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Abstract

Recent advances in efficient sequence modeling have led to attention-free layers,
such as Mamba, RWKV, and various gated RNNs, all featuring sub-quadratic
complexity in sequence length and excellent scaling properties, enabling the con-
struction of a new type of foundation models. In this paper, we present a unified
view of these models, formulating such layers as implicit causal self-attention
layers. The formulation includes most of their sub-components and is not limited
to a specific part of the architecture. The framework compares the underlying
mechanisms on similar grounds for different layers and provides a direct means for
applying explainability methods. Our experiments show that our attention matrices
and attribution method outperform an alternative and a more limited formulation
that was recently proposed for Mamba. For the other architectures for which our
method is the first to provide such a view, our method is effective and competitive in
the relevant metrics compared to the results obtained by state-of-the-art transformer
explainability methods. Our code is publicly available.

https://github.com/Itamarzimm/UnifiedImplicitAttnRepr

1 Introduction

The very recent State Space Model (SSM) named Mamba by Gu and Dao [20] has attracted con-
siderable attention since its recent debut [31, 32, 64, 30, 43, 60, 40, 63], further establishing it as
an efficient and accurate general-purpose model. Like other SSM models [21, 24, 22], Mamba is
autoregressive during inference and trains efficiently through convolutions. Recently, Ali et al. [2]
have highlighted a third aspect of the Mamba model; namely, that it is also an attention model, since
it implicitly computes attention.

Attention models can be defined as models that linearly combine the values associated with different
elements to create the next set of such associated values. When discussing sequences of tokens, an
attention operator considers the values obtained for each token separately, as a hidden representation,
and mixes these to obtain a new set of values for each token. The mixing coefficients are also a
function of the hidden representations.

Let X be the matrix whose columns are the hidden values associated with each token, and let α be the
matrix of mixing coefficients. The set of values of the next layer is initially obtained as Y = αX and
it can then undergo other forms of processing, such as nonlinear activations and per-token processing.

∗These authors contributed equally to this work.
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Given a neural architecture, one always linearizes mixing operators and writes them in the form
Y = αX . However, to be considered an attention model it is required that α be a function of X ,
which means that the linear operator is data-dependent. This property is shown by Ali et al. [2]
to hold only for the recent selective SSM (S6) [20], but not for earlier SSMs. Specifically, for
standard state-space layers, it has been demonstrated that they can be linearized into a constant
operator, represented by a constant matrix alpha, which is solely controlled by the layer’s parameters.
However, in the S6 layers, alpha is influenced by both the input and the layer’s parameters.

The implicit attention matrix of Ali et al. [2] considers the S6 mechanism and ignores the influence
of other critical mixer components, such as Conv1D, gate branch, linear layers, and SiLU activations.
The formulation we propose in this work incorporates these additional elements and, as we show
empirically, leads to improved interpretability results in both computer vision and NLP.

Furthermore, using a similar holistic formulation, we show that S6 is not the only sequence model
that implicitly computes attention and that an implicit attention representation can also describe other
recent layers, such as RWKV [41], Griffin [14] ,HGRN [47] and more, as illustrated in Fig. 1

Our main contributions are as follows: (i) We introduce the implicit self-attention representation,
unifying transformers with non-transformer layers, such as Griffin [14], RWKV [41], ReNet [52],
and others. (ii) We refine the approach of [2] to produce more accurate attention matrices. The
previous work focused exclusively on the S6 layer, without considering the gating and Conv1D
sub-layers in Mamba, while our representation incorporates all these factors. (iii) While “Atten-
tion is not Explanation” [27], transformer explainability relies heavily on attention matrices. We
demonstrate that our implicit attention representation of non-transformer models can be used to
develop new explainability and interpretability techniques for non-transformer models, enhancing
the community’s ability to understand, explore, and manage aspects of robustness, bias, fairness,
and safety. As a sample downstream application, we demonstrate excellent out-of-the-box results
for weakly supervised semantic segmentation. (iv) Finally, our framework facilitates comparisons
between transformers and other recent architectures, by providing a unified attention view and setting
the stage for further improvements and insights.

2 Related Work

This section describes the scientific context and provides the necessary terminology and symbols for
discussing self-attention and selective SSM layers.

