evaluating Time-Series Training Dataset through Lens of Spectrum in Deep State Space Models

References

[1] Masanao Aoki and RM Staley. 1970. On input signal synthesis in parameter
identification. Automatica 6, 3 (1970), 431-440.

[2] Yasaman Bahri, Ethan Dyer, Jared Kaplan, Jachoon Lee, and Utkarsh Sharma.
2021. Explaining neural scaling laws. arXiv preprint arXiv:2102.06701 (2021).

[3] Silvina I Biagiola and José L Figueroa. 2009. Wiener and Hammerstein uncertain
models identification. Mathematics and Computers in Simulation 79, 11 (2009),
3296-3313.

[4] Philippe Esling and Carlos Agon. 2012. Time-series data mining. ACM Computing
Surveys (CSUR) 45, 1 (2012), 1-34.

[5] Paola Falugi, Laura Giarré, and Giovanni Zappa. 2005. Approximation of the
feasible parameter set in worst-case identification of Hammerstein models. Au-
tomatica 41, 6 (2005), 1017-1024.

[6] Karan Goel, Albert Gu, Chris Donahue, and Christopher Ré. 2022. It’s raw! audio
generation with state-space models. In Proc. ICML. PMLR, 7616-7633.

[7] Albert Gu, Tri Dao, Stefano Ermon, Atri Rudra, and Christopher Ré. 2020. Hippo:
Recurrent memory with optimal polynomial projections. Proc. NeurIPS 33 (2020),
1474-1487.

[8] Albert Gu, Karan Goel, Ankit Gupta, and Christopher Ré. 2022. On the param-
eterization and initialization of diagonal state space models. Proc. NeurIPS 35
(2022), 35971-35983.

[9] Albert Gu, Karan Goel, and Christopher Re. 2022. Efficiently Modeling Long
Sequences with Structured State Spaces. In Proc. ICLR.

[10] Nitin Gupta, Shashank Mujumdar, Hima Patel, Satoshi Masuda, Naveen Panwar,
Sambaran Bandyopadhyay, Sameep Mehta, Shanmukha Guttula, Shazia Afzal,
Ruhi Sharma Mittal, et al. 2021. Data quality for machine learning tasks. In
Proceedings of the 27th ACM SIGKDD conference on knowledge discovery & data
mining. 4040-4041.

[11] Hrayr Harutyunyan, Hrant Khachatrian, David C Kale, Greg Ver Steeg, and Aram

Galstyan. 2019. Multitask learning and benchmarking with clinical time series

data. Scientific data 6, 1 (2019), 96.

Dominik Kreuzberger, Niklas Kiihl, and Sebastian Hirschl. 2023. Machine learning

operations (MLOps): Overview, definition, and architecture. IEEE Access 11 (2023),

31866-31879.

[13] Alex Krizhevsky and Geoffrey Hinton. 2009. Learning multiple layers of features

from tiny images. Technical Report.

Tyler Lekang and Andrew Lamperski. 2022. Sufficient conditions for persistency

of excitation with step and relu activation functions. In 2022 IEEE 61st Conference

on Decision and Control (CDC). IEEE, 2025-2030.

[15] T Warren Liao. 2005. Clustering of time series data—a survey. Pattern recognition
38, 11 (2005), 1857-1874.

[16] Yi Liu, Sahil Garg, Jiangtian Nie, Yang Zhang, Zehui Xiong, Jiawen Kang, and
M Shamim Hossain. 2020. Deep anomaly detection for time-series data in
industrial IoT: A communication-efficient on-device federated learning approach.
IEEE Internet of Things Journal 8, 8 (2020), 6348-6358.

[17] L.Ljung. 1999. System Identification: Theory for the User. Prentice Hall PTR.

[18] Rafid Mahmood, James Lucas, David Acuna, Daiqing Li, Jonah Philion, Jose M
Alvarez, Zhiding Yu, Sanja Fidler, and Marc T Law. 2022. How much more data do
ineed? estimating requirements for downstream tasks. In Proc. CVPR. 275-284.

