arXiv:2403.11938v2 [eess.SY] 12 Jul 2024

State space representations of the Roesser type for convolutional layers ⋆

Patricia Pauli^∗ Dennis Gramlich^{∗∗} Frank Allgöwer^∗

∗ Institute for Systems Theory and Automatic Control, University of Stuttgart, 70569 Stuttgart, Germany (e-mail: {patricia.pauli,frank.allgower}@ist.uni-stuttgart.de). ∗∗ Chair of Intelligent Control Systems, Aachen, 52074 Aachen, Germany (e-mail: dennis.gramlich@ic.rwth-aachen.de)

Abstract: From the perspective of control theory, convolutional layers (of neural networks) are 2-D (or N-D) linear time-invariant dynamical systems. The usual representation of convolutional layers by the convolution kernel corresponds to the representation of a dynamical system by its impulse response. However, many analysis tools from control theory, e.g., involving linear matrix inequalities, require a state space representation. For this reason, we explicitly provide a state space representation of the Roesser type for 2-D convolutional layers with c_{in}r_1 + c_{out}r_2 states, where c_{in}/c_{out} is the number of input/output channels of the layer and r_1/r_2 characterizes the width/length of the convolution kernel. This representation is shown to be minimal for c_{in} = c_{out}. We further construct state space representations for dilated, strided, and N-D convolutions.

Keywords: Multidimensional systems, neural networks, convolutions, minimal state space representation

1. INTRODUCTION AND MAIN RESULT

In order to provide quick access to information relevant to the widest audience, we present our main findings and a concise introduction on the first page. Generalizations of these results, details, as well as the classification of the work in the literature can be found in the following pages.

Convolutional neural networks (CNNs) are a widely used tool for processing and classifying images (Li et al., 2021) and convolutional layers are the major building block of these CNNs. A 2-D convolutional layer can be defined as the mapping from an input image (u[i_1, i_2])_{i1 ,i2∈N0} with u[i_1, i_2] ∈ R^{cin} to an output image (y[i_1, i_2])_{i1 ,i2∈N0} with y[i_1, i_2] ∈ R^{cout} given by

y[i_1, i_2] = b +

r_1∑

t_1=0 r_2∑

t_2 =0

K[t_1, t_2]u[i_1 − t_1, i_2 − t_2]. (1)

Here, u[i_1 − t_1, i_2 − t_2] is tacitly set to zero for i_1 − t_1 < 0 or i_2 − t_2 < 0 (zero padding). The vector b ∈ R^{cout} is called bias and the collection of matrices (K[t_1, t_2])^{r1 ,r2}_{t1 ,t2=0} with K[t_1, t_2] ∈ R^{cout ×cin} is called convolution kernel. In the context of image processing, u[i_1, i_2]/y[i_1, i_2] should be viewed as a pixel of an input/output image and c_{in}/c_{out} should be viewed as the number of channels of the input/output image.

For the analysis of mappings (1) with tools from control theory, often a state space representation is useful. As has

⋆ This work was funded by Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft (DFG,

German Research Foundation) under Germany’s Excellence Strategy - EXC 2075 - 390740016 and under grant 468094890. The authors thank the International Max Planck Research School for Intelligent Systems (IMPRS-IS) for supporting Patricia Pauli.

been discussed in (Gramlich et al., 2023), this is especially true for the analysis of CNNs. Therefore, we provide as our first main result a state space representation of the mapping/2-D convolution (1) using the Roesser model. Theorem 1. The mapping (1) can be represented as [x_1[i_1 + 1, i_2]

x_2[i_1, i_2 + 1] y[i_1, i_2] ] = [0 A_{11} A_{12} B_1

0 A_{21} A_{22} B_2 g C_1 C_2 D ] 1 x_1[i_1, i_2] x_2[i_1, i_2] u[i_1, i_2] , (2) where the matrices A_{11}, . . . , D are given by [ A_{12} B_1 C_2 D ] = K[r_1, r_2] · · · K[r_1, 1] K[r_1, 0] . . .. . . . . . K[1, r_2] · · · K[1, 1] K[1, 0] K[0, r_2] · · · K[0, 1] K[0, 0] , (3) [ A_{11} C_1 ] = 0 0 I_{dout} 0 0 I_{cout}

, [ A_{22} B_2 ] = [ 0 I_{din} 0 0 0 I_{cin} ] , A_{21} = 0, g = b, d_{in} = c_{in}(r_2 − 1), d_{out} = c_{out}(r_1 − 1).