Self-Attention Self-attention, a cornerstone of Transformer architectures [55], has profoundly
influenced recent developments in NLP and computer vision. This mechanism leverages pairwise
token interactions to dynamically allocate focus across different parts of the input sequence, assessing
the relevance of each token in relation to others. The computational formula is given by:

Self −Attention(Q,K, V ) = αV, α = softmax
(
QKT

√
dk

)
(1)

Here, Q,K, and V denote the queries, keys, and values respectively, with dl representing the key
dimension. Transformers enhance this mechanism by incorporating H parallel attention heads, thus
capturing a wider range of dependencies.

Applications of Attention Matrices Attention matrices play a crucial role in transformers, as
multiplying these matrices with value vectors is the core operation that captures interactions between
tokens. Beyond this essential role in computing self-attention, they are also used for various purposes:
(i) Explainability and Interpretability: Although attention itself is not inherently explainable [27],
many methods in these domains rely on attention matrices to understand and analyze model behav-
ior [1, 11, 10, 2] . (ii) Multi-modal Learning: Numerous multi-modal learning schemes are based
on variations of cross-attention, enabling dependencies to be learned between any pair of tokens
of different modalities [33, 53]. (iii) Weakly Supervised Tasks: Attention matrices can provide a
valuable source of supervision, highlighting relevant regions or relationships within the data to guide
model learning. These techniques are popular in semantic segmentation [48, 59, 49], and robustness
enhancement [12]. Finally, (iv) Inductive Bias and Regularization Methods: Since attention matri-
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ces represent interactions between tokens, they inherently carry semantic meaning. Therefore, they
can be manipulated to incorporate domain knowledge or regulate the model effectively [29, 4, 9, 65].

S6 Layers and Mamba The recently presented selective SSM [20] (S6) outperforms the previous
SSMs and various other architectures in NLP [3, 58], vision [32, 64], graph classification [56, 6], and
more. S6 incorporates a dynamic input-dependent form of the discrete matrices Ā, B̄, and C, such
that for every time-step the SSM employs a different recurrent rule. This technique differs from the
previous state-space layers, which use the same set of matrices and recurrent rules for each time step.

Denoting the input sequence by x̂ := (x̂1, · · · , x̂L) ∈ RL×D where x̂i ∈ RD, the discrete matrices
for time step i, namely Āi, B̄i, and Ci are defined as:

Bi = SB(x̂i), Ci = SC(x̂i), ∆i = softplus(S∆(x̂i)), Āi = exp(∆iA), B̄i = ∆iBi, (2)

where SB , SC , S∆ are linear projection layers, and SoftPlus is the smooth elementwise ReLU
approximation. While other SSMs employ complex values and non-diagonal matrices, S6 employs a
real-diagonal parametrization.

The usage of input-dependent time-variant layers adds to the expressivity of the layer, allowing
it to adapt to the input, and potentially captures more complex dependencies. While other input-
dependent time-variant mechanisms have been proposed in previous works through gated RNNs, the
S5 layer [50], or adaptive filtering via input-dependent IIR filters [34], S6 also presents an efficient
IO-aware implementation, which is parallelized on GPUs via work-efficient parallel scanners [8, 36].

The Mamba block combines the S6 layer, Conv1D and other elementwise operators. It borrows
elements from Gated MLP, and given an input x := (x1, · · ·xL), it is computed by:

x̂ = SiLU( Conv1D( Linear(x) ) ), ẑ = SiLU( Linear(x) ), ŷ′ = Linear(Selective SSM(x̂)⊗ẑ)),
(3)

where ⊗ denotes elementwise multiplication.

The entire mamba model contains Λ stacked mamba blocks with D channels per block. Below, the
tensors of the j-th channel in the i-th block are denoted by superscript indices of the form i, j.

The vision mamba architectures [32, 64] (ViM) follow the vision transformer (ViT) [15] but replace
the Transformer’s self-attention mechanism by two Mamba layers, where each layer is applied in a
bidirectional manner. These vision models outperform the standard ViT model in terms of accuracy
and efficiency, for models of similar parameter counts.