[19] Yasuko Matsubara and Yasushi Sakurai. 2019. Dynamic modeling and fore-
casting of time-evolving data streams. In Proceedings of the 25th ACM SIGKDD
International Conference on Knowledge Discovery & Data Mining. 458—-468.

[20] Raman Mehra. 1974. Optimal input signals for parameter estimation in dynamic
systems-Survey and new results. IEEE transactions on automatic control 19, 6
(1974), 753-768.

[21] IM Mithun, Shravan Mohan, and Bharath Bhikkaji. 2015. D-optimal input design
for identification of a continuous system using sum of squares polynomial. In
Proc. ECC. IEEE, 2027-2031.

[12

[14

[22] Koichi Miyazaki, Masato Murata, and Tomoki Koriyama. 2023. Structured State
Space Decoder for Speech Recognition and Synthesis. In Proc. ICASSP. IEEE, 1-5.
[23] Nikita Nangia and Samuel R Bowman. 2018. Listops: A diagnostic dataset for

latent tree learning. arXiv preprint arXiv:1804.06028 (2018).

[24] Kamil Nar and S Shankar Sastry. 2019. Persistency of excitation for robustness
of neural networks. arXiv preprint arXiv:1911.01043 (2019).

[25] Sanjay Purushotham, Chuizheng Meng, Zhengping Che, and Yan Liu. 2018.
Benchmarking deep learning models on large healthcare datasets. Journal of
biomedical informatics 83 (2018), 112-134.

[26] Daniel E Rivera, Hyunjin Lee, Martin W Braun, and Hans D Mittelmann. 2003.
"Plant-Friendly" system identification: a challenge for the process industries.
IFAC Proceedings Volumes 36, 16 (2003), 891-896.

[27] YujiRoh, Geon Heo, and Steven Euijong Whang. 2019. A survey on data collection

for machine learning: a big data-ai integration perspective. IEEE Transactions on

Knowledge and Data Engineering 33, 4 (2019), 1328-1347.

Cristian R Rojas, James S Welsh, Graham C Goodwin, and Arie Feuer. 2007.

Robust optimal experiment design for system identification. Automatica 43, 6

(2007), 993-1008.

[28

[29] Jonathan S. Rosenfeld, Amir Rosenfeld, Yonatan Belinkov, and Nir Shavit. 2020.
A Constructive Prediction of the Generalization Error Across Scales. In Proc.
ICLR. https://openreview.net/forum?id=ryenvpEKDr

[30] Nicholas I Sapankevych and Ravi Sankar. 2009. Time series prediction using
support vector machines: a survey. IEEE computational intelligence magazine 4,
2 (2009), 24-38.

[31] Omer Berat Sezer, Mehmet Ugur Gudelek, and Ahmet Murat Ozbayoglu. 2020.
Financial time series forecasting with deep learning: A systematic literature
review: 2005-2019. Applied soft computing 90 (2020), 106181.

[32] Victor S Sheng, Foster Provost, and Panagiotis G Ipeirotis. 2008. Get another
label? improving data quality and data mining using multiple, noisy labelers.
In Proceedings of the 14th ACM SIGKDD international conference on Knowledge
discovery and data mining. 614-622.

[33] Jimmy TH Smith, Andrew Warrington, and Scott W Linderman. 2023. Simplified

state space layers for sequence modeling. Proc. ICLR (2023).

Kaustubh Sridhar, Oleg Sokolsky, Insup Lee, and James Weimer. 2022. Improving

neural network robustness via persistency of excitation. In 2022 American Control

Conference (ACC). IEEE, 1521-1526.

[35] Artur Trindade. 2015. ElectricityLoadDiagrams20112014. UCI Machine Learning
Repository. DO https://doi.org/10.24432/C58C86.

[36] Pete Warden. 2018. Speech commands: A dataset for limited-vocabulary speech
recognition. arXiv preprint arXiv:1804.03209 (2018).

[37] Qingsong Wen, Linxiao Yang, Tian Zhou, and Liang Sun. 2022. Robust Time

Series Analysis and Applications: An Industrial Perspective. In Proceedings of

the 28th ACM SIGKDD Conference on Knowledge Discovery and Data Mining

(Tutorial). 4836-4837.

