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ABSTRACT

Test-time training (TTT) layers replace the linear fast-weight memory of mod-
ern recurrent architectures with a small neural network trained online by gradient
descent. This nonlinear memory is more expressive than the linear memories
of Gated DeltaNet and Mamba-2, but is difficult to parallelize: existing imple-
mentations such as TTT-MLP rely on sequential, block-wise weight updates that
run several times slower than chunkwise-parallel linear recurrences. Moreover,
their block-wise execution only approximates the token-by-token online recur-
rence, whereas linear recurrences admit an exact chunkwise-parallel evaluation.
We introduce ParaTTT (PTTT), an algorithm for parallelizing arbitrarily deep
nonlinear memories by iteratively refining estimates of the inner-loop gradient
trajectory. Starting from a guess of the hidden-layer gradients, each refinement
consists of three chunkwise-parallel passes: a forward pass that evaluates the re-
sulting feature trajectory, an exact gated-delta-rule pass that computes the readout
trajectory and its feature gradients, and a backward pass that propagates these
gradients into a new estimate. The exact online gradient descent recurrence is
a fixed point of the iteration, while decoding requires no refinement iterations.
We prove geometric convergence for a two-layer variant under sufficient contrac-
tion conditions. In practice, two iterations suffice. With two refinement steps at
4K context, PTTT evaluates the inner-loop trajectory 32× faster than TTT-MLP
with the block approximation at matched error, while the full 340M model trains
4.9× faster. Models trained at 340M and 1.3B parameters match or exceed Gated
DeltaNet and Mamba-2 and remain competitive with same-size Transformers on
language-modeling perplexity and zero-shot accuracy, with better recall than the
linear recurrences.

§ github.com/ntumm120/paraTTT

1 INTRODUCTION

Softmax attention scales poorly to long contexts: its compute grows quadratically with sequence
length, while its key–value cache grows linearly. Recurrent language models address both problems
by processing the sequence in linear time and carrying a fixed-size state while decoding. Moreover,
modern recurrent architectures such as gated linear attention, Gated DeltaNet, and Mamba-2 (Yang
et al., 2024a; 2025; Dao & Gu, 2024) admit an efficiently parallelizable structure commonly referred
to as the chunkwise-parallel form, in which tokens within each chunk are processed in parallel
using dense matrix multiplications, while only the recurrent state is propagated sequentially across
chunks. Given this scalable structure, the central question for this class of models is how to make
the recurrent memory more expressive without sacrificing parallel evaluation.

Test-time training (TTT) addresses the expressivity side of this question by treating the recurrent
state as the weights of a small model that learns from the sequence through online gradient descent
(Sun et al., 2025). With a linear memory and a squared reconstruction loss, this recovers the delta
rule of Widrow & Hoff (1960), the update used by DeltaNet (Schlag et al., 2021; Yang et al., 2024b),
whereas a nonlinear memory can adapt its features as well as its readout. TTT-MLP, Titans, and

*Equal contribution. Correspondence: ntumma@mit.edu.
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(a) Sequential TTT (b) Block-wise TTT (c) ParaTTT
Sequential over tokens Parallel within each block Chunkwise-parallel within each round

Tokens 1 2 3 4 5 6 Tokens 1 2 3 4 5 6 Tokens 1 2 3 4 5 6
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T sequential updates
Exact

δz⋆t = δzt(W̄t−1)

Latest online weights

δz δz δzblock 1

δz δz δzblock 2

Gradients share the block-entry weights

T/b sequential blocks
Approximation: block size b

δzblkt = δzt(W
blk
s )

Shared weights for s < t ≤ s + b

δz δz δz δz δz δzround 1

δz δz δz δz δz δzround 2

δz δz δz δz δz δzround N

...

refine

N sequential rounds
Approximation: iteration count N

δz
[N ]
1:T ≈ δz⋆1:T

Refined full-sequence estimate

Figure 1: Parallelism and approximation in nonlinear TTT. Each cell represents a hidden pre-
activation gradient δzt(W) = ∂ℓt/∂zt|W, with the layer index omitted. Columns index tokens;
downward steps mark computational dependencies, not approximation error or elapsed time. (a)
Exact gradients δz⋆t use the latest online weights W̄t−1, including decay. (b) Block-wise TTT, as
used by TTT-MLP (Sun et al., 2025) and Titans (Behrouz et al., 2025b), evaluates gradients at shared
block-entry weights Wblk

s for s < t ≤ s + b, omitting earlier within-block updates. (c) ParaTTT
refines the full gradient trajectory using three chunkwise-parallel passes per round. The block size b
and refinement count N control the respective approximations; the exact trajectory is a fixed point
of the ParaTTT iteration.

LaCT (Sun et al., 2025; Behrouz et al., 2025b; Zhang et al., 2026) explore such neural memories,
but their gradients depend nonlinearly on the current weights: each token changes the weights at
which the next token’s gradient should be evaluated, creating a sequential dependency. To recover
parallelism, existing methods group gradient evaluations into blocks and evaluate every gradient in
a block at the weights entering it. This creates a fidelity–speed tradeoff: larger blocks reduce the
sequential depth but more coarsely approximate token-by-token learning, while smaller blocks are
more faithful but require more sequential steps.