Gated-Linear RNNs RNNs, along with their advanced versions, such as GRU [13] and LSTM [26],
play a fundamental role in deep sequence modeling. Their auto-regressive design decouples sequence
length from computational complexity per step, making them highly efficient at decoding. However,
they don’t scale as effectively as transformers and often face challenges, such as slow training and
vanishing gradients. Recently, linear RNNs have shown improved abilities in capturing long-range
dependencies [21, 39] and enhanced scalability [42, 14]. Furthermore, gated linear RNNs deliver
surprisingly strong language modeling performance [37, 57, 41, 47]. The most advanced gated linear
RNNs include the following variants: (i) RWKV-6 [41], which draws inspiration from attention-
free transformers (AFT) [62], (ii) Mamba [20], which employs selective SSM, (iii) HGRN2 [46],
which utilizes state expansion, and (iv) Hawk [14], which is built upon an enhanced variant of the
LRU [39]. Other notable examples include GLA [61], GateLoop [28], and RenNet [52]. These layers
achieve results comparable to transformers on larger scales, matching well-known models, such as
Pythia [7] and LLaMA 2 [54]. Moreover, several studies show that hybrid models combining attention
mechanisms with gated linear RNNs can be complementary [14, 31, 45, 35, 5, 19], enhancing both
approaches. Despite these successes, interoperability and explainability techniques for these models
remain relatively unexplored.

3 Method

In this section, we present a general and holistic data-control linear operator representation that can
be applied to (at least) many of the recent non-transformer architectures and which incorporates
all components of the architecture. Sec. 3.1 formulates the entire Mamba architecture as a data-
control linear operator, incorporating subcomponents such as Conv1D, gate branches, and activations.
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Figure 1: Unified and Interpretable Formulation of Attention-Free Architectures via Attention
Matrices: (Left) Schematic overview of the architectures of Mamba, Griffin, and RWKV. (Right) A
new view of those layers that rely on implicit attention. Our perspective enables the generation of
attention maps, offering valuable applications in areas such as Explainable AI.

Subsequently, Sections. 3.2 and 3.3 extend our approach to other architectures, such as Griffin [14]
and RWKV [41]. Additionally, in Appendix A, we present how to extract holistic data-controlled
attention matrices for RetNet [52] and HGRN [47].

3.1 Formulation of Mamba via Attention matrices

Mamba can be formulated in a way that separates the components that mix channels from those that
mix tokens, see Fig. 3 in [20].

Mamba(x) = Linaer3
(

SILU(Linear2(Linear1(x)))⊗S6(SILU(Conv1D(Linear1(x))))
)

(4)

Since Linear1 and Linear3 do not mix tokens, they are irrelevant (similarly to the MLP layers) and
we consider the simplified expression:

Mamba(x) =
(

SILU(Linear2(x))
)
⊗

(
S6(SILU(Conv1D(x)))

)
(5)

Replacing the element-wise gating multiplication with matrix multiplication leads to:

Mamba(x) = diag
(

SILU(Linear2(x))
)(

S6(SILU(Conv1D(x)))
)

(6)

The S6 layer can be formalized as a data-control linear operator (see Eq. 12 in [2]):

S6(x) = α̂x, α̂i,j = Ci

(
Πi

k=j+1Āk

)
B̄j (7)

By plugging Eq. 7 into Eq. 6 and since SILU(x) = Sig(x) · x:

Mamba(x) = diag
(

SILU(Linear2(x))
)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
W ′

x∈RL×L, (gate)

α̂ diag
(

Sig(Conv1D(x))
)
)︸ ︷︷ ︸

Zx′∈RL×L, (Conv & Act)

(Conv1D(x)) (8)

Recall that causal Conv1D layer with filter f = (f1, · · · , fL̂) can be converted into a matrix form by
arranging shifted copies of the filter into rows, forming a convolution matrix M . This matrix is then
multiplied by the input sequence to produce an output, where each element represents the dot product
of the filter and a corresponding segment of the input.

By plugging the convolution matrix M and the gate matrix W ′
x into Eq. 8, we get:

Mamba(x) = W ′
xα̂Zx′Mx = Hx, H = W ′

xα̂Zx′M (9)

Therefore, the entire Mamba layer can be viewed as a data-control linear operator, which implicitly
parameterizes the per-channel implicit attention matrices through the parameters of the S6 layer, the
Conv1D filter, the linear layer in the gate branch, and is controlled by the input x
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3.2 Formulation of Griffin via Attention Matrices

The component that captures interactions between tokens in Hawk and Griffin (regardless of self-
attention) is the temporal mixing block, which is built on top of a Real-Gated Linear Recurrent Unit
(RG-LRU), Conv1D, and gating. It can be formalized as follows:

y = Linear3
((

GeLU(Linear1(x′))
)
⊗
(

RG-LRU(Conv1D(Linear2(x′))
))