The state signals (x_1[i_1, i_2])_{i1 ,i2∈N0} with x_1[i_1, i_2] ∈ R^{n1} , n_1 = c_{out}r_1, and (x_2[i_1, i_2])_{i1 ,i2∈N0} with x_2[i_1, i_2] ∈ R^{n2} , n_2 = c_{in}r_2 are given inductively by (1) with x_1[0, i_2] = 0 for all i_2 ∈ N_0 , and x_2[i_1, 0] = 0 for all i_1 ∈ N_0 .

The realization (3) has essentially been proposed in (Varoufakis et al., 1987) for the case c_{in} = c_{out} = 1, where (1) falls into the class of all-zero systems. The appeal of (3) is that this realization can be efficiently generated and it is minimal for important special cases.

Theorem 2. Assume c_{in} = c_{out} and K[r_1, r_2] has full rank. Then the state dimension n_1 + n_2 = c_{out}r_1 + c_{in}r_2 is minimal among all realizations of convolutions (1).

Proofs for Theorems 1 and 2 are provided in Section 4.

2. RELATED WORK AND BACKGROUND

Despite their widespread success in various applications that range from time series and image classification to image segmentation and face recognition (Li et al., 2021), CNNs are hardly used in safety-critical systems due to a lack of safety and robustness guarantees. To analyze the robustness or reachability of NNs, many researchers have recently used relaxations of the underlying nonlinear activation functions to render the NN amenable to an analysis using linear matrix inequalities (LMIs) and semidefinite programming (SDP) (Fazlyab et al., 2020, 2019; Gramlich et al., 2023; Pauli et al., 2023a; Newton and Papachristodoulou, 2023; Hu et al., 2020). Furthermore, there has been a growing interest in LMI-based design of robust NNs (Pauli et al., 2021, 2023b; Revay et al., 2020, 2023). In order to include convolutional layers in LMIbased NN analysis and design, one can translate them into sparse and repetitive fully connected layers (Goodfellow et al., 2016; Aquino et al., 2022; Pauli et al., 2022).

As Gramlich et al. (2023) described, standard 2-D convolutional layers are finite impulse response (FIR) filters that can be represented as 2-D systems using the Roesser model (Roesser, 1975). Such a state space representation of a convolutional layer is a non-repetitive and more compact formulation of a convolutional layer than the formulation as a fully connected layer and, therefore, LMIbased methods have better scalability using state space representations (Pauli et al., 2023a). Gramlich et al. (2023) automatically generate such representations using robust control toolboxes based on symbolic variables (Biannic and Roos, 2016), which is effective yet costly and does not scale to state-of-the-art convolutional layers. Our construction is instant, which gives it an advantage over Gramlich et al. (2023) and makes it convenient to use when analyzing and synthesizing CNNs based on LMIs. What is more, state space models have recently gained importance in machine learning (Gu et al., 2022; Gu and Dao, 2024).

Finding minimal state space realizations for 2-D/N-D systems, i.e., realizations of the system with minimal state dimension, is by no means trivial and has been an open problem for decades. The literature encompasses constructions of state space representations for a large number of system classes (Eising, 1978, 1980; Zak et al., 1986; Venkataraman and Levy, 1994; Galkowski, 2005; Doan et al., 2015), e.g., minimal realizations of all-pole and allzero systems (Varoufakis et al., 1987), that are mostly based on construction by inspection using corresponding circuit implementations (Kung et al., 1977; Antoniou, 2002). In particular, convolutions are FIR filters that fall into the class of all-zero systems and Varoufakis et al. (1987) present a minimal state space representation for single-input-single-output all-zero systems, which conincides with our construction. We further present realizations for multiple-input-multiple-output all-zero systems that arise naturally in the context of CNNs, wherein the input size corresponds to the number of input channels and the output size corresponds to the output channels.

The current paper builds on Gramlich et al. (2023) who first suggested to analyze CNNs using a 2-D systems respresentation. The main contribution of this paper is the construction of a state space representation for 2-D convolutional layers, for which we show that it is minimal for c_{in} = c_{out}. We further present state space representations for a large class of convolutional layers, including 1-D, 2-D and N-D convolutions, considering stride and dilation, and multiple input and output channels.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 3, we introduce N-D convolutional layers and state the problem and in Section 4, we provide proofs for our main results stated on the first page of this paper. In Section 5, we then present state space representations for more general convolutions and give multiple examples to illustrate the concept of our construction. Finally, in Section 6, we conclude the paper.