Torbjérn Wigren. 1993. Recursive prediction error identification using the

nonlinear Wiener model. Automatica 29, 4 (1993), 1011-1025.

Chunjing Xiao, Zehua Gou, Wenxin Tai, Kunpeng Zhang, and Fan Zhou.

2023. Imputation-based time-series anomaly detection with conditional weight-

incremental diffusion models. In Proceedings of the 29th ACM SIGKDD Conference

on Knowledge Discovery and Data Mining. 2742-2751.

Jiawen Zhang, Shun Zheng, Wei Cao, Jiang Bian, and Jia Li. 2023. Warpformer:

A multi-scale modeling approach for irregular clinical time series. In Proceedings

of the 29th ACM SIGKDD Conference on Knowledge Discovery and Data Mining.

3273-3285.

Tongjia Zheng and Cong Wang. 2017. Relationship between levels of persis-

tent excitation, architectures of neural networks and deterministic learning

performance. In 2017 36th Chinese Control Conference (CCC). IEEE, 2088-2093.

[42] Haoyi Zhou, Shanghang Zhang, Jieqi Peng, Shuai Zhang, Jianxin Li, Hui Xiong,

and Wancai Zhang. 2021. Informer: Beyond efficient transformer for long se-

quence time-series forecasting. Proc. AAAI 35, 12 (2021), 11106-11115.

Haoyi Zhou, Shanghang Zhang, Jieqi Peng, Shuai Zhang, Jianxin Li, Hui Xiong,

and Wancai Zhang. 2021. Informer: Beyond Efficient Transformer for Long Se-

quence Time-Series Forecasting. In The Thirty-Fifth AAAI Conference on Artificial

Intelligence, AAAI 2021, Virtual Conference, Vol. 35. AAAI Press, 11106-11115.

(34

@
&,

[39

[40

[41

[43

A Proof of Theorem 3.1

We proved Theorem 3.1 as follows:

ProOF. From Parseval's theorem, we have ¥, |u; [2=1 3 1Us|%.
Thus, we have Y |Us|?> =T for the normalized signal ii;. We con-
sider the maximization problem:

(L’; = argmaXqy,. Zketopk(’ilr,K) | U | (21)
subject to X1 U |? = T. (22)

From the constraint, it is obvious that the solution of U ? satisfies
|’Z:Il*| =0fori ¢ topk(UT,K). Let a = [ay,...,ax]" be a vector
composed of the top K of |Us|. This problem can be written the
problem: a* = argmax, 2115:1 aj. subject to ZIk(=1 ai =Tanda > 0.
It is easily solved by the method of Lagrange multiplier, and the
solution is a} = \/T/_K for Vi, which completes the proof. O

B Derivation of Objective Function for Optimal
Input Design

We explain the objective function of the optimal input design fol-
lowing [28]. We consider the system identification of the following
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system:

yr = G1(q, O)us + Ga(q, p)ey, (23)

where Gi(q, 0) and G2(q,y) is rational transfer functions for a
discrete system and noise, respectively. q is shift operator as qu; =
41 and ¢~ Y4y = uy—1. O and y are parameters. e; is zero mean
Gaussian white noise of variance o. For example, FIR of Eq. (11) is
written as:

d

Gi(g.0) =) 0ig™", (24)
i=1

Ga(gy) =1, (25)

and G2(q, y) = 1is also assumed in Eq. (8). By applying FFT to the
both sides of Eq. (23), we have

y(e7°T) = G1 (T, 0)u(e?T) + G2 (7T, ple(e!T).  (26)

Let yy.7 be observed outputs y1.7 = [y1, . .., yr], we have the fol-

lowing log likelihood:
T
T T 1 )
log p(y71B.ur.r) =~ log2m ~ — log o — ; 2 (27)

where g = [T, yT, o]7. Note that p(y1.7|B) is a Gaussian distribu-
tion because Eq. (23) is a linear dynamical system and stochastic
element is only e;. & is written as follows:

er = Ga(q.y) " [yr — Gi(q, O)uy] . (28)

