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Abstract

State-space models (SSMs), exemplified by S4, have in-
troduced a novel context modeling method by integrating
state-space techniques into deep learning. However, they
struggle with global context modeling due to their data-
independent matrices. The Mamba model addressed this with
data-dependent variants via the S6 selective-scan algorithm,
enhancing context modeling, especially for long sequences.
However, Mamba-based architectures are difficult to scale
with respect to the number of parameters, which is a major
limitation for vision applications. This paper addresses the
scalability issue of large SSMs for image classification and
action recognition without requiring additional techniques
like knowledge distillation. We analyze the distinct character-
istics of Mamba-based and Attention-based models, propos-
ing a Mamba-Attention interleaved architecture that enhances
scalability, robustness, and performance. We demonstrate
that the stable and efficient interleaved architecture resolves
the scalability issue of Mamba-based architectures for im-
ages and videos and increases robustness to common arti-
facts like JPEG compression. Our thorough evaluation on
the ImageNet-1K, Kinetics-400 and Something-Something-
v2 benchmarks demonstrates that our approach improves the
accuracy of state-of-the-art Mamba-based architectures by up
to +1.7.

1 Introduction
Various networks have been proposed for both image and
video recognition in recent years. These include convolu-
tional neural networks (Krizhevsky, Sutskever, and Hinton
2012; He et al. 2016; Carreira and Zisserman 2017; Fe-
ichtenhofer et al. 2019), vision Transformers (Dosovitskiy
et al. 2021; Arnab et al. 2021), and networks using fo-
cal modulation (Yang et al. 2022; Wasim et al. 2023). The
Attention-based Transformer models have dominated both
image and video recognition, either as pure Attention-based
models (Liu et al. 2021, 2022c; Arnab et al. 2021; Berta-
sius, Wang, and Torresani 2021; Yan et al. 2022) or as hybrid
models (Li et al. 2022a; Fan et al. 2021; Li et al. 2022b).

Recently, State-Space Models (SSMs) such as S4 (Gu,
Goel, and Ré 2022) have gained popularity as a new con-
text modeling method. They recurrently model context and
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Figure 1: Performance comparison with VideoMamba:
We compare the performance of our model with Video-
Mamba (Li et al. 2024), both with and without distillation,
on IN1K (Deng et al. 2009).

bring well-established techniques from state-space model-
ing to deep large models. However, S4 encountered a prob-
lem in terms of modeling global context due to the data-
independent nature of the input, state-transition, and output
matrices. To mitigate this issue, the Mamba (Gu and Dao
2023) model introduced the S6 selective-scan algorithm,
which uses data-dependent variants of the input and output
matrices. This improves the context modeling capabilities,
particularly on long sequences, and the approach has been
adapted to image tasks (Zhu et al. 2024; Liu et al. 2024b)
and in the recent work VideoMamba (Li et al. 2024) to the
video domain.

In this work, we investigate the property of vision SSMs,
where we focus on VideoMamba (Li et al. 2024) since it
is the largest vision SSM architecture and the only that can
be applied to videos, and make two key observations. First,
VideoMamba does not scale well with the amount of pa-
rameters as plotted in Figure 1. While the accuracy sub-
stantially increases as the number of parameters is increased
from 7M (tiny) to 25M (small) parameters, the accuracy only
slightly increases if the parameters are increased further to
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Figure 2: (a) Performance comparison of different networks on Gaussian blur corruption. (b) Performance comparison of
different networks on JPEG compression corruption.

75M (middle) parameters. To mitigate this issue, Li et al.
(2024) proposed to train first a small model and then use the
small model as the teacher for training a larger model using
distillation. While distillation improves the accuracy of the
middle-sized model, it does not solve the underlying prob-
lem. Increasing the parameters further to 98M (base) param-
eters again does not improve the results. The second obser-
vation is the higher sensitiveness of the Mamba-based net-
work to common corruptions and perturbations like image
blur or JPEG compression in comparison to vision Trans-
formers as shown in Figure 2. Both observations are major
limitations for practical applications. We therefore propose
a simple yet efficient Mamba-Attention interleaved architec-
ture, termed StableMamba, that resolves both issues. It im-
proves the robustness to common corruptions and perturba-
tions during inference (Hendrycks and Dietterich 2019) as
shown in Figure 2 and mitigates the scalability issue with-
out the need of cumbersome workarounds like distillation as
shown in Figure 1. In summary, the main contributions of
this paper are:

• We analyze the largest Mamba architecture for images
and video and present a simple yet efficient Mamba-
Attention interleaved architecture.