Notation: An image is a sequence (u[i_1, . . . , i_d]) with free variables i_1, . . . , i_d ∈ N_0 . In this sequence, u[i_1, . . . , i_d] is an element of R^c , where c is called the channel dimension (e.g., c = 3 for RGB images). The signal dimension d will usually be d = 2 for images or d = 3 for medical images. The space of such signals/sequences is denoted by ℓ^c_{2e}(N^d_0 ) := {u : N^d_0 → R^c }. Images should be understood as sequences in ℓ^c_{2e}(N^d_0 ) with a finite square as support. For convenience, we use multi-index notation for signals, i. e., we denote u[i_1, . . . , i_d] as u[i] for i ∈ N^d_0 . For these multiindices, we use the notation i + j for (i_1 + j_1, . . . , i_d + j_d) and i ≤ j for i_1 ≤ j_1, . . . , i_d ≤ j_d. We further denote by [i, j] = {t ∈ N^d_0 | i ≤ t ≤ j} the interval of all multiindices between i, j ∈ N^d_0 and by |[i, j]| the number of elements in this set. The interval [i, j[= [i, j − 1].

3. PROBLEM STATEMENT

A convolutional layer C is a mapping from the domain D_{in} = ℓ^{cin}_{2e} (N^d_0 ) to the codomain D_{out} = ℓ^{cout}_{2e} (N^d_0 ) which is defined by a convolution kernel K[t] ∈ R^{cout ×cin} for 0 ≤ t < r and a bias b ∈ R^{cout} . It is given by

y[i] = b + ∑ 0≤t≤r K[t]u[i − t], (4) where we tacitly set u[i − t] to zero if i − t is not in the domain of u[·], which can be understood as zero-padding. A convolutional layer retains the dimension d and the multi-index r ∈ N^d_0 defines the size of the kernel K[·].

Our multi-index description of a convolution (4) encompasses d-D convolutions. A 1-D convolution (d = 1) operates on a 1-D signal, e.g., a time signal, a 2-D convolution (d = 2) operates on signals with two propagation dimensions, e.g., images, and an N-D convolution (d = N) considers inputs with even more input dimensions, e.g., 3- D convolutions may be used to process videos or medical images.

The problem considered in this paper is to determine a state space model of a convolutional layer (4). Theorem 1 deals with the special case d = 2, and in Section 5, we provide state space representations for extensions of (4).

Definition 1. (Roesser model). A d-D system ℓ^{cin}_{2e} (N^d_0 ) → ℓ^{cout}_{2e} (N^d_0 ), (u[i]) → (y[i]) is described by a Roesser model x_1[i + e_1] . . x_d[i + e_d] y[i] = 0 A_{11} · · · A_{1d} B_1 . . . . .. . . . . . 0 A_{d1} · · · A_{dd} B_d g C_1 · · · C_d D

1 x_1[i] . . x_d[i] u[i] , (5)

where e_i denotes the unit vector with 1 in the i-th position. Here, the collection of matrices A_{11}, . . ., C_d, D is called state space representation of the system, x_1[i] ∈ R^{n1} , . . ., x_d[i] ∈ R^{nd} are the states, u[i] ∈ R^{cin} is the input and y[i] ∈ R^{cout} is the output of the system. We consider zero initial conditions, i.e., x_1[i] = 0 for all i ∈ ({0} × N_0 × · · · × N_0 ), . . . , x_d[i] = 0 for all i ∈ (N_0 × · · · × N_0 × {0}).

To further simplify notation, we define [ f A B g C D ] := 0 A_{11} · · · A_{1d} B_1 . . . . .. . . . . . 0 A_{d1} · · · A_{dd} B_d g C_1 · · · C_d D .

As shown in Gramlich et al. (2023), any 2-D convolutional layer has a realization of the form (5) and the arguments presented to prove (Gramlich et al., 2023, Lemma 1) extend to N-D convolutions that can be realized as N-D systems in state space.

4. PROOFS FOR THEOREM 1 AND THEOREM 2

Proof. [Proof of Theorem 1] In the following, we prove Theorem 1 by comparing the transfer functions of (1) and (2). Let the z-transform of u[i_1, i_2] be denoted by U(z_1, z_2) = Z(u[i_1, i_2]). The convolutional layer (1) satisfies

Z(y[i_1, i_2] − b) = ~Y (z_1, z_2) = G(z_1, z_2)U(z_1, z_2), with the discrete-time transfer function

G(z_1, z_2) =

r_1∑

j_1 =0 r_2∑

j_2 =0

K[j_1, j_2]z^{−j1}_1 z^{−j2}_2 . (6)