In this paper, we introduce ParaTTT (PTTT), an algorithm that evaluates an MLP-based TTT mem-
ory in parallel (Fig. 1). The difficulty in parallelizing the recurrence is the inner weight trajectory:
the gradient step at each token is taken at weights that depend on every earlier step, so the trajectory
cannot be computed without stepping through it sequentially. PTTT instead refines an estimate of
this trajectory, represented by the gradients of the inner loss with respect to the hidden-layer pre-
activations. Each refinement consists of three parallel passes: a forward pass that constructs the
features implied by the current gradient estimate, a readout pass that computes each token’s loss
gradient with respect to its features, and a backward pass that propagates these gradients through
the hidden layers to form a new estimate. Crucially, each refinement step is a composition of mod-
ified instances of existing parallel recurrences such as Gated DeltaNet (Yang et al., 2024b; 2025),
Mamba-2 (Dao & Gu, 2024), or gated linear attention (Yang et al., 2024a). The exact nonlinear
sequential recurrence is a fixed point of the iteration.

Our technical contributions can be summarized as follows:

• We introduce ParaTTT (PTTT), an algorithm for parallelizing MLP-based recurrent
memories of arbitrary depth, and prove geometric convergence for a two-layer variant un-
der sufficient conditions (Section 3).

• We demonstrate PTTT’s superior speed–accuracy trade-off over the block-based evaluation
of TTT-MLP: at 4K context, two PTTT refinements match the output error of TTT-MLP’s
block approximation while running 32× faster, and full 340M models train 4.9× faster
than TTT-MLP (Sections 4.2 and 4.3).
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• At 340M and 1.3B parameters, PTTT attains lower perplexity and stronger recall on SWDE
and FDA than Gated DeltaNet and Mamba-2, showing that the proposed nonlinear memory
improves over the evaluated linear recurrent baselines (Section 4.1).

2 BACKGROUND

We write x1:T for the input sequence of a layer and qt,kt,vt for the per-token query, key, and value
projections; the fast-weight state is a matrix St or, for a deep memory, a set of weights Wt; C
is the chunk size of the parallel kernels. Heads are independent, and we suppress the head index.
Section A extends this section.

2.1 LINEAR RECURRENCES

Linear recurrences retain the associative-memory view of attention while replacing its growing key–
value cache with a fixed-size state. Linear attention (Katharopoulos et al., 2020; Schlag et al., 2021)
does this by dropping the softmax: it maintains a matrix state updated by an outer product, St =
St−1+vtk

⊤
t , and reads it with the query, ot = Stqt. Because this state only accumulates, practical

variants introduce forgetting. Gated linear attention (Yang et al., 2024a) decays the state before
the write, St = αtSt−1 + vtk

⊤
t , using a diagonal gate, while Mamba-2 (Dao & Gu, 2024) is the

scalar-gated case. DeltaNet (Schlag et al., 2021; Yang et al., 2024b) updates the state by replacing the
additive write with one step of gradient descent on 1

2∥Skt−vt∥2, St = St−1(I−βtktk
⊤
t )+βtvtk

⊤
t ,

which erases the value stored along kt before writing the new one. Gated DeltaNet (Yang et al.,
2025) combines this delta-rule update with decay. All of these updates are linear in the recurrent
state. Consequently, the state at the end of a chunk of C tokens is an affine function of the state
entering the chunk. This allows tokens within each chunk to be evaluated in parallel with dense
matrix multiplications, while only the chunk-boundary states are propagated sequentially with a
short scan. This exact evaluation is commonly referred to as the chunkwise-parallel form.

2.2 TEST-TIME TRAINING

Test-time training (Sun et al., 2025) makes the memory more expressive than a single matrix by
interpreting the recurrent state as the parameters Wt of a small model fW trained online. At token
t, the model takes a gradient step on the inner loss ℓt(W) = 1

2∥fW(kt) − vt∥2 and produces the
layer output fWt(qt). The projections, gates, and learning rates that define this inner problem are
trained end-to-end by backpropagating through the inner updates.

TTT-linear. The simplest choice of inner model recovers the delta-rule recurrence described above.
With fW(k) = Wk, one gradient step on the squared reconstruction loss is exactly the DeltaNet
update, while adding a decay term gives Gated DeltaNet. Because this update remains linear in the
recurrent state, it retains the exact chunkwise-parallel form described above. We exploit this identity
for the linear readout of a nonlinear memory.

TTT-nonlinear. A nonlinear inner model can adapt the features it reads and writes with, rather
than only the readout; this additional expressivity motivates deep memories. TTT-MLP (Sun et al.,
2025), for example, uses a two-layer MLP as fW. Exact online gradient descent evaluates each
token’s gradient at the weights produced by all preceding updates, which for a nonlinear memory
prevents the chunkwise-parallel rearrangement of the linear case, so TTT-MLP uses a mini-batch
(dual) approximation: for a block of b tokens starting at position s, every gradient is evaluated at the
weights Ws entering the block,

exact: Wj = Wj−1 − ηj∇ℓj(Wj−1), block: Wblk
t = Ws −

t∑
j=s+1

ηj∇ℓj(Ws), s < t ≤ s+ b.