• We show that our approach resolves the scalability issue
and increases the robustness to various common corrup-
tions (Hendrycks and Dietterich 2019).

• We report improved performance for comparable meth-
ods for image classification on ImageNet-1K (Deng et al.
2009) and for action recognition on Kinetics-400 (Kay
et al. 2017) and Something-Something-v2 (Goyal et al.
2017).

2 Related Work
Image and Video Recognition: In the last decade, Con-
volutional Neural Networks (CNNs) have been the primary

choice for computer vision tasks. Starting with the introduc-
tion of AlexNet (Krizhevsky, Sutskever, and Hinton 2012),
the field has seen rapid advancements with notable archi-
tectures such as VGG (Simonyan and Zisserman 2015), In-
ception (Szegedy et al. 2015), ResNet (He et al. 2016), Mo-
bileNet (Howard et al. 2017), and EfficientNet (Tan and Le
2019) achieving improved performance on ImageNet (Deng
et al. 2009). Recently, ConvNeXt variants (Liu et al. 2022a;
Woo et al. 2023) and FocalNets (Yang et al. 2022) have up-
dated traditional 2D ConvNets with modern design elements
and training techniques, achieving performance compara-
ble to state-of-the-art models. At the same time, the Vision
Transformer (ViT) (Dosovitskiy et al. 2021), inspired by the
Transformer (Vaswani et al. 2017) for natural language pro-
cessing, and its variants such as DeiT (Touvron et al. 2021a),
Swin Transformer (Liu et al. 2021), and Swin Transformer
V2 (Liu et al. 2022c) have achieved very good results for
image classification.

For Video Recognition, early methods were feature-
based (Klaser, Marszałek, and Schmid 2008; Laptev and
Lindeberg 2003; Wang et al. 2013). Later, the success of
2D CNNs (Krizhevsky, Sutskever, and Hinton 2012; Si-
monyan and Zisserman 2015; He et al. 2016; Tan and Le
2019) on ImageNet (Deng et al. 2009) lead to their ap-
plication to video recognition (Karpathy et al. 2014; Ng
et al. 2015; Simonyan and Zisserman 2014). However, these
methods lacked temporal modeling capabilities. The release
of large-scale datasets such as Kinetics (Kay et al. 2017)
prompted 3D CNN based methods (Carreira and Zisser-
man 2017; Feichtenhofer, Pinz, and Wildes 2016; Tran et al.
2015). Since these were computationally expensive, vari-
ous methods were proposed to mitigate the issue (Feicht-
enhofer 2020; Sun et al. 2015; Szegedy et al. 2016; Tran
et al. 2018; Xie et al. 2018; Li et al. 2020b; Lin, Gan, and
Han 2019; Qiu et al. 2019; Feichtenhofer et al. 2019; Duan
et al. 2020; Li et al. 2020a; Wang et al. 2021). When the



ViT (Dosovitskiy et al. 2021) architecture became popular
in image recognition, it seamlessly made its way into the
video domain. Initial methods used Self-Attention in com-
bination with CNNs (Wang et al. 2018, 2020b; Kondratyuk
et al. 2021) while later works (Liu et al. 2022b; Arnab et al.
2021; Bertasius, Wang, and Torresani 2021; Yan et al. 2022;
Zhang et al. 2021; Patrick et al. 2021; Fan et al. 2021; Li
et al. 2022b; Patrick et al. 2021; Sharir, Noy, and Zelnik-
Manor 2021) introduced pure Transformer based architec-
tures. More recently, Video-FocalNets (Wasim et al. 2023)
proposed a Focal Modulation (Yang et al. 2022) extension
for videos, while Uniformer (Li et al. 2022a) proposed an
efficient hybrid architecture for video recognition. Very re-
cently, a key development in this area came with FlashAtten-
tion (Dao et al. 2022; Dao 2023), which presents a hardware-
aware implementation of the Attention algorithm, mitigating
the quadratic compute complexity issue of Attention-based
models.