(10)

We first rearrange the linear layers and replace elementwise gating with matrix multiplication:

x = Linear2(x′), y = Linear3
(

diag
(

GeLU(Linear′1(x)
)(

RG-LRU(Conv1D(x)
))

(11)

Note that Linear′1 := Linear1Linear2 and Linear3 do not mix tokens and can therefore be omitted.
By substituting Conv1D with matrix multiplication using a causal convolution matrix M , we derive:

y = diag
(

GeLU(Linear′1(x)
)(

RG-LRU(Mx)
)

(12)

RG-LRU is defined by the following recurrent rule:

rt = σ(Waxt+ ba), it = σ(Wxxt+ bx), at = acrt , ht = at⊗ht−1+
√

1− at2⊗ (it⊗xt)
(13)

This linear recurrent rule can be converted to a matrix form as follows:

h = α̃x,


h1

h2

...
hL

 =


√
1− a12 ⊗ i1 0 · · · 0

a2
√
1− a12 ⊗ i1

√
1− a22 ⊗ i2 · · · 0

...
...

. . . 0
ΠL

k=2ak
√
1− a12 ⊗ i1 ΠL

k=3ak
√
1− a22 ⊗ i2 · · ·

√
1− aL2 ⊗ iL



x1

x2

...
xL


(14)

By plugging Eq.14 into Eq.12, we see that the entire temporal mixing block can be formalized as a
data-control linear operator:

y = diag
(

GeLU(Linear′1(x)
)
α̃Mx = Hx, H = diag

(
GeLU(Linear′1(x)

)
α̃M (15)

3.3 Formulation of RWKV via Attention Matrices

The time-mixing block of RWKV includes three components: the WKV operator , a gate branch, and
a token shift. For simplicity, we will ignore the token shift operation over the values. The simplified
RWKV, which maps the input xt to the output ot , can be formulated as follows:

rt = Wr · (ur ⊗ xt + (1− ur)⊗ xt−1), kt = Wk · (uk ⊗ xt + (1− uk)⊗ xt−1, vt = xt (16)

wkvt =

∑t−1
i=1 e

−(t−1−i)w+ki ⊗ vi + eu+kt ⊗ vt∑t−1
i=1 e

−(t−1−i)w+ki + eu+kt

, ot = Woσ(rt)⊗ wkvt (17)

where Wr,Wk,Wo are linear projections, and u,w, ur, uk are learnable parameters.

Now, we will reformulate the wkvt operator into a form of causal self-attention:

α̂i,j =


eu+ki∑i−1

m=1 e−(t−1−m)w+ki+eu+kt
if j = i holds,

e−(i−1−j)w+kt∑i−1
m=1 e−(t−1−m)w+ki+eu+kt

if j < i holds,

0 otherwise.

α̂x = wkv (18)

Note that Wo does not mix tokens and can therefore be omitted. By plugging Eq. 18 into Eq. 16, and
replacing element-wise gating with matrix multiplication, we obtain:

o = diag(σ(r))α̂x (19)
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3.4 Shared properties

The proposed formulation for Griffin, Mamba, and RWKV is based on the similarities in the structure
of the architecture. Our formulation focuses on three main components: (i) the core of the linear
attention mechanism (S6 for Mamba, RG-LRU for Griffin, or the WKV operator for RWKV), (ii) a
short filter operation implemented via Conv1D in Griffin and Mamba and token shift in RWKV, and
(iii) the gate branch, as illustrated in Fig. 1. Additionally, our formulation builds on the following
key components: (i) rearranging linear layers and omitting operators that don’t influence the mixer
components, (ii) representing the gate branch as a data control linear operator using diagonal matrices
instead of vectors, (iii) unrolling the linear recurrent layer to obtain a token-to-token map, and (iv)
fusing several cascaded linear operators.

Efficient computation Naive computation of hidden attention maps is computationally expensive.
For each channel, it involves computing an attention matrix, which requires quadratic memory and
results in O(HL3) time complexity per sample. However, in many applications, we are interested in
an attention vector that describes the influence of each token on the CLS token. In such cases, the
attention vector map per channel can be efficiently computed using the following three strategies: (i)
Compute only a single vector, corresponding to a single row in the attention matrices. (ii) Instead of
incorporating dependencies through matrix multiplication by M, we convolve the causal filter vector
(with suitable padding) with the CLS-attention vector. Finally, (iii) we avoid materializing the entire
gate branch, using only the elements associated with the CLS token. Consequently, we can compute
the CLS attention vector with linear memory complexity.