The causal partial sum lets tokens within the block be evaluated in parallel, but the gradients are
stale: updates from earlier tokens in the block do not change the weights at which later gradients are
evaluated. Blocks remain sequential, requiring T/b steps, so larger blocks reduce sequential depth at
the cost of a coarser approximation to token-by-token learning. Titans (Behrouz et al., 2025b) adds
momentum and weight decay under the same block form, while LaCT (Zhang et al., 2026) uses
blocks of thousands of tokens together with a sliding-window attention branch for local context.
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2.3 OTHER NONLINEAR RECURRENT APPROACHES

Sequential nonlinear RNNs. Classic recurrent networks (Elman, 1990; Hochreiter & Schmidhuber,
1997; Cho et al., 2014) carry a vector state through a nonlinear map. Their standard evaluation is
sequential over tokens, limiting parallelism across the sequence. This motivates attention (Vaswani
et al., 2017) and parallel linear recurrences, but the choice of transition also affects expressivity.
Under their precision and architectural assumptions, Merrill & Sabharwal (2023); Merrill et al.
(2024) place transformers and certain SSMs in TC0. This rules out general permutation composition
if TC0 ̸= NC1. The xLSTM family (Beck et al., 2024) includes both a sequential sLSTM cell and a
parallelizable mLSTM cell. More recently, M2RNN (Mishra et al., 2026) uses a nonlinear transition
with a matrix-valued state, but pays for it with sequential forward and backward passes.

Parallelizing nonlinear recurrences. DEER (Lim et al., 2024) and ParaRNN (Danieli et al., 2026)
cast a nonlinear recurrence ht = g(ht−1,xt) as a fixed-point problem over the state trajectory and
solve it with Newton iterations, where each iteration reduces to a linear recurrence evaluated by a
parallel scan; deep equilibrium models (Bai et al., 2019) share the fixed-point perspective. A generic
Newton step uses a transition Jacobian whose size is quadratic in the state dimension; ParaRNN
makes this tractable with structured Jacobians. ParaTTT instead iterates on the pre-activation gra-
dient at each token and hidden layer. For hidden width d, each gradient is a d-dimensional vector,
compared with the O(d2) fast-weight state. Conditioned on these gradients, the fast-weight tra-
jectory becomes a linear recurrence, so each refinement can be evaluated with chunkwise linear
recurrent kernels without ever forming the full weight trajectory or its transition Jacobian.

3 METHOD

3.1 TEST-TIME TRAINING WITH A DEEP MEMORY

We consider a single head and omit the head index. As in Gated DeltaNet, the input token xt is
mapped to a key, a query and a value, kt,qt ∈ Rd and vt ∈ Rdv , by linear projections followed by
a short causal convolution; keys and queries are RMS-normalized, ∥kt∥ = ∥qt∥ =

√
d. The token

also produces a decay gate αt ∈ (0, 1] and, for each layer l of the memory defined below, a learning
rate η(l)t ∈ (0, 1). The gate follows Yang et al. (2025), each η(l)t is the sigmoid of a learned linear
function of xt, and all layers of the memory share the decay.

Memory. The recurrent state is the set of weights W = (W(1), . . . ,W(L)) of an L-layer MLP. For
given weights W, with pre-activations z(l) and activations h(l), the memory computes

z(l) = W(l)h(l−1)+b(l), h(l) = σ
(
z(l)

)
(1 ≤ l < L), h(0) = k, fW(k) = W(L)h(L−1),

(1)
where σ is a pointwise nonlinearity and b(l) are learned biases. The final linear layer is the readout,
and its input ϕt = h

(L−1)
t defines the features. The features are additionally projected onto the

unit ball, n(x) = x/max(1, ∥x∥), which we absorb into the last σ. This projection is used in all
experiments. Our experiments use L = 2, as in Sun et al. (2025), but the method applies to any
L. Each weight is decomposed as W(l)

t = W
(l)
0 + ∆W

(l)
t , where W

(l)
0 is a parameter trained by

backpropagation and ∆W
(l)
t is the recurrent state, initialized to zero at the start of every sequence.

Sequential recurrence. Token t first decays the state and then takes one gradient step on the recon-
struction loss ℓt(W) = 1

2∥fW(kt) − vt∥2, with the layer’s learning rate as the step size. For each
layer l,

W̄
(l)
t−1 = W

(l)
0 + αt ∆W

(l)
t−1 (decay), W

(l)
t = W̄

(l)
t−1 − η

(l)
t

∂ℓt
∂W(l)

∣∣∣
W̄t−1

(gradient step).

(2)
The layer output is ot = fWt(qt): the key is evaluated under the decayed weights, before its own
gradient step, and the query after it, exactly as in Gated DeltaNet, whose memory is the linear case
L = 1 of Eq. (1).