Next, we compute the transfer function of

[x_1[i_1 + 1, i_2]

x_2[i_1, i_2 + 1]

y[i_1, i_2] ] = [A_{11} A_{12} B_1

A_{21} A_{22} B_2 C_1 C_2 D

] [x_1[i_1, i_2]

x_2[i_1, i_2] u[i_1, i_2] ] , as G(z_1, z_2) =

[C_1 C_2] ([ z_1I 0 0 z_2I ] − [ A_{11} A_{12} A_{21} A_{22} ])_{−1} [ B_1 B_2 ] + D = [C_1 C_2] [ z_1I − A_{11} −A_{12}

0 z_2I − A_{22} ]_{−1} [ B_1 B_2 ] + D = C_1(z_1I − A_{11})^{−1}B_1 + C_2(z_2I − A_{22})^{−1}B_2

+ C_1(z_1I − A_{11})^{−1}A_{12}(z_2I − A_{22})^{−1}B_2 + D = r_1∑

j_1 =0 r_2∑

j_2 =0

K[j_1, j_2]z^{−j1}_1 z^{−j2}_2 (7)

using that

(z_1I − A_{11})^{−1} = 1 z_1 0 . . . 0 1 z^2_1 1 z_1 .. . . . . . .. . .. . 0 1 z^{r1}_1 . . . 1 z^2_1 1 z_1 ⊗ I_{cout} and

(z_2I − A_{22})^{−1} =

1 z_2 1 z^2 . . . 1 z^{r2}_2

0^1_{z2} . . . . . . . . . . . . .^1_{z2}

0 . . . 0^1_{z2} ⊗ I_{cin} .

The transfer functions (6) and (7) are equivalent. This way, we have shown that (2) parameterized through (3) is a realization of (1).

Proof. [Proof of Theorem 2] W.l.o.g. assume b = 0, as it does not affect the minimal state dimension. The transfer matrix of (1) is given by (6), wherein we interpret K[r_1, r_2] as the leading matrix coefficient of this transfer matrix.

Let a Roesser realization (2) of (1) be given. We can calculate the transfer matrix of this Roesser system as

G(z_1, z_2) = [C_1 C_2] [ z_1I − A_{11} −A_{12} −A_{21} z_2I − A_{22} ]_{−1} [ B_1 B_2 ] + D. For |z_1|, |z_2| > ‖A‖, this transfer function can be represented using the Neumann series as [ C_1z^{−1}_1 C_2z^{−1}_2 ]^∞∑ k=0 [ z^{−1}_1 A_{11} z^{−1}_2 A_{12} z^{−1}_1 A_{21} z^{−1}_2 A_{22} ]_k [ B_1 B_2 ] + D. Obviously, the impulse response (1) and the Roesser realization (2) must have the same transfer function. Hence, a comparison of coefficient matrices implies that [ C_1z^{−1}_1 C_2z^{−1}_2

] [z^{−1}_1 A_{11} z^{−1}_2 A_{12} z^{−1}_1 A_{21} z^{−1}_2 A_{22} ]_k [ B_1 B_2 ]

equals K[r_1, r_2]z^{−r1}_1 z^{−r2}_2 for k = r − 1 and that it equals zero for k ≥ r for r := r_1 +r_2. By inserting (z_1, z_2) = (1, 1), we obtain that

[C_1 C_2] =:C [ A_{11} A_{12} A_{21} A_{22} ]_k

=:A^k

[ B_1 B_2 ] =:_B equals K[r_1, r_2] for k = r − 1 and zero for k ≥ r. Hence, C CA . . CA^{r−1} [ A^{r−1}B · · · B ] = K[r_1, r_2] ∗ · · · ∗ 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ∗ 0 · · · 0 K[r_1, r_2] ,

where the matrix on the right has r copies of K[r_1, r_2] on its diagonal. Since we assumed that K[r_1, r_2] has full rank, this implies that the matrix on the right has rank c_{in}r. Hence, the codomain of [ A^{r1 +r2−1}B · · · AB B ] must have at least dimension c_{in}r. This implies that A must at least be an rc_{in} × rc_{in} matrix, i.e., the state dimension of the Roesser model must at least be rc_{in}. By r = r_1 + r_2 and c_{in} = c_{out} we proved of our claim.

5. GENERAL CONVOLUTIONS AND EXAMPLES

In this section, we go through exemplary realizations of convolutions as 2-D systems starting from the simple 1-D convolution case and including also more general convolutions, that is N-D convolutions, strided convolutions, and dilated convolutions.

i_1i^2 i_1i^2

Fig. 1. Visualization of state space representations for 3×3 kernel with stride s = 1 (left) and s = 2 (right). At propagation step i_1, i_2, the blue pixel input enters through D, the purple pixel input enters through C_2, the red pixel input enters through B_1, and the yellow pixel input enters through A_{12}.