State Space Models: Recently, State-Space Models
(SSMs), such as the Structured State-Space Model (S4 (Gu,
Goel, and Ré 2022)), have been presented as an alterna-
tive to Self-Attention (Vaswani et al. 2017) for efficient
modeling of long sequences with linear complexity. Vari-
ous variants building on the S4 architecture have also been
proposed, including S5 (Smith, Warrington, and Linder-
man 2023), H3 (Fu et al. 2023), and GSS (Mehta et al.
2022). However, the original S4 (Gu, Goel, and Ré 2022)
and its variants had a weakness compared to Self-Attention,
mainly because they did not have any input dependen-
cies. To mitigate this, Mamba (Gu and Dao 2023) pro-
posed an input-dependent state-space model alongside an
efficient hardware-optimized parallel selective scan mech-
anism (S6). Various works have been proposed in com-
puter vision applying Mamba to different downstream do-
mains. Two variants were initially proposed for image clas-
sification: Vim (Zhu et al. 2024) and VMamba (Liu et al.
2024b). Vim proposed an isotropic architecture with a bi-
directional scanning variant of Mamba (Gu and Dao 2023)
for effectively scanning the image token sequence. In con-
trast, VMamba (Liu et al. 2024b) proposed a hierarchical ar-
chitecture with a four-directional scan across all four spatial
dimensions. Subsequently, other variants such as LocalV-
Mamba (Huang et al. 2024) had a Swin (Liu et al. 2021)
style windowed scan while EfficientVMamba (Pei, Huang,
and Xu 2024) proposed an atrous-selective scan to improve
efficiency. Furthermore, Mamba was also used in various
applications in video understanding (Yang, Xing, and Zhu
2024; Li et al. 2024; Chen et al. 2024), image segmenta-
tion (Liu et al. 2024a; Ma, Li, and Wang 2024; Ruan and Xi-
ang 2024; Gong et al. 2024), and various other tasks (Guo,
Wang, and Meng 2024; He et al. 2024; Wang et al. 2024;
Guo et al. 2024; Liang et al. 2024). SiMBA (Patro and
Agneeswaran 2024) uses the Fourier transform with non-
linearities to model eigenvalues as negative real numbers in
an attempt to improve the training. Similar methods have
also been proposed for CNNs (Wang et al. 2020a) and Trans-
former (Xiao et al. 2021; Touvron et al. 2021a,b). A concur-
rent work to ours, VideoMamba (Li et al. 2024), proposes
to use a distillation-based objective to stabilize the training

of larger models. However, we show that a simple interleav-
ing of Self-Attention layers within a Mamba-based model is
enough to stabilize training for image and action recognition
applications and improve robustness against high frequen-
cies in the input.

3 Limitations of Mamba-based Networks for
Visual Recognition

Although Mamba-based networks have shown state-of-the-
art performance for image classification (Li et al. 2024; Zhu
et al. 2024) and action recognition (Li et al. 2024), their
training is unstable, which limits the scalability of these ar-
chitectures. For instance, VideoMamba (Li et al. 2024) uses
a distillation technique to improve training stability and per-
formance. Since the proposed self-distillation technique re-
quires training smaller models first, it is a cumbersome ap-
proach that increases the training cost.

Before we propose our solution to the scalability problem
in Section 4, we analyze the behavior of pure Mamba-based
visual architectures in more detail. We focus on Video-
Mamba (Li et al. 2024) since it is the largest architecture and
the only one that can be applied to video data. VideoMamba
trains its tiny and small models with 7M and 25M parame-
ters, respectively, in a conventional setting. However, distil-
lation is used to train it as soon as the parameters are scaled
up to the middle model (75M parameters) and base model
(98M parameters). The method uses the smaller model as
the teacher for the larger middle and base models. This is
a departure from the general knowledge distillation where
a larger complex model is distilled into a smaller student
model (Gou et al. 2020). This reversal suggests that the pur-
pose of distillation is not merely to transfer knowledge from
a simpler model to a complex one but to stabilize the learn-
ing process of the middle and base models. As shown in Fig-
ure 1, the architecture cannot be scaled beyond 25M param-
eters without distillation, i.e., the accuracy does not increase
further. While distillation improves the accuracy, it does not
address the scaling issue since the base model is not better
than the middle model. To better understand the impact of
distillation on the training, we trained VideoMamba’s mid-
dle variant with and without distillation. The training curves
shown in Figure 3 indicate the presence of instabilities with-
out distillation.