Equation (2) is the exact token-by-token recurrence that we seek to evaluate. Computing it directly
requires T sequential gradient steps because the gradient at each token depends on all preceding up-
dates. The block approximation used by TTT-MLP, described in Section 2.2, reduces this sequential
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1 Parallel forward pass 2 Readout, then its gradient 3 Parallel backward pass

keys k1:T , current
backward

grads D[n−1]

hidden layer 1
∆W(1)

...

hidden layer L−1

∆W(L−1)

readout

features ϕ[n]

shifted GLA,
then σ

keys = outputs of
the layer below

update values
−η(l)δz(l)

keys k1:T , current
backward

grads D[n−1]

hidden layer 1

...

hidden layer L−1

readout
gated delta rule

ϕ[n]

trajectory of
W(L)

on ϕ[n] is exact
DELTARULEGRAD:
gradient
at the features,
et ∝ ∂ℓt/∂ϕt
(read before token
t’s write)

hidden layers
unchanged here

readout

hidden layer L−1

J⊤

...

hidden layer 1
J⊤

refined backward
grads D[n]

e/η(L)

δ̂z
(l)

=

J⊤W̄⊤δ̂z
(l+1)

(shifted transposed
read)

4 repeat N times, then one last parallel forward pass (keys shifted, queries unshifted) and the readout’s output pass

all recurrences use the chunkwise-parallel form over T tokens

Figure 2: One iteration of ParaTTT; the recurrences are evaluated in chunkwise-parallel form over
all T tokens. (1) A parallel forward pass evaluates the hidden layers from the current estimate of their
pre-activation gradients. (2) The readout runs exactly on the resulting features and DELTARULE-
GRAD returns each token’s feature gradient. (3) A parallel backward pass propagates it through the
hidden layers using shifted reads of the transposed recurrences (see Step 3 in Section 3.2 for details)
and updates the estimate. (4) After N iterations a final forward pass and readout produce the output.

depth by evaluating multiple gradients at shared weights, but changes the recurrence. Our goal is
instead to parallelize the trajectory while retaining the exact online recurrence as the fixed point.

3.2 PARATTT: ITERATED REFINEMENT OF THE INNER-LOOP WEIGHT TRAJECTORY

We first describe the ParaTTT iteration, which uses a linear attention update for the hidden layers
and an uncentered readout. The practical design choices used by our models are introduced in
Section 3.4.

The central difficulty in parallelizing the nonlinear MLP recurrence in Eq. (2) is its inner weight
trajectory: the gradient step at token t is taken at weights that depend on every earlier step, so the
trajectory cannot be computed without stepping through it sequentially. ParaTTT instead iteratively
refines an estimate of this trajectory, with each refinement parallel across the sequence length. The
estimate is represented by a guess of the pre-activation gradients δz(l)t = ∂ℓt/∂z

(l)
t of the hidden

layers. Given such a guess, a parallel forward pass evaluates the weight trajectory these gradients
define (Step 1), the readout is evaluated exactly on the resulting features (Step 2), and a parallel
backward pass propagates the resulting feature gradients through the trajectory to obtain a new
guess (Step 3). At convergence, the gradients produced by the backward pass agree with those used
in the forward pass (Fig. 2).

To see why each pass can be parallelized, write h
(l)
t for the activations of kt under the decayed

weights W̄t−1 and obtain δz(l)t by backpropagation through Eq. (1) at W̄t−1. The gradient step in
Eq. (2) is the outer product of the two, so in terms of the state the recurrence reads

∆W
(l)
t = αt ∆W

(l)
t−1 − η

(l)
t δz

(l)
t h

(l−1)⊤
t (l = 1, . . . , L). (3)

Given a guess of the hidden-layer gradients D = (δz
(l)
1:T )l<L, one vector per token and hidden layer,

Eq. (3) is linear in its state with known coefficients. Conditioned on D, the nonlinear recurrence
therefore reduces to a collection of linear recurrences. For a hidden layer, Eq. (3) is exactly gated
linear attention with scalar decay, the state update of Mamba-2 (Yang et al., 2024a; Dao & Gu, 2024),
with keys h(l−1)

t , values −η(l)t δz
(l)
t and gates αt; for the readout, where δz(L)

t is the readout’s own
error, it is a Gated DeltaNet (Yang et al., 2025). Both admit exact chunkwise-parallel kernels. The
nonlinearity is thus confined to the self-consistency condition that D determines the state trajectory
while the resulting trajectory determines D. ParaTTT solves this fixed-point problem by iteration
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from D = 0 (Fig. 2; pseudocode in Algorithm 1, Section C). Since the vectors of D enter the scans
as values, we also call them pseudo-labels.

Step 1: parallel forward pass. Given the current estimate D, the forward pass evaluates the mem-
ory MLP at all T tokens, each under its own decayed weights, layer by layer and without ever
forming the fast weights. Unrolling Eq. (3) for a hidden layer l < L,

αt∆W
(l)
t−1 h

(l−1)
t = −

∑
j<t

( t∏
i=j+1

αi

)
η
(l)
j δz

(l)
j

(
h
(l−1)⊤
j h

(l−1)
t

)
, (4)

which is gated linear attention (Yang et al., 2024a) with keys h(l−1)
j , values−η(l)j δz

(l)
j and gates αj ;

the sum excludes j = t because key t is read before its own write. We call a scan shifted when token
t reads the state before its own update, W̄t−1, and unshifted, the standard form, when it reads the
state after the update, Wt; keys are read shifted and queries unshifted. One chunkwise scan thus
gives the fast contribution to the pre-activations of layer l at all T tokens; adding W

(l)
0 h

(l−1)
t +b(l)

and applying σ gives the inputs of the next layer. The pass ends with the features ϕ1:T and stores
the Jacobians J(l)

t for Step 3. When D = 0 on the first forward pass, the fast scan is identically zero
and can be skipped.