4 Experiments

We conduct experiments using Mamba, RWKV, and Griffin. Our focus centers on examining the
semantic diversity of these models and their utility within explainable AI frameworks.

Visualization of Attention Matrices In Figure 2, we present a comparative visualization of the
attention matrices from Mamba, RWKV, Griffin, and Transformer models. To enhance clarity,
we applied the Softmax function to each row of the attention matrices from the transformers and
conducted min-max normalization on the absolute values of the matrices from the non-transformer
models. In every instance, we used a uniform prompt of size 32. For each architecture, we examined
the attention matrices derived from the standard pre-trained models available in the Hugging Face
library, including the Recurrent Gemma-2B, RWKV-430M trained on the Pile, and a Mamba-based
LLM with 2.8B parameters also trained on the Pile.

As illustrated, the implicit attention matrices of Mamba, Griffin, and RWKV exhibit similarities to
those derived from traditional transformers. Echoing findings from [2], we note that dependencies
between distant tokens become more apparent in the deeper layers of the model, as shown in the
lower rows. Additionally, the attention matrices from RWKV are characterized by distinct horizontal
tiles, whereas those from Mamba display a more continuous structure.

Visualization of Attention Maps Additionally, we present attention maps of the [CLS] token for
the ViM model across samples from the ImageNet validation set for various methods, including the
previously proposed attention formulation by [2]. for Mamba. We explore three explanation methods:
raw attention, attention rollout [1], and attribution following [2, 10], along with a comparison to
the ViT counterparts, see Fig. 3. Evidently, the explanation methods that are based on our attention
formulation depict much more accurate and sharp maps compared to those of [2] and the ViT
counterparts. In Fig. 4 we show similar visualizations in the NLP domain. This indicates that the
segmentation maps obtained from our method can be effectively utilized in tasks such as weakly-
supervised semantic segmentation, as demonstrated in Appendix. B. More qualitative results for the
NLP domain can be found in Appendix. D.

Segmentation Tests We evaluated our proposed Mamba’s implicit attention mechanism by com-
paring its generated foreground segmentation maps against ground truth from the ImageNet-
Segmentation dataset [23]. We employed established metrics (pixel accuracy, mean Intersection-
over-Union (mIoU), and mean Average Precision (mAP)) aligning with prior works [10, 11, 38, 25].
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Transformer Mamba Griffin RWKV

Figure 2: Hidden Attention Matrices: Attention matrices of LLMs. Each row represents a different
layer within the models, showcasing the evolution of the attention matrices at 25% (top), 50%, and
75% (bottom) of the layer depth.

(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) (g) (h) (i) (j)

Figure 3: Qualitative results for the different explanation methods for the ViT-small and the Mamba-
small models. (a) the original image, (b) the Raw-Attention of [2] over Mamba-Small, (c) Attention-
Rollout [2] over Mamba-Small, (d) the Mamba-Attribution [2] method over Mamba-Small, (e)
the Raw-Attention with our proposed attention over Mamba-Small, (f) Attention-Rollout with our
proposed attention over Mamba-Small, (g) the Mamba-Attribution with our attention over Mamba-
Small, (h) Raw-Attention of ViT-Small, (i) Attention Rollout [1] for ViT-Small, (j) Transformer-
Attribution [11] for ViT-Small

Notably, we compared our method with both the ViT and the previously proposed Mamba’s implicit
attention from [2].

Results presented in 1 demonstrate that our proposed Mamba’s implicit attention outperforms both
the Vision Transformer and the previous proposed Mamba’s attention of [2] on all metrics over the
three different XAI methods. This superior performance suggests the potential of these maps for
downstreaming tasks such as weakly supervised semantic segmentation, and mitigating background
bias in classifiers [12].
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(a) (b) (c)

Figure 4: Qualitative results for NLP, samples are taken from IMDB movie sentiment classification.
In (a), we show the results for the previously proposed Mamba’s attention [2], (b) our proposed
Mamba’s attention, and in (c) we show our proposed method over RWKV. In the upper row, we show
a negative sentiment, and in the lower row, we show a positive sentiment.