Fisher information matrix for Eq. (27) is given by

o (alogmyl:ﬂﬁ))(alogpwl:ﬂﬂ))T}, (29)

yl:T‘ﬁ aﬁ 9 ﬁ

This matrix bounds the variance-covariance matrix of unbiased
estimators B from the Cramér Rao bound. From Eqs. (27) and (28),
we have

der Galgp)! [an(q, ) ot 9G1(q, 0) ut] C(G0)

e op op
We assume that e; and u; are uncorrelated. Then, Eq. (29) is written
as

M; O
M:[OlMZ], (31)
where M; is the part of the information matrix depending on the

input signals. M3 is independent of the input signals, and thus, it
cannot modified by the input design. M; is written as

15 (e, (9 \T

For the sufficiently large T — oo, we have the following equality
from the Parseval’s theorem:

M= lim %Mlaz % /O M(B,0)bu(0)dw,  (33)
where
M(B, ») (34)
jo jeo H
:Re{—aGl(;; .0) G2 (7, )| 72 [—acl(;; ’9)] } (35)

Kanai et al.

Table 4: Main hyperparameters of SSMs.

Models d  dip #oflayers
System identification S4 4 4 1
S4 64 512 6
ListOps S5 16 128 8
S4 4 256 6
SC S5 128 96 6
S4 64 128 6
Forecasting tasks S4 64 128 2
1 1 1
: MIIIIIQ hll'"iiQ M
s a0 025 50 e U 25 50
Layer Layer Layer
(a) CIFAR10 (b) ListOps (c) SC

Figure 5: |p| of R against Layers in training S5 on (i)+(ii).

Since we assume Gz(q,y) = 1 in the paper, Eq. (34) becomes

961 (;w, 0) [acl(;;w, 0) ]H} L 66

M(6,w) = Re{

Since it is difficult to use the matrix for the optimization problem,
the scalar function of M is used for the optimal input design.

We assume that there exists the true deep SSMs F(X;, u;, 6*) for
a task, and dataset is generated by the deterministic state transition
with stochastic components e;:

yr = F(X;—1 +epul, 0%). (37)

where X is concatenated state vectors of intermediate layers. Ad-
ditionally, we assume that transition functions of the state vec-
tors are SSM layers with additive Gaussian noise e; ~ N(0, 0):
yﬁ = clT*xf + Dl*ug + e;. Note that these assumptions do not
mean that the output of the deep SSMs y{“ follows normal dis-
tribution because deep SSMs contain nonlinearity before and after
SSMs: yf can follow complicated distributions even if the interme-
diate state vectors follow normal distributions. Under these con-
ditions, log p(yi:T|ﬂl, ui:T), which is the likelihood of the output
signals of the [-th SSM inside deep SSMs, is given by Eq. (27) where
ﬂl = [vec(Al)T, T, T D!, o]". Thus, if training of deep SSMs can
be considered as unbiased estimator of parameters of the I-th SSM
(AI, bl, cl, Dl), Eq. (29) can be used to bound the variance of the pa-
rameters of the /-th SSM. Therefore, we can apply the optimal input
design to identify SSMs inside DNNs under these assumptions.

C Hyperparameters of S4 and S5

Hyperparameters of S4 and S5 are listed in Tab. 4. The settings of
classification and forecasting are based on the public code of S4
and S5.
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D K-spectral Metric for Each Layer

K-spectral metric is averaged over SSMs in our method. This sec-
tion gives how K-spectral metric is different among layers. Fig. 5
plots absolute values of correlation coefficients for each layer when
using S5 on (i)+(ii). This figure shows that the early layers tend

to have high correlation coefficients. This might be because the
input signals of input-side layers are affected by the current data
sequence more than those of output-side layers. Whereas |p| of SC
is 0.44 for R on S5 in Tab. 2, |p| of the first layer is closed to one.
We will investigate the weighting average of the information of
spectrum over layers in our future work.
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