Step 2: readout trajectory and its gradient. Unlike the hidden layers, the readout needs no
trajectory estimate. Once its input features are fixed, its fast weights follow a Gated DeltaNet with
keys ϕt, corrected values ṽt = vt −W

(L)
0 ϕt, gates αt and step sizes η(L)

t . The chunkwise gated-
delta-rule kernel (Yang et al., 2024b; 2025) computes this recurrence exactly; the slow readout W(L)

0
is retained in the feature gradient and added to the final output (Section C.3).

The backward pass in Step 3 additionally requires each token’s loss gradient with respect to its
features. We obtain this during the readout pass:

et = η
(L)
t W̄

(L)⊤
t−1

(
W̄

(L)
t−1ϕt − vt

)
= η

(L)
t ∂ℓt/∂ϕt = −W̄

(L)⊤
t−1 ut, (5)

where ut = η
(L)
t (vt−W̄(L)

t−1ϕt) is the update token twrites to the readout. The DELTARULEGRAD
kernel computes this quantity as a small modification of the existing GDN kernel (Section C.3).

Step 3: parallel backward pass. The backward pass propagates each token’s feature gradient
through the hidden layers along the trajectory from Step 1, for all T tokens at once, giving a re-

computed gradient trajectory D̂ = (δ̂z
(l)

1:T )l<L. It requires the transposed Jacobian of σ and the
transposed weights; the only operation involving a fast weight is the transpose of Eq. (4),

(
αt∆W

(l)
t−1

)⊤
δzt = −

∑
j<t

( t∏
i=j+1

αi

)
η
(l)
j

(
δz

(l)⊤
j δzt

)
h
(l−1)
j , (6)

a shifted linear-attention read with the pseudo-labels as queries and keys and the layer inputs as
values, computed by the same chunkwise scan. The estimate is then updated by a damped Picard
step,

D[n] = D[n−1] + λ
(
D̂−D[n−1]

)
, λ = 0.8. (7)

Output. After N iterations, a final forward pass computes the features of the keys using shifted
reads and of the queries using unshifted reads, since each query is evaluated under the updated
weights. One gated-delta-rule pass with these features as keys and queries and corrected values
ṽt = vt−W

(L)
0 ϕk,t produces the fast contribution; adding W

(L)
0 ϕq,t gives the output. Section 3.3

shows that the exact sequential recurrence is a fixed point of this iteration and gives conditions under
which the iterates converge to it.

Cost, training and decoding. Each iteration requires a constant number of chunkwise scans per
memory layer, with sequential depth O(T/C) for chunk size C (Section G). We use N = 2 unless
stated otherwise; Section 4.3 shows empirically that two iterations already closely approximate the
exact sequential recurrence. All parameters are trained by backpropagation through theN iterations.
Decoding requires no iteration: with a single new token, Eq. (2) is one exact gradient step from the
cached weights, so N affects prefill only.
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3.3 FIXED POINT AND CONVERGENCE

Proposition 1 (Fixed point and finite-step exactness, informal). For any memory depth L, the gra-
dient sequence D⋆ of the sequential recurrence Eq. (2) is a fixed point of the iteration of Section 3.2,
and the parallel evaluation at D⋆ reproduces the sequential recurrence. Without damping (λ = 1),
every iteration makes the estimate at one more token exact, so N ≥ T iterations reproduce the
sequential recurrence exactly.

Proposition 1, proved in Section B, needs no contraction assumption. For a geometric rate we
analyze the iteration with L = 2, the linear-attention hidden update Eq. (4) and the uncentered
readout, with the unit-ball projection replaced, for the analysis only, by the soft clip nsoft(x) =

x/
√
1 + ∥x∥2, so that the features ϕt = ψ(zt), ψ = nsoft ◦ σ, have a globally Lipschitz Jacobian

(Section B restates the setting). Write ∥D∥∞ = maxt ∥δz(1)t ∥ and F for one iteration’s map D 7→
D̂.

Theorem 1 (Convergence of ParaTTT with soft clipping, L = 2). Assume ∥kt∥ ≤ 1, ∥vt∥ ≤ V ,
∥W(2)

0 ∥op ≤ w0, a shared decay αt ≤ ᾱ < 1, a shared learning rate η(1)t = η
(2)
t ≤ η̄ ≤ 1, and

|σ′| ≤ cσ , |σ′′| ≤ hσ . With ϵ = η̄/(1− ᾱ) and Q = V + w0, F is globally Lipschitz in ∥ · ∥∞ with
constant

ρ = ϵ(1 + ϵ)Q2
[
c2σ(1 + ϵ)(5 + 4ϵ) + hσ(2 + ϵ)

]
≤ (10c2σ + 3hσ) ϵQ

2 for ϵ ≤ 1
4 . (8)

If ρ < 1, F has a unique fixed point D⋆, the gradient sequence of the sequential recurrence Eq. (2)
with nsoft in place of the projection, and for any initialization and damping λ ∈ (0, 1] the iteration
Eq. (7) satisfies ∥D[n] −D⋆∥∞ ≤ (1− λ(1− ρ))n∥D[0] −D⋆∥∞; the features, readout states and
outputs converge at the same rate, up to constants.