Furthermore, in Figure 2, we compare the behavior of
VideoMamba (Li et al. 2024) with ViT-B\16 (Dosovitskiy
et al. 2021) under an increasing amount of Gaussian blurring
in the input image during inference. For this, we use the im-
ages from the ImageNet-C (Hendrycks and Dietterich 2019)
benchmark, which evaluates the robustness of networks to
common corruptions like Gaussian blur. As shown in Fig-
ure 2(a), VideoMamba (Li et al. 2024) suffers more than the
vision Transformer from high intensities of Gaussian blur-
ring. The better robustness of ViT-B\16 can be explained by
the fact that Transformers tend to focus on lower frequencies
in the input image (Naseer et al. 2021). This observation is
further supported by another experiment that examines the
behavior of networks under JPEG compression corruption.
JPEG compression primarily removes high frequencies as



Figure 3: Loss curves obtained from training VideoMamba
with and without distillation.

the compression rate increases, although it also introduces
tertiary compression-related artifacts as well. The removal
of higher frequencies remains the dominant effect. Figure 2
(b) shows that the VideoMamba is less robust to corruptions
of higher frequencies, and addressing this challenge is an
important contribution of this paper.

The above-mentioned observations provide enough evi-
dence that it is difficult to scale Mamba models. Using dis-
tillation with a smaller model is a workaround to address
training instabilities for larger models since it penalizes the
larger model for deviating from the smaller one and thus
acts as a regularization constraint, but it does not resolve the
scalability issue. Furthermore, they are less robust to com-
mon image corruptions than vision Transformers. We thus
propose an efficient distillation-free solution that mitigates
the scalability issue, including training stability issues for
large models, and improves the robustness to common im-
age corruptions. Our solution is motivated by the fact that
vision Transformers suffer less from these issues and we hy-
pothesize that adding attention blocks to pure Mamba-based
visual architectures resolves these issues. We evaluate the
effectiveness of this hypothesis in the subsequent sections.

4 StableMamba for Image Classification and
Action Recognition

Before discussing the StableMamba architecture in Sec-
tion 4.2, we briefly introduce state-space models in general.

4.1 State-Space Models
State-space models (SSMs) are inspired by continuous sys-
tems in which an input signal u(t) is mapped to a latent state
h(t) before being mapped to an output signal y(t). Con-
cretely, a linear ordinary differential equation describes the
SSM model:

h′(t) = Ah(t) +Bu(t)

y(t) = Ch(t)
(1)

where h(t) is the hidden state, h′(t) is the first derivative,
u(t) is the input, and y(t) is the output. A is the evolution

matrix, and B and C are the projection matrices of the sys-
tem.

Discretization of State-Space Models: As mentioned
before, eq. (1) is valid for continuous time systems. To ap-
ply eq. (1) on a discretized input sequence (u0, u1, u2, ...)
instead of a continuous function u(t), eq. (1) must be dis-
cretized using a step size ∆ which describes the input
time-step resolution. The standard discretization that follows
Mamba (Gu and Dao 2023) is the Zero-Order Hold (ZOH)
discretization:

A = exp(A)

B = (A)−1(exp(A)− I) ·B
ht = Aht−1 +But

yt = Cht.

(2)

The difference between S4 (Gu, Goel, and Ré 2022) and
Mamba (Gu and Dao 2023) is the selective scan mechanism
that conditions the parameters of A, B, and C.

4.2 StableMamba
VideoMamba (Li et al. 2024) uses bi-directional Mamba
layers introduced by VisionMamba (Zhu et al. 2024) and
shown in Figure 4(d). A bi-directional Mamba block adapts
the concept of bi-directional sequence modeling to vision-
related tasks. It processes flattened visual token sequences
simultaneously using forward and backward state-space
models.

Our architecture consists of stacked StableMamba blocks.
Within each StableMamba block are N bi-directional
Mamba blocks and A Transformer blocks as shown in Fig-
ure 4(a). The purpose of the Transformer blocks is to sta-
bilize the training and increase the robustness by resetting
the focus after several bi-directional Mamba blocks more
on lower frequencies. We will evaluate the impact of the
number of Transformer blocks in each StableMamba block
and the position of the Transformer block (within the Stable-
Mamba block) in Section 5. We now describe the two blocks
in more detail.