Table 1: Segmentation performance on the ImageNet-Segmentation dataset (percent). Higher is better.
The upper part depicts results for ViM-small, and the lower part for ViT-small.
Model Method pixel accuracy mAP mIoU

DeiT S Raw-Attention 59.69 77.25 36.94
VisionMamba-S Raw-Attention [2] 67.64 74.88 45.09

Vision Mamba-S Raw-Attention Ours 67.66 80.00 47.28

DeiT S Attn-Rollout [1] 66.84 80.34 47.85
Vision Mamba-S Attn-Rollout [2] 71.01 80.78 51.51
Vision Mamba-S Attn-Rollout Ours 76.40 83.90 58.48

DeiT S Transformer-Attr [11] 79.26 84.85 60.63
Vision Mamba-S Mamba-Attr [2] 74.72 81.70 54.24
Vision Mamba-S Mamba-Attr Ours 79.60 86.40 62.51

Perturbation Tests To assess the faithfulness of explanations, we adopted an input perturbation
scheme similar to [11, 10]. This method involves systematically masking image pixels based on
their predicted relevance from the explanation method. We conducted two experiments: positive
and negative perturbation. (1) Positive Perturbation: in this setup, a good explanation prioritizes
relevant pixels. We expect the model’s accuracy (specifically, top-1 accuracy) to gradually decrease
as we mask pixels in descending order of relevance (most relevant first). (2) Negative Perturbation:
Conversely, a robust explanation should maintain model accuracy even when irrelevant pixels are
masked. Here, we mask pixels in ascending order of relevance (least relevant first). In both scenarios,
we evaluate the explanation quality using the Area-Under-Curve (AUC) metric. AUC considers the
model’s accuracy as a function of the percentage of masked pixels (ranging from 10% to 90%).

The perturbations results are summarized in Table 2 for various explanation methods under both posi-
tive and negative perturbation scenarios on the ImageNet validation set. In the positive perturbation
scenario, where lower AUC values indicate better performance, our proposed Mamba’s attention
method consistently outperforms the other methods. Specifically, our method achieves the lowest
AUC values across all explanation methods, with an AUC of 13.264 for Raw-Attention, 12.830 for
Attn-Rollout, and a notably low 11.350 for Attribution. In the negative perturbation scenario, where
higher AUC values are better, our method shows the best performance, with AUC values of 47.705
for Raw-Attention, 50.035 for Attn-Rollout, and 51.310 for Attribution, outperforming both the
method of [2] and the counterpart XAI methods for Vision Transformer.

Perturbation experiments for the NLP domain can be found in Appendix C. In these settings, we
fine-tune various LLMs with an additional linear layer classifier and append the [CLS] token to all
samples to generate explanation maps, similar to methods used in vision models. These results also
demonstrate that our attention formulation surpasses the previous formulation proposed by [2] over
the mamba model and is effective also for the RWKV model.

Ablation study The architectures we explored implicitly parametrize attention matrices through
a composition of several different sub-layers, see Eq.9, 19, and 15. Examples of these sub-layers
include linear recurrent layers, gate mechanisms, and other components, such as token-shift or
depth-wise convolutions. To better understand the contribution of each of these components, we

8



Table 2: Positive and Negative perturbation AUC results (percentages) for the predicted class on
the ImageNet validation set. For positive perturbation lower is better, and for negative perturbation
higher is better. Previous results by [2] denoted by ‡.

Positive Perturbation Negative Perturbation

Mamba ‡ Mamba Ours Transformer Mamba ‡ Mamba Ours Transformer

Raw-Attention 17.268 13.264 20.687 34.025 47.705 40.766
Attn-Rollout 18.806 12.830 20.594 41.864 50.035 43.525
Attribution 16.619 11.350 15.351 39.632 51.310 48.089

Mamba Mamba w.o Conv Mamba w.o Gate S6

Figure 5: Comparative visualization of ablated hidden matrices

conduct a sequence of ablation studies. Initially, in Fig.5, we visualize the implicit attention of
Mamba, ablating the Conv1D or the gate branch, or focusing solely on the S6 layer. As expected, it
seems that the Conv1D layer causes a smoothing effect, and the final Mamba implicit attention is
significantly sharper than that of the S6 matrices.