The proof (Section B) controls the features and their changing Jacobians; SiLU satisfies the deriva-
tive assumptions, and ρ < 1 is independent of the sequence length. The bound does not cover the
hard projection, the hidden delta rule or the centering of Section 3.4, so Section 4.3 measures the
trained models’ convergence directly.

3.4 PRACTICAL DESIGN CHOICES

The analysis above uses the simplest form of the iteration. Our reported models use two design
choices that substantially improve practical performance: a hidden-layer delta rule that preserves
the target sequential recurrence, and centering, which changes the target to the sequential recurrence
with the centered readout.

Delta rule for the hidden layers. Step 1 of the iteration evolves each hidden layer’s fast weights
by gated linear attention Eq. (4), which sums the writes −η(l)j δz

(l)
j h

(l−1)⊤
j with a scalar decay. The

same weights can instead be evolved by a gated delta rule whose target is built from the previous
iteration’s read. The update is Eq. (3) plus a correction that erases stale writes along the iterates
(Section C.2). This correction vanishes at the fixed point, so the target sequential recurrence is
unchanged. The delta rule costs slightly more but gives substantially better recall (Table 1), and we
therefore use it throughout.

Centering. The hidden layers receive gradient only through the readout. By Eq. (5), et is pro-
portional to W̄

(L)⊤
t−1 , so a zero-initialized readout gives the hidden layers no gradient at the start

of a sequence. Conversely, a nonzero W
(L)
0 provides a nonzero gradient immediately, but also

adds a persistent bias W
(L)
0 ϕt to the output. We use centering to obtain a nonzero readout Jaco-

bian at initialization while keeping the initial output zero. Centering trains fθ − fθ0 in place of
fθ (Chizat et al., 2019); related zero-output initializations appear in Woodworth et al. (2020); Hu
et al. (2020). We subtract from the readout its value on the features ϕ0,t of the slow MLP, that is,
fW(kt) = W(L)ϕt−W

(L)
0 ϕ0,t. At the start of a sequence, ϕt = ϕ0,t so the readout is zero, while

its Jacobian W
(L)
0 + ∆W(L) is nonzero from the first token. Centering changes only the values

passed to Step 2 and adds one term to the output (Section C.5).
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Table 1: Main results at 340M and 1.3B. Recall follows the generation protocol of Arora et al.
(2024a); NIAH is the RULER needle average at the given length. Best per column and size in bold,
second best underlined. A couple of notes: (1) LaCT fast-weight branch only is an ablation of the
published hybrid. (2) The zero-init readout removes both centering and the learned initialization;
Table 6 isolates their effects.

Perplexity ↓ Zero-shot acc. ↑ Recall ↑ NIAH ↑
Model N Wiki Lamb PIQA Hella ARC-e Wino ARC-c BoolQ SciQ SWDE FDA TQA DROP 4K 8K 16K 32K

340M, 24 layers, 15.7B tokens
GDN – 26.57 29.66 65.2 36.5 47.1 51.5 24.1 56.6 78.4 32.5 17.8 35.7 15.3 25.9 17.0 13.7 9.3
Mamba2 – 26.99 45.87 65.7 35.1 45.5 51.9 23.4 57.8 75.2 25.8 5.7 30.6 12.6 8.1 3.0 1.1 1.2
Transformer – 25.34 39.25 64.3 35.8 46.3 52.8 22.4 60.8 76.7 54.6 28.4 40.5 14.5 38.6 23.2 16.3 10.5
TTT-MLP – 26.12 40.35 65.2 35.1 46.3 50.8 23.3 58.5 77.2 33.1 16.2 35.2 13.9 31.5 20.4 13.0 12.4
LaCT (branch only) – 463.2 9.4×104 53.7 25.0 28.8 50.1 24.1 60.1 21.2 0.1 0.0 0.1 7.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
PTTT (ours) 2 25.46 26.93 65.3 37.7 48.6 51.2 24.1 59.8 79.0 41.9 20.3 39.6 14.4 32.6 20.7 15.6 16.0

zero-init readout 2 26.06 32.62 64.5 36.8 48.4 50.6 25.3 58.2 78.9 36.6 19.6 37.0 14.3 29.0 21.1 15.0 12.2
linear-attention body 2 25.62 25.88 65.8 37.2 48.7 53.2 23.5 61.0 78.9 28.4 12.9 33.2 11.2 7.2 5.5 4.0 2.8
trained at N=5 5 25.47 28.44 64.9 37.6 46.2 51.4 24.5 58.2 79.3 45.0 22.0 41.9 15.6 40.1 25.9 15.9 5.8