Transformer block: The Transformer block is detailed
in Figure 4(b). Each Transformer block begins with a Root
Mean Square (RMS) normalization layer applied to the input
data. It follows a Self-Attention layer where three learnable
linear layers WQ, WK , and WV are used for transforming
the input X into queries (Q), keys (K) and values (V) such
that Q = XWQ, K = XWK , and V = XWV . The
output Z of the Self-Attention layer is then calculated as:

Z = SOFTMAX

(
QKT√

Dq

)
V (3)

where Dq is the dimension of the query. Furthermore, a
skip connection is added to the output. Subsequently, an-
other RMS normalization is applied, after which this output
is fed to an MLP layer. This constitutes the entire Trans-
former block shown in Figure 4(b). The operations can be
summarized as:

Zin = PE + EMB(X)

Z′
out = Zin + ATTN(RMSNORM(Zin))

Zout = Z′
out + MLP(RMSNORM(Z′

out))

(4)



Figure 4: (a) The overall architecture of the StableMamba model. (b) Anatomy of Transformer block. (c) Anatomy of Mamba
block. (d) Anatomy of bidirectional Mamba layer.

where X is the input to the Transformer block. EMB is the
convolutional patch embedding and PE is the positional en-
coding as in (Dosovitskiy et al. 2021). RMSNORM is the
RMS norm layer and ATTN denotes the multi-head Self-
Attention layer described in eq. (3). The MLP is defined by:

MLP(RMSNORM(Z′
out)) = (5)

GELU(RMSNORM(Z′
out)W1 + b1)×W2 + b2.

Mamba block: The Mamba block (Figure 4(c)) has the
same structure as the Transformer block except that it uses a
bi-directional Mamba layer instead of a self-attention layer.
For brevity’s sake, we will call the bi-directional Mamba
layer simply as the Mamba layer. The Mamba block per-
forms the following operations:

Z′
out = Zin + MAMBA(RMSNORM(Zin))

Zout = Z′
out + FFN(RMSNORM(Z′

out)).
(6)

Our Mamba block differs from VideoMamba (Li et al. 2024)
in that we add an RMS normalization layer and an MLP
layer inside the Mamba block.

The number of parameters of the network can be con-
trolled by the depth of the network and the embedding
dimension. We introduce four variations of our model:
StableMamba-Tiny has 7M parameters, StableMamba-
Small has 27M parameters, StableMamba-Middle has 76M
parameters, and StableMamba-Base has 101M parameters.

5 Results
We evaluate our model for image classification on
ImageNet-1K (IN1K) (Deng et al. 2009) and for video

recognition on Kinetics-400 (K400) (Kay et al. 2017) and
Something-Something-v2 (SSv2) (Goyal et al. 2017). For
evaluating the robustness to various common corruptions,
we use the ImageNet-C (IN-C) (Hendrycks and Dietterich
2019) benchmark. Note that ImageNet-C is only used for
testing, but not for training.

5.1 Evaluation on ImageNet-1K
We use the IN1K (Deng et al. 2009) dataset for pre-training
our models. IN1K contains 1.28M training and 50k valida-
tion images for 1000 categories. The models pre-trained on
IN1K are used as an initializing point for fine-tuning on the
other datasets.

Evaluation Setup: We train our models for 300 epochs,
using the AdamW optimizer (Loshchilov and Hutter 2017)
with a learning rate of 5e-4, weight decay of 0.1, a batch
size of 128 per GPU and input image resolution of 224 and a
patch size of 16. We set the initial linear warm-up epochs as
5. We set the ratio of Transformer blocks to Mamba blocks
to 1:7 for our baseline models. We use 4 nodes with 4 A100
GPUs (40GB) each for training. We do not use any auto-
matic mixed precision. For a fair comparison, we also train
our models with and without distillation to gauge the effect
of distillation on the overall training scheme and architec-
ture. The complete set of hyperparameters is provided in the
supp. material.

Results: We present results for evaluating StableMamba
on the IN1K dataset with other comparable methods in Ta-
ble 1. We train our method with and without distillation
to show the impact of distillation on the accuracy. We first
compare the results without distillation. StableMamba out-



Type Model iso. Image
Size

#Params
(M)

FLOPs
(G)

IN1K
Top-1%

CNN
ConvNeXt-T (Liu et al. 2022a) ✗ 2242 29 4.5 82.1
ConvNeXt-S (Liu et al. 2022a) ✗ 2242 50 8.7 83.1
ConvNeXt-B (Liu et al. 2022a) ✗ 2242 89 15.4 83.8

CNN+
SSM.

VMamba-T (Liu et al. 2024b) ✗ 2242 31 4.9 82.2
VMamba-S (Liu et al. 2024b) ✗ 2242 50 8.7 83.5
VMamba-B (Liu et al. 2024b) ✗ 2242 89 15.4 83.7

Trans.