5.1 1-D convolutions

We can write a 1-D convolution as

y[i] = b + r∑ t=0 K[t]u[i − t], (8) which is a special case of (4). Realizing 1-D convolutions in state space is straightforward. A discrete-time state space representation of the FIR filter (8) is given by [ x[i + 1] y[i] ] = [ 0 A B g C D ] [ 1 x[i] u[i] ] (9) with state x[i] ∈ R^n and state dimension n = rc_{in} (Pauli et al., 2023a). Here, the matrices A, B, C, D, g are A = [ 0 I_{(r−1)cin} 0 0 ] , B = [ 0 I_{cin} ] , g = b, C = [K[r] · · · K[1]] , D = K[0]. It is easy to verify minimality of the suggested realization by controllability and observability. The pair (A, B) is controllable by design. Hence, if (A, C) is observable, that is, K[r] has full column rank, the realization is minimal. For c_{in} ≤ c_{out} most kernels render (A, C) observable, while for c_{in} > c_{out}, the pair (A, C) is not observable.

5.2 2-D convolutions

Theorem 1 presents a mapping K → (A, B, C, D) from the convolution kernel K to a specific state space representation (A, B, C, D) in the case d = 2. As shown in Theorem 2, this realization is minimal in the relevant special case c_{in} = c_{out}. For general channel sizes, Theorem 1 may, however, produce state space representations that are not minimal.

Let us next look at a few examples of the realization presented in Theorem 1 for 2-D convolutional layers (1).

Example 1. (Standard convolution). We consider a convolutional layer (1) with a 3 × 3 kernel (r = 2) and stride 1 (s = 1). A state space representation is given by (2) with

A = 0 0 K[2, 2] K[2, 1] I_{cout} 0 K[1, 2] K[1, 1] 0 0 0 I_{cin} 0 0 0 0 , B = K[2, 0] K[1, 0] 0 I_{cin} , C = [ 0 I_{cout} K[0, 2] K[0, 1] ] , D = K[0, 0], where the partition is by states x_1 and x_2.

Example 2. (2 × 3 kernel). We consider a convolutional layer (1) with a 2 × 3 kernel (r_1 = 1, r_2 = 2) and stride 1 (s = 1). A state space representation (2) is given by A = 0 K[1, 2] K[1, 1] 0 0 I_{cin} 0 0 0 , B = K[1, 0] 0 I_{cin} , C = [ I_{cout} K[0, 2] K[0, 1] ] , D = K[0, 0].

Example 3. (3 × 2 kernel). We consider a convolutional layer (1) with a 3 × 2 kernel (r_1 = 2, r_2 = 1) and stride 1 (s = 1). A state space representation (2) is given by A = 0 0 K[2, 1] I_{cout} 0 K[1, 1] 0 0 0 , B = K[2, 0] K[1, 0] I_{cin} , C = [ 0 I_{cout} K[0, 1] ] , D = K[0, 0].

Using the partition in (3), the suggested state space representation is convenient to implement. We note that state space realizations are not unique, yet we suggest a specific one that is especially convenient to work with as its entries correspond to the entries of the convolution kernel. In the following, we briefly describe details of its construction. The state x_2 stores the pixel-wise information along the i_2 dimension (similar to the 1-D convolution), cmp. Fig. 1, noting that the x_2 dynamic is decoupled from the x_1 dynamic as A_{21} = 0. The i_1 dimension is then used to compactly store the pixel sum weighted by the parameter entries in K for the past propagation steps in the i_1 direction.

Remark 3. Representing a convolution in state space requires the choice of a propagation direction for both dimensions. Usually, for image inputs we pick the upper left corner as the origin with i_1 = i_2 = 0, cmp. Fig. 1. However, any other corner and corresponding propagation directions can also be chosen to represent the convolution equivalently. For general state space model layers the propagation dimension, i.e., time is predefined, and cannot be changed.

5.3 N-D convolutions

Finding a mapping from K → (A, B, C, D) for N-D convolutions is also possible using similar construction steps as described in Section 5.2 for 2-D convolutions. For convenience, we define the operation mat(K) that transforms the tensor K of dimension c_{out} × c_{in} × (r_1 + 1) × · · · × (r_d + 1) into a 2-D matrix of dimension c_{out}(r_1 + 1) × c_{in} ∏_d i=2(r_i + 1). The operation mat(K) stacks K[i] in reversed order along dimension 1 in the vertical direction of the resulting matrix and along dimensions 2 to d in the horizontal dimension of the resulting matrix, starting to stack along the d-th dimension, finally going to the second dimension, also in reverse order. For instance, for d = 2 the output is mat(K) =