1.3B, 24 layers, 100B tokens
GDN – 15.78 10.56 72.2 54.9 60.0 58.9 28.1 53.9 86.7 59.0 27.0 52.9 15.2 50.8 34.1 18.8 17.5
Mamba2 – 15.42 11.62 73.6 53.5 58.0 54.1 28.2 53.9 87.7 56.7 21.5 54.5 14.8 33.4 19.6 11.3 4.9
Transformer – 15.04 10.91 71.5 53.5 58.0 56.4 29.9 57.7 88.3 75.3 31.9 53.7 15.2 78.1 56.7 43.4 17.4
PTTT (ours) 2 15.21 9.00 71.9 56.0 61.0 58.6 29.9 61.3 89.2 62.8 28.1 53.7 15.0 53.8 37.1 17.5 14.7

Other choices. We use L = 2 with a hidden width of d, SiLU as σ, and a learned per-head gain
on the fast part of the hidden pre-activation. Setting the hidden learning rates to zero yields a Gated
DeltaNet on the features of the frozen MLP, the N = 0 control.

4 EMPIRICAL STUDY

Setup. All models share a backbone of 24 pre-norm residual blocks, each consisting of a token-
mixing layer followed by a SwiGLU MLP, with d = 1024 at 340M parameters and d = 2048 at
1.3B, and a default head dimension of 128. TTT-MLP and LaCT use the separate head layouts
detailed in Section D. The token-mixing layer is ParaTTT, Gated DeltaNet, Mamba-2, attention,
TTT-MLP or LaCT. We use short convolutions on the QKV projections, as in Gated DeltaNet (Yang
et al., 2025). ParaTTT uses one hidden layer with width equal to the head dimension, together
with the hidden-layer delta rule and centered readout of Section 3.4, and is trained with N = 2
iterations unless stated otherwise. We include LaCT’s fast-weight branch alone as an ablation, with
its sliding-window attention branch removed; Section F.2 separately evaluates the published hy-
brid with sliding-window attention and discusses the role of this branch in prior TTT architectures.
Section D gives every configuration.

4.1 LANGUAGE MODELING PERFORMANCE

Model set and evaluation. At 340M parameters, we compare Gated DeltaNet, Mamba-2, attention,
TTT-MLP and ParaTTT, together with a LaCT fast-weight-branch-only ablation, two ParaTTT ab-
lations (zero-init readout and a linear-attention body in place of the hidden-layer delta rule), and a
ParaTTT model trained with N = 5. At 1.3B parameters, we compare Gated DeltaNet, Mamba-
2, attention, and ParaTTT. All models are trained on SlimPajama with the same training recipe,
data order, and seed, for 15.7B tokens at 340M and 100B tokens at 1.3B (Section D). We evaluate
perplexity on WikiText-103 and LAMBADA, zero-shot accuracy with lm-evaluation-harness (Gao
et al., 2023), recall on SWDE, FDA, TriviaQA, and DROP under the generation protocol of Arora
et al. (2024a;b), and RULER needle-in-a-haystack (Hsieh et al., 2024) from 4K to 32K tokens, using
YaRN (Peng et al., 2024b) for attention. Section E gives the full evaluation protocol.

Main results. Table 1 gives the language-modeling results. ParaTTT has the best perplexity of
the recurrent models at both scales, the best LAMBADA perplexity among the main model com-
parisons, and stronger recall than both Gated DeltaNet and Mamba-2 on SWDE and FDA at both
scales. We note that ParaTTT performs well on recall tasks using exact recurrent gradient-descent
decoding despite being trained with the iterated approximation, suggesting that the prefill–decode
discrepancy does not prevent strong recall. Attention, unsurprisingly, performs best on many of
the recall and long-context retrieval metrics. TTT-MLP, which evaluates its nonlinear memory in
blocks at a much higher training cost, matches Gated DeltaNet on WikiText-103 but is far behind on
LAMBADA and provides little improvement on recall. We ablate the practical design choices from

8



ParaTTT: Parallelizing Test-Time Training Layers with Deep Memories

8 32 128 512 2048
position in document (tokens)

10.0

12.5

15.0

17.5

20.0

pe
rp

le
xi

ty
(a) 340M models, SlimPajama

ParaTTT
Gated DeltaNet
Mamba-2
Attention
TTT-MLP

8 32 128 512 2048
position in document (tokens)

8

10

12

pe
rp

le
xi

ty

(b) 1.3B models, SlimPajama
ParaTTT
Gated DeltaNet
Mamba-2
Attention

0 1 2 3 5 7 10
iterations N at evaluation

26

28

30

32

34

LA
M

BA
DA

 p
er

pl
ex

ity 332
375

179

(c) 340M ParaTTT, LAMBADA

0 1 2 3 5 7 10
iterations N at evaluation

30

35

40

45

SW
DE

 a
cc

ur
ac

y 
(%

)