In Tab.3, we compare several ablation variants of our method. As can be seen, our method, which
utilizes all the components of Mamba, achieves a much better score than the ablated versions,
illustrating the importance of all components. This experiment reveals that including the Conv1D
layer is crucial for high performance. However, the activation has a relatively low impact on
the implicit representation. A similar ablation study was conducted for RWKV and presented in
Appendix C. It is evident that including the gate branch, as presented in our method, consistently
improves performance.

Table 3: Ablation studies for our method on the ImageNet-Segmentation dataset. Higher is better.
Model Method pixel accuracy mAP mIoU

vMamba S Mamba-Attr V2 79.60 86.40 62.51
vMamba S Mamba-Attr V2 w/o act 79.32 86.22 62.41
vMamba S Mamba-Attr V2 w/o conv 70.01 78.87 50.64
vMamba S Mamba-Attr V2 w/o gate 75.11 80.12 55.78
vMamba S Mamba-Attr V2 S6-Attn 72.39 80.09 53.19

5 Conclusions

In this study, we have extended the use of self-attention from its traditional role as the core mechanism
of transformers to a representation of neural sequence layers. Our unified framework facilitates
the exploration of similarities and differences among non-attention layers, such as Mamba, RWKV,
and Griffin, and their interconnections with transformer architectures. Additionally, it enables the
development of innovative explainability techniques for the latest attention-free architectures. Our
contributions provide the research community with new tools for analyzing the performance, fairness,
and robustness of gated-linear RNN variants, while also identifying their potential vulnerabilities.
These advancements set the stage for future improvements and support the implementation of weakly
supervised downstream tasks.

Looking ahead, we aim to incorporate additional layers, such as Hyena [44], and HGRN2 [46]
into our framework, including their vision-specific variants [16, 18, 66, 51]. Furthermore, we plan
to examine how differences in these architectures are reflected in their self-attention matrices and
explore whether such insights can reveal more about the inductive biases inherent in each architecture.
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A Representing additional architectures via implicit attention

In sec. 3 we present the formulation of Griffin, RWKV, and Mamba via attention matrices. In this
section, we extend our method to other layers, such as RetNet [52] and HGRN [47].

RetNet The Retention Network is composed of two primary blocks: (i) the Multi-Scale Retention
(MSR) layer and the (ii) FFN layer, which operates independently across tokens. The MSR layer,
responsible for token mixing, is built on top of the retention sub-layer and is defined as follows:

headi = Retention(X, γi), γi = 1−2−5−i, Y = GroupNormh(Concat(head1, · · · ,headh))
(20)

Furthermore, the outputs are scaled using a data-control gate branch, parameterized by a matrix
WG ∈ RD×D:

MSR(X) = (swish(XWG)⊗ Y ) (21)

To refine this formulation, we can represent the element-wise multiplication as a matrix multiplication
using a diagonal matrix G = diag(swish(XWG)). Additionally, per-head statistics can be integrated
into G. Given that the parallel representation of Retention can be depicted via an attention matrix R
(see Eq. 5 in [52]), the entire MSR block simplifies to:

Retention(x) = GRx (22)

HGRN The Hierarchically Gated RNN (HGRN) is first defined with the following recurrent rule:

ft = Sigmoid (xtWf + bf ) ∈ R1×d, it = Sigmoid (xtWi + bi) ∈ R1×d (23)

ct = SiLU (xtWt + bz) ∈ R1×d, ht = ft ⊗ ht−1 + it ⊗ ct ∈ R1×d (24)

where the output of the recurrent ht is multiplied by gt = SiLU(Linear(x)) to produce the output:

ot = gt ⊗ ht (25)

Note that the recurrent rule of the HGRN layer can be computed via an implicit attention represented
by a matrix αr (see Eq. 5 in [47]), as follows:

H := (h1, · · · , hL), C = (c1, · · · , cL), H = αrc (26)
Hence, by define G = diag(SiLU(Linar(x))), Gact = diag(sigmoid(x)).