Swin-T (Liu et al. 2021) ✗ 2242 28 4.6 81.3
Swin-S (Liu et al. 2021) ✗ 2242 50 8.7 83.0
Swin-B (Liu et al. 2021) ✗ 2242 88 15.4 83.5
DeiT-T (Touvron et al. 2021a) ✓ 2242 6 1.3 72.2
DeiT-S (Touvron et al. 2021a) ✓ 2242 22 4.6 79.8
DeiT-B (Touvron et al. 2021a) ✓ 2242 87 17.6 81.8

SSM

ViM-T (Zhu et al. 2024) ✓ 2242 7 1.1 76.1
ViM-S (Zhu et al. 2024) ✓ 2242 26 4.3 80.5
VideoMamba-T (Liu et al. 2024b) ✓ 2242 7 1.1 76.9
VideoMamba-S (Liu et al. 2024b) ✓ 2242 26 4.3 81.2
VideoMamba-M (Liu et al. 2024b) ✓ 2242 74 12.7 81.4
VideoMamba-M† (Liu et al. 2024b) ✓ 2242 74 12.7 82.8
VideoMamba-B† (Liu et al. 2024b) ✓ 2242 98 16.9 82.7
StableMamba-T ✓ 2242 7 1.2 77.4
StableMamba-S ✓ 2242 27 4.4 81.5
StableMamba-M ✓ 2242 76 12.9 83.1
StableMamba-M† ✓ 2242 76 12.9 83.5
StableMamba-B ✓ 2242 101 17.1 83.9
StableMamba-B† ✓ 2242 101 17.1 84.1

Table 1: Performance comparison on ImageNet-1K: We
report the performance of our proposed models with state-
of-the-art mamba-based models and popular convolution-
based and transformer-based models on the ImageNet-
1K (Deng et al. 2009) validation set. Our proposed models
outperform the mamba-based models. † represents the re-
sults using distillation. ‘iso.’ means isotropic.

performs the current state-of-the-art isotropic visual SSM
models (ViM and VideoMamba) on IN1K for all model
sizes. Compared to VideoMamba, the improvement (+1.7)
of StableMamba is largest for the model M, which is largest
model of VideoMamba that can be trained without distilla-
tion. Note that an improvement of +1.7 on IN1K is sub-
stantial. The improvements compared to VideoMamba are
visualized by the solid lines in Figure 1, which show the
lack of scalability of VideoMamba. If we compare Video-
Mamba and StableMamba with distillation, we observe that
distillation improves the accuracy for both architectures, but
StableMamba still outperforms VideoMamba. The accuracy
of StableMamba-B† is +1.4 higher than of VideoMamba-
B†. It is interesting to note that StableMamba-B without dis-
tillation even outperforms VideoMamba-B† with distillation
by +1.2. Most important, however, is that StableMamba can
be scaled up and does not need any distillation as shown in
Figure 1.

5.2 Evaluation on Video Recognition
After pre-training on IN1K, we fine-tune the models on
two large-scale datasets. The first dataset, K400 (Kay et al.
2017), includes approximately 240,000 training videos and
19,000 validation videos, each about 10 seconds long, span-
ning 400 different human action classes. The second dataset,
SSv2 (Goyal et al. 2017), consists of around 220,000 videos:
168,000 for training, 24,000 for validation, and 27,000 for
testing, covering 174 different classes.

Evaluation Setup: For fine-tuning, we use a batch size
of 32 for tiny and a batch size of 16 for small variants (con-
strained due to GPU memory limit). We set the number of

Arch. Model P.T. Input
Size

#Params
(M)

FLOPs
(G)

K400
Top-1%

CNN

SlowFastR101+NL - 80×2242 60 234×3×10 79.8(Feichtenhofer et al. 2019)
X3D-M (Feichtenhofer 2020) - 16×2242 4 6×3×10 76.0
X3D-XL (Feichtenhofer 2020) - 16×3122 20 194×3×10 80.4

CNN+
Trans.

MViTv1-B (Fan et al. 2021) - 32×2242 37 70×1×5 80.2
MViTv2-S (Li et al. 2022b) - 16×2242 35 64×1×5 81.0
UniFormer-S (Li et al. 2022a) IN1K 16×2242 21 42×1×4 80.8
UniFormer-B (Li et al. 2022a) IN1K 16×2242 50 97×1×4 82.0
UniFormer-B (Li et al. 2022a) IN1K 32×2242 50 259×3×4 83.0

Trans.