K[r_1, r_2] · · · K[r_1, 0] . . .. . . . K[0, r_2] · · · K[0, 0]

and for d = 3, the output is mat(K) =

K[r_1, r_2, r_3] · · · K[r_1, r_2, 0] K[r_1, r_2 − 1, r_3] · · · K[r_1, 0, 0] . . . . . . . . . . . . . . K[0, r_2, r_3] · · · K[0, r_2, 0] K[0, r_2 − 1, r_3] · · · K[0, 0, 0] . Corollary 1. The mapping (4) can be represented as (5), where the matrices A_{11}, . . . , D are given by [ A_{12} · · · A_{1d} B_1 C_2 · · · C_d D ] = mat(K), [ A_{11} C_1 ] = [ 0 I_{n1} ] , [ A_{22} . . . A_{2d} B_2 ] = [ 0 I_{n2} ] , · · · , [ A_{dd} B_d ] = [ 0 I_{nd} ] , A_{21} = 0, . . . , A_{d1} = 0, A_{32} = 0, . . . , A_{d2} = 0, . . . , A_{dd−1} = 0, g = b, where K[i] ∈ R^{cout ×cin} , i ∈ [0, r] and the kernel size is (r_1+1)×(r_2+1)×· · ·×(r_d+1). The state, input, and output dimensions are n_1 = c_{out}r_1, n_2 = c_{in}r_d · · · r_2, . . . , n_{d−1} = c_{in}r_dr_{d−1}, n_d = c_{in}r_d, n_u = c_{in}, n_y = c_{out}.

The proof of Corollary 1 follows along the lines of the proof of Theorem 1 and is omitted. Next, we provide an example.

Example 4. (3-D convolution). We consider a convolutional layer (4) with d = 3 with a 2 × 2 × 2 kernel and stride 1. A state space representation is given by (5) with

A= 0 K[1, 1, 1] K[1, 1, 0] K[1, 0, 1] 0 0 0 I_{cin} 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ,

B = K[1, 0, 0] 0 I_{cin} I_{cin} , D = K[0, 0, 0], C = [ I_{cout} K[0, 1, 1] K[0, 1, 0] K[0, 0, 1] ] ,

where the partition is by states x_1, x_2, and x_3.

What differs in the construction of N-D convolutions is that we store information of an (N-1)-dimensional hyperplane pixel-wise in memory and the remaining dimension stores the weighted sums of all pixels. Corresponding to the 2-D case the x_d dynamic is decoupled from all other dynamics, the x_{d−1} dynamic is decoupled from all other dynamics except the x_d dynamic and so on, yielding a block-triangular matrix A.

5.4 Dilated convolutions

Dilated convolutions insert spaces between the kernel elements. The number of skipped pixels/spaces is governed by an additional hyperparameter for dilation (Dumoulin and Visin, 2016). Expanding the filter allows to construct a state space representation for dilated convolutions. To illustrate the concept, we provide an example.

Example 5. (Dilated convolution). In case of a dilated convolution with 1 space between the kernel elements of a 3 × 3 kernel, we expand the filter and get

K = K[0, 0] 0 K[0, 1] 0 K[0, 2]

0 0 0 0 0 K[1, 0] 0 K[1, 1] 0 K[1, 2]

0 0 0 0 0 K[2, 0] 0 K[2, 1] 0 K[2, 2] ,

which we then treat as a 5 × 5 kernel when formulating A, B, C, and D based on (3).

Dilated convolutions sometimes appear in deconvolutional layers. Deconvolutional layers or transposed convolutions reconstruct the spatial dimensions of the input of the corresponding convolutional layer (Dumoulin and Visin, 2016). This is achieved by dilating the convolution and zero-padding.

5.5 Strided convolutions

An extension of the convolutional layer (4) is a strided convolutional layer C_s with stride s ∈ N^d . For convolutions with stride s = (s_1, . . . , s_d), the output is not given by (4), but by

y[i] = b + ∑ 0≤t≤r K[t]u[si − t]. (10) This means that, in each propagation step, we shift the kernel by s_1, . . . , s_d steps along the respective signal dimension 1, . . . , d (Dumoulin and Visin, 2016).

Example 6. (Strided convolution). Now we consider the case of a 3 × 3 kernel (r_1 = r_2 = 2) and stride s_1 = s_2 = 2. To this end, we decompose the convolutional layer into an isometric isomorphism reshaping the input and a Roesser realization. The isomorphism is given by ℓ^1_{2e}(N^2_0 ) → ℓ^4_{2e}(N^2_0 ),

(u[i_1, i_2]) → (ũ[i_1, i_2]) = u[2i_1, 2i_2] u[2i_1 + 1, 2i_2] u[2i_1, 2i_2 + 1] u[2i_1 + 1, 2i_2 + 1] . This reshaping isomorphism, lumping patches of four input signal entries into one output vector, provides a vectorized input for a Roesser model defined through the minimal state space representation given by (2) with A = 0 0 K[2, 2] 0 0 0 0 0 0 , B = 0 0 K[2, 1] K[2, 0] 0 I_{cin} 0 0 0 0 0 I_{cin} , C = [ I_{cout} K[1, 2] K[0, 2] ] , D = [K[1, 1] K[1, 0] K[0, 1] K[0, 0]] .