Furthermore, we can rearrange the linear layer such that Wt and bz will be omitted, and obtain:

GACT = diag(Sigmoid(x)), o = GαrGACTx (27)

which is a linear operator characterized by an input-dependent matrix, defined as G =
diag(Sigmoid(x)). The output o is given by o = Gαr.

ft = Sigmoid (xtWf + bf ) ∈ R1×d, it = Sigmoid (xtWi + bi) ∈ R1×d (28)

ct = SiLU (xtWt + bz) ∈ R1×d, ht = ft ⊗ ht−1 + it ⊗ ct ∈ R1×d (29)

where the output of the recurrent ht is multiplied by gt = SiLU(Linar(x)) to produce the output:

ot = gt ⊗ ht (30)

Note that the recurrent rule of the HRGU layer can be computed via an implicit attention represented
by a matrix αr (see Eq. 5 in [47]), as follows:

H := (h1, · · · , hL), C = (c1, · · · , cL), H = αrc (31)
Hence, by define G = diag(SiLU(Linar(x))), Gact = diag(sigmoid(x)).
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Furthermore, we can rearrange the linear layer such the Wt,bz will be omitted, and obtain:

GACT = diag(Sigmoid(x)), o = GαrGACTx (32)

as requested.

B Weakly Supervised Semantic Segmentation

In weakly supervised semantic segmentation (WSSS), a common approach involves first training a
classifier on image-level labels and then extracting Class Activation Maps (CAMs) for individual
images, which highlight regions that the classifier deems relevant to specific classes. The state-of-the-
art methods then employ these CAMs as pseudo-masks to train a segmentation decoder.

In this context, we adopt our proposed Mamba-Attr XAI method for vision-mamba models. We assess
its competitiveness against the well-established CAMs in generating pseudo-labels for transformers.
To ensure a fair comparison, we fine-tune both DeiT-Small and Vision Mamba-Small models under
identical conditions over the Pascal-voc 2012 [17] dataset, excluding multi-scale training, inference,
or any other modifications. This controlled setting isolates the influence of our Mamba-Attr method
on the quality of the generated pseudo-labels.

The results are presented in Table 4. Evidently, Mamba-Attr XAI method achieves competitive
results surpassing the baseline approach of Class Activation Maps (CAMs) without any additional
modifications. This is evident in the mean Intersection-over-Union (mIoU) score, where Mamba-Attr
(52.11%) outperforms the CAM of DeiT-Small (35.99%) by a sizable gap. While Mamba-Attr
does not reach the state-of-the-art performance of Toco [49] (61.10%), it achieves, out of the box,
a substantial improvement over CAM and comes surprisingly close to this much more elaborate
multi-phase learning method which utilizes multiple loss terms specifically designed to enhance the
quality of the initial CAM map. These results suggest that Mamba-Attr XAI offers a powerful and
efficient solution for WSSS tasks with vision-mamba models.

Table 4: Evaluation and comparison of the pseudo-labels for the different classes in Pascal-voc
2012 [17]. Results are in mIoU
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C Perturbation Experiments for NLP

In Figure 6, we present perturbation results for both positive and negative settings. We utilize Mamba2,
RWKV3 and BERT4 models as the models of interest and fine-tune them on the IMDB sentiment
classification dataset, employing the [CLS] token for all samples. Subsequently, we evaluate the
explanation quality using a similar procedure as proposed in [2] for the perturbation experiment.

The results reveal that Mamba-attr, based on our new attention formulation, achieves superior AUC
for both negative and positive perturbations compared to the previous attention formulation by [2].
Additionally, our unified attention formulation is effective for RWKV models, yielding comparable
results to those of Mamba and BERT.

Moreover, as an ablation, the first column of Fig. 6 demonstrates that including the gate branch, as
presented in our full method, consistently improves performance.

2https://huggingface.co/trinhxuankhai/mamba_text_classification
3https://huggingface.co/BlinkDL/rwkv-2-pile-430m
4https://github.com/hila-chefer/Transformer-Explainability
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Figure 6: Evaluation of explanations using input perturbations. Results for IMDB activation task
(top row) in which the most relevant words are added first, and for IMDB pruning task (lower row)
in which the words of least relevance are removed first. Results are shown for 3 different models:
RWKV, Mamba, and BERT, respectively.

D Additional qualitative results for NLP

Additional NLP results obtained on IMDB dataset are presented in Figure 5. In panel (a), we show the
results for the previously proposed Mamba’s attention [2]. Panel (b) shows our proposed Mamba’s
attention. Lastly, panel(c) presents our proposed method over RWKV. In red, we show a negative
sentiment, and in blue, we show a positive sentiment.

As can be seen from these qualitative results, the explanation maps generated by our new attention
formulation exhibit sparser and more accurate heatmaps of relevant words than those of Ali et al. [2],
aligning with the desired properties of XAI methods. Similarly, the results for RWKV models show
comparable success to those of Mamba.
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