Swin-T (Liu et al. 2022b) IN1K 32×2242 28 88×3×4 78.8
Swin-B (Liu et al. 2022b) IN1K 32×2242 88 88×3×4 80.6
Swin-B (Liu et al. 2022b) IN21K 32×2242 88 282×3×4 82.7
STAM (Sharir et al. 2021) IN21K 64×2242 121 1040×1×1 79.2
TimeSformer-L IN21K 96×2242 121 2380×3×1 80.7(Bertasius et al. 2021)
ViViT-L (Arnab et al. 2021) IN21K 16×2242 311 3992×3×4 81.3
Mformer-HR (Patrick et al. 2021) IN21K 16×3362 311 959×3×10 81.1

SSM

VideoMamba-T (Li et al. 2024) IN1K 16×2242 7 17×3×4 78.1
VideoMamba-S (Li et al. 2024) IN1K 16×2242 26 68×3×4 80.8
VideoMamba-M† (Li et al. 2024) IN1K 16×2242 74 202×3×4 81.9
StableMamba-T IN1K 16×2242 7 19×3×4 78.6
StableMamba-S IN1K 16×2242 27 70×3×4 81.2
StableMamba-M IN1K 16×2242 76 206×3×4 82.2
StableMamba-M† IN1K 16×2242 76 206×3×4 82.5

Table 2: Comparison with state-of-the-art methods on
Kinetics-400 (Kay et al. 2017). † represents initialization
with ImageNet-1K pretraining using distillation.

Arch. Model P.T. #Params
(M)

FLOPs
(G)

SSv2
Top-1%

CNN

SlowFastR101 K400 53 106×3×1 63.1(Feichtenhofer et al. 2019)
CT-NetR50 (Li et al. 2020a) IN1K 21 75×1×1 64.5
TDNR50 (Wang et al. 2021) IN1K 26 75×1×1 65.3

CNN+
Trans.

MViTv1-B (Fan et al. 2021) K400 37 71×3×1 64.7
MViTv1-B (Fan et al. 2021) K400 37 170×3×1 67.1
MViTv2-S (Li et al. 2022b) K400 35 65×3×1 68.2
MViTv2-B (Li et al. 2022b) K400 51 225×3×1 70.5
UniFormer-S (Li et al. 2022a) IN1K+K400 21 42×3×1 67.7
UniFormer-B (Li et al. 2022a) IN1K+K400 50 97×3×1 70.4

Trans.

Swin-B (Liu et al. 2022b) K400 89 88×3×1 69.6
ViViT-L (Arnab et al. 2021) IN21K+K400 311 3992×3×4 65.4
Mformer-HR (Patrick et al. 2021) IN21K+K400 311 1185×3×1 68.1
TimeSformer-HR IN21K 121 1703×3×1 62.5(Bertasius et al. 2021)

SSM

VideoMamba-T (Li et al. 2024) IN1K 7 9×3×2 65.1
VideoMamba-S (Li et al. 2024) IN1K 26 34×3×2 66.6
VideoMamba-M† (Li et al. 2024) IN1K 74 101×3×4 67.3
StableMamba-T IN1K 7 10×3×2 65.7
StableMamba-S IN1K 27 35×3×2 67.3
StableMamba-M IN1K 76 103×3×4 67.8
StableMamba-M† IN1K 76 103×3×4 68.1

Table 3: Comparison with state-of-the-art methods on the
Something-Something-v2 (Goyal et al. 2017) dataset. † rep-
resents initialization with ImageNet-1K pretraining using
distillation. Network input sizes are the same as mentioned
in K400.

linear warm-up epochs to 5, and the total number of epochs
to 70 for K400 and 35 for SSv2 as in (Li et al. 2024). We
use AdamW as an optimizer and a learning rate of 4e-4. The
complete list of hyperparameters for reproducibility is pro-
vided in the supp. material.

Results: StableMamba demonstrates superior perfor-
mance in downstream video recognition tasks compared to
VideoMamba, which is the only mamba architecture that
can be applied to videos. On the K400 dataset in Table 2,
StableMamba tiny and small outperform their VideoMamba
counterparts without distillation. Distillation improves the
accuracy for the middle models, but even with distillation
StableMamba-M† improves the accuracy of VideoMamba-
M† by +0.6, which is a substantial improvement on this
dataset. The results on the SSv2 dataset shown in Ta-



Figure 5: (a) Transformer’s position within StableMamba
and its impact on performance. (b) Impact of the ratio of
Transformer blocks to Mamba blocks.

ble 3 are similar, but the improvements are even larger.
StableMamba-M† improves the accuracy of VideoMamba-
M† by +0.8.