The convolution in Example 6 is visualized in Fig. 1 (right) at i_1, i_2. For stride s = 2, the reshaping operator, that we denote by reshape_s, vectorizes the 2×2 input shown in blue into a 1 × 4 vector. The reshaping operator is necessary, because a strided convolution is only shift invariant with respect to a shift by the stride s along i from D_{in} to D_{out}. In case of s > 1, the shift-invariant input involves a batch of pixels and we use a reshape operation to vectorize this input. In its general form, reshape_s is given by

ℓ^{cin}_{2e} (N^{dk−1}_0 ) →ℓ^{cin|[1,s]|}_{2e} (N^{dk−1}_0 ), (u[i]) → (vec(u[si + t] | t ∈ [0, s[)), where vec(u[si + t] | t ∈ [0, s[) denotes the stacked vector of the signal entries u[si+t], t ∈ [0, s[. Example 6 presents a state space representation for the reshaped input signal.

[ ~ A_{12} ~B_1 ~C_2 ~D ] =

K[r_1, r_2] · · · K[r_1, s_2] K[r_1, s_2 − 1] · · · K[r_1, 0] . . .. . . . . . .. . . . K[s_1, r_2] · · · K[s_1, s_2] K[s_1, s_2 − 1] · · · K[s_1, 0] K[s_1 − 1, r_2] · · · K[s_1 − 1, s_2] K[s_1 − 1, s_2 − 1] · · · K[s_1 − 1, 0] . . .. . . . . . .. . . . K[0, r_2] · · · K[0, s_2] K[0, s_2 − 1] · · · K[0, 0]

(11)

In the following, we streamline how to obtain the matrices A, B, C, D for strided 2-D convolutions. For ease of exposition, we limit this part to 2-D convolutions, however, an extension to N-D convolutions is possible. To find the matrices A_{12}, B_1, C_2, and D, we reshape the blocks of (11) such that the dimension of D matches the dimension of the reshaped vector input, i.e., R^{cout s1 ×cins2} → R^{cout ×cins2s1} : ~D → D, i. e., K[s_1 − 1, s_2 − 1] · · · K[s_1 − 1, 0] . . .. . . . K[0, s_2 − 1] · · · K[0, 0] → [K[s1 − 1, s2 − 1] · · · K[s1 − 1, 0] · · · K[0, s2 − 1] · · · K[0, 0]] . All remaining blocks are reshaped in the same fashion along the same dimensions and ~A_{12}, ~B_1 are padded with zeros if necessary (if ceil((r_1 + 1)/s_1) ≠ (r_1 + 1)/s_1). The resulting state space representation for the reshaped signal has state, input and output dimensions n_1 = c_{out} ceil((r_1 − s_1 +1)/s_1), n_2 = c_{in}(r_2 −s_2 +1)s_1, n_u = s_1s_2c_{in}, n_y = c_{out}. We note that in case s = r, A, B, C are empty matrices as the system has no memory.

6. CONCLUSION

In this work, we constructed state space representations for a general class of convolutional layers. For 2-D convolutional layers with c_{in} = c_{out}, we further showed minimality of our state space realization. In the field of neural network analysis and synthesis based on LMIs, such easy-to-compute and compact state representations make convolutional neural networks amenable to LMIbased analysis with improved scalability. To this end, state space representations are advantageous over other reformulations of convolutional layers such as reformulations as fully-connected layers due to their compactness. The next step is to find minimal state space representations for all input and output channel sizes. Additional future work includes Lipschitz constant estimation for general convolutional neural networks and the synthesis of Lipschitzbounded convolutional neural networks using the state space representation established in this work.

REFERENCES

Antoniou, G.E. (2002). Minimal state space realization for all-pole and all-zero lattice discrete 2D filters. Int. J. Syst. Sci., 33(10), 799–803.

Aquino, B., Rahnama, A., Seiler, P., Lin, L., and Gupta, V. (2022). Robustness against adversarial attacks in neural networks using incremental dissipativity. IEEE Control Syst. Lett., 6, 2341–2346.

Biannic, J. and Roos, C. (2016). Generalized state space: a new matlab class to model uncertain and nonlinear systems as linear fractional representations. Available with the SMAC toolbox at http://w3. onera. fr/smac/gss.