5.3 Evaluation on ImageNet-C
IN-C (Hendrycks and Dietterich 2019) is a benchmark for
evaluating the robustness of neural networks to images with
common corruptions like JPEG compression. It includes 19
common types of image corruption at 5 different intensity
levels. We test our network on this benchmark to assess the
robustness introduced by Attention layers.

Results: We present results for Gaussian blurring and
JPEG compression corruption for StableMamba-M in com-
parison with VideoMamba-M, ViT-B\16 and ResNet-50 in
Figure 2. We see that StableMamba-M (blue) outperforms
VideoMamba-M (yellow) for all levels of corruption. The
gap becomes larger as the intensity of corruption increases.
StableMamba behaves similar or even slightly better than
the pure attention-based architecture ViT-B\16 and is more
robust than ResNet-50, in particular for the highly relevant
JPEG compression setting. We report the results across all
corruptions in the supplementary material.

5.4 Ablation Studies
Position of Transformer block: In Figure 4(a), the Trans-
former block is placed in the middle of the StableMamba
blocks. This position results from our analysis of the im-
pact on the location of the Transformer block. We con-
ducted three experiments each for StableMamba-T and
StableMamba-S, totaling six experiments, to determine the
optimal position for the Transformer block. We tested plac-
ing the Transformer block at the start, middle, and end of
the StableMamba blocks and evaluated their performance on
the IN1K dataset. As shown in Figure 5(a), the performance
of StableMamba is not highly sensitive to the Transformer’s
position in both tiny and small models. However, there is
a slight performance improvement when the Transformer
block is in the middle. We speculate that the Transformer’s
effects are most balanced in this position. Therefore, we use
the middle position as the default for our StableMamba ar-
chitecture.

Number of Transformer Blocks: Similar to the position
of Transformer blocks within each StableMamba block, the

Model Context
Length

Training
Dataset

FLOPs
(G) Accuracy

VideoMamba-T 2242 IN1K 1.1 76.9%
StableMamba-T 2242 IN1K 1.2 77.4%
VideoMamba-T 4482 IN1K 4.3 79.3%
StableMamba-T 4482 IN1K 4.5 79.9%
VideoMamba-T 16× 2242 K400 17× 3× 4 78.1%
StableMamba-T 16× 2242 K400 19× 3× 4 78.6%
VideoMamba-T 32× 2242 K400 34× 3× 4 78.8%
StableMamba-T 32× 2242 K400 37× 3× 4 79.3%

Table 4: Long-context performance comparison of Stable-
Mamba and other SSM-based models.

ratio of Transformer blocks to Mamba blocks is another de-
sign parameter for the StableMamba block. We interleave
a Transformer block for every k Mamba block; for exam-
ple, we interleave one Transformer block for every seven
Mamba blocks. To evaluate the impact of the ratio, we con-
ducted experiments varying the number of Mamba blocks
per Transformer block. As shown in Figure 5(b), the per-
formance on the IN1K dataset improves as the number of
Mamba blocks per Transformer block increases, reaching
optimal accuracy at a ratio of 1:7. Beyond this ratio, the per-
formance decreases. Therefore, we set the design parameter
to one Transformer block for every seven Mamba blocks in
the StableMamba architecture.

Dependence on context length: Apart from the network
architecture itself, it is interesting to investigate the network
with context lengths of different sizes. To probe the suitabil-
ity of our approach for a long context, we perform additional
experiments. First, we train StableMamba-T with a longer
context for video classification, using 32 frames instead of
the usual 16 frames. Second, we train StableMamba with a
larger resolution (448 instead of 224) to see its effect on im-
age classification as well. The results in Table 4 show that
StableMamba and VideoMamba benefit from the increased
context length, which is a general strength of mamba-based
architectures. In all cases, StableMamba outperforms Video-
Mamba.

6 Conclusion
We have investigated and addressed the scalability challenge
in large visual state-space models by proposing a straight-
forward interleaved design that scales effectively to a sub-
stantial number of parameters, consistently outperforming
smaller models. Our ablation studies provide insights re-
garding optimal positioning, the number of attention layers
in the architecture, and its robustness to common corruptions
in the input like JPEG compression. Extensive experiments
show that our method enables the scaling of Mamba-based
models to over 100M parameters, significantly enhancing
performance while also improving overall robustness. Eval-
uations on the K400 and SSv2 datasets for video recognition
validate that our approach achieves state-of-the-art results.
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