Doan, M.L., Nguyen, T.T., Lin, Z., and Xu, L. (2015).

Notes on minimal realizations of multidimensional systems. Multidimens. Syst. Signal Proc., 26, 519–553.

Dumoulin, V. and Visin, F. (2016). A guide to convolution arithmetic for deep learning. arXiv:1603.07285.

Eising, R. (1978). Realization and stabilization of 2-D systems. IEEE Trans. Autom. Control, 23(5), 793–799.

Eising, R. (1980). State-space realization and inversion of 2-d systems. IEEE Trans. Circuits Syst., 27(7), 612–619.

Fazlyab, M., Morari, M., and Pappas, G.J. (2020). Safety verification and robustness analysis of neural networks via quadratic constraints and semidefinite programming. IEEE Trans. Autom. Control.

Fazlyab, M., Robey, A., Hassani, H., Morari, M., and Pappas, G. (2019). Efficient and accurate estimation of Lipschitz constants for deep neural networks. In Proc. NeurIPS.

Galkowski, K. (2005). Minimal state-space realization for a class of n d systems. In Recent Advances in Operator Theory and its Applications: The Israel Gohberg Anniversary Volume, 179–194. Springer.

Goodfellow, I., Bengio, Y., and Courville, A. (2016). Deep learning. MIT press.

Gramlich, D., Pauli, P., Scherer, C.W., Allgöwer, F., and Ebenbauer, C. (2023). Convolutional neural networks as 2-D systems. arXiv:2303.03042.

Gu, A. and Dao, T. (2024). Mamba: Linear-time sequence modeling with selective state spaces. In Proc. ICLR.

Gu, A., Goel, K., and Re, C. (2022). Efficiently modeling long sequences with structured state spaces. In Proc. ICLR.

Hu, H., Fazlyab, M., Morari, M., and Pappas, G.J. (2020).

Reach-sdp: Reachability analysis of closed-loop systems with neural network controllers via semidefinite programming. In Proc. CDC, 5929–5934. IEEE.

Kung, S.Y., Levy, B.C., Morf, M., and Kailath, T. (1977).

New results in 2-D systems theory, part ii: 2-D statespace models—realization and the notions of controllability, observability, and minimality. Proc. IEEE, 65(6), 945–961.

Li, Z., Liu, F., Yang, W., Peng, S., and Zhou, J. (2021).

A survey of convolutional neural networks: analysis, applications, and prospects. IEEE Trans. Neural Netw. Learn. Syst.

Newton, M. and Papachristodoulou, A. (2023). Sparse polynomial optimisation for neural network verification. Automatica, 157, 111233.

Pauli, P., Funcke, N., Gramlich, D., Msalmi, M.A., and Allgöwer, F. (2022). Neural network training under semidefinite constraints. In Proc. CDC, 2731–2736. IEEE.

Pauli, P., Gramlich, D., and Allgöwer, F. (2023a). Lipschitz constant estimation for 1d convolutional neural networks. In Proc. L4DC, 1321–1332. PMLR.

Pauli, P., Koch, A., Berberich, J., Kohler, P., and Allgöwer, F. (2021). Training robust neural networks using Lipschitz bounds. IEEE Control Syst. Lett., 6, 121–126.

Pauli, P., Wang, R., Manchester, I.R., and Allgöwer, F.

(2023b). Lipschitz-bounded 1D convolutional neural networks using the Cayley transform and the controllability Gramian. In Proc. CDC, 5345–5350. IEEE.

Revay, M., Wang, R., and Manchester, I.R. (2020). Lipschitz bounded equilibrium networks. arXiv:2010.01732.

Revay, M., Wang, R., and Manchester, I.R. (2023). Recurrent equilibrium networks: Flexible dynamic models with guaranteed stability and robustness. IEEE Trans. Autom. Control.

Roesser, R. (1975). A discrete state-space model for linear image processing. IEEE Trans. Autom. Control, 20(1).

Varoufakis, S., Paraskevopoulos, P., and Antoniou, G.

(1987). On the minimal state space realizations of allpole and all-zero 2-D systems. IEEE Trans. Circuits Syst., 34(3), 289–292.

Venkataraman, S. and Levy, B.C. (1994). State space representations of 2-D FIR lossless transfer matrices. IEEE Trans. Circuits Syst. II: Analog and Digital Signal Processing, 41(2), 117–132.

Zak, S., Lee, E., and Lu, W.S. (1986). Realizations of 2-d filters and time delay systems. IEEE Trans. Circuits Syst., 33(12), 1241–1244.