7.4
5.0

7.7

(d) 340M ParaTTT, SWDE

trained at N=2
trained at N=5

no centering
linear-attention body

Gated DeltaNet

Figure 3: (a,b) Perplexity along 698 held-out SlimPajama documents at 340M and 1.3B. (c,d) LAM-
BADA perplexity and SWDE accuracy of the 340M ParaTTT models against the number of itera-
tions at evaluation; filled marker: training N ; dotted line: Gated DeltaNet; off-chart loop-off values
are printed at the edge. The uncentered model uses a zero-initialized readout.
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Figure 4: Efficiency. Forward+backward time of one token-mixing layer against (a) sequence length
and (b) head dimension; (c) training throughput of the full 340M models on eight MI325X GPUs.
The fused TTT-MLP implementation used in our benchmarks supports head dimension 64; hollow
markers show a compiled scan at larger dimensions.
Section 3.4: the zero-init readout ablation, which removes centering and sets the initial readout to
zero, degrades perplexity and recall and greatly reduces the gains from iteration (Fig. 3(c,d)), while
replacing the hidden-layer delta rule with linear attention leaves perplexity similar but substantially
degrades recall. Table 6 separately isolates centering from the learned initialization. Training with
N = 5 improves all four recall tasks at a proportionally higher cost per step, but raises LAMBADA
perplexity from 26.93 to 28.44 and reduces 32K NIAH accuracy from 16.0 to 5.8. The LaCT fast-
weight-branch-only ablation performs substantially worse than the published hybrid; Section F.2
discusses the reliance of prior TTT layers on this branch.

Perplexity as a function of token position. Figure 3(a,b) follows perplexity along held-out SlimPa-
jama documents. ParaTTT has the lowest perplexity at every position at both scales, and its lead over
Gated DeltaNet persists to the end of the 4096-token window, indicating that the gain is not limited
to the beginning of the sequence. Attention has the worst cold start and only catches up with the
recurrent models after a few hundred tokens.

Performance as a function of the evaluation-time iteration count. Figure 3(c,d) evaluates the
340M ParaTTT models at iteration counts other than their trainingN . Without iteration, the centered
models perform poorly (LAMBADA perplexity above 300), whereas the zero-init readout ablation
performs well but gains little from additional iterations, suggesting that centering is necessary to
unlock the full gains from refinement. Models perform best near their training N : over-iterating
the model trained atN = 2 degrades performance slowly, while the model trained atN = 5 exhibits
little degradation. This suggests that the model adapts to the finite-N prefill used during training,
even though exact recurrent decoding remains strong on the recall tasks.

4.2 EFFICIENCY

On MI325X GPUs in bf16, we time one token-mixing layer (forward and backward, d = 1024, 8
heads of dimension 128, batch 8) as a function of sequence length and head dimension, and measure
the training throughput of the full 340M models on one node of eight GPUs (Section G). We compare
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Figure 5: Convergence to the sequential recurrence. (a) One random inner MLP at T = 4096: rela-
tive output error against exact online GD versus the time to compute one 340M layer’s recurrence,
for ParaTTT at N = 1–8 and TTT-MLP’s block form at b = 4–256 (filled: fused kernel; hollow:
compiled scan); the arrow marks equal error to N = 2. (b,c) Trained models on real text: top-1
agreement and total-variation distance between the prefill at N iterations and the exact recurrence.

ParaTTT at N ∈ {1, 2, 3, 5} with Gated DeltaNet (Yang et al., 2025), Mamba-2 (Dao & Gu, 2024),
softmax attention (FlashAttention), TTT-MLP with its default block size of 16 (Sun et al., 2025),
and the published LaCT configuration with a 2048-token sliding-window attention branch (Zhang
et al., 2026). Figure 4 shows the results.

Results. ParaTTT scales linearly in T like the linear recurrences it is built from: one layer at N = 2
costs 4.7× a GDN layer, and each additional iteration adds a fixed number of chunkwise scans. TTT-
MLP’s block-sequential form is 5.5× slower than ParaTTT at T = 4096 and 8.5× at T = 16,384.
At the model level, ParaTTT at N = 2 trains at 37.9k tokens/s per node against 7.8k for TTT-MLP,
a 4.9× speedup, while retaining roughly one-third the throughput of the linear baselines.

4.3 CONVERGENCE ANALYSIS

ParaTTT better approximates the exact online recurrence than TTT-MLP. We compare
ParaTTT’s N -iteration approximation with TTT-MLP’s sequential block approximation at block
size b on one fixed random inner MLP (d = 64, eight heads, constant step size 0.2 and decay 0.98).
Figure 5(a) plots each configuration’s output error relative to exact gradient descent against the time
required to compute the recurrence, with TTT-MLP timed using either its fused kernel or a compiled
version of its scan, whichever is faster. TTT-MLP’s error is determined by the block size and can
only be reduced by using smaller blocks and a longer sequential loop, whereas ParaTTT’s error de-
creases with N . At T = 4096, N = 2 matches the error of TTT-MLP at b ≈ 5 in 32× less time, and
N = 8 approaches the bf16 noise floor. Section I repeats the comparison at other sequence lengths.

Trained models converge quickly on real text. For the trained models, we use the exact token-
by-token recurrence as the reference. Figure 5(b,c) compares the chunkwise prefill at N iterations
against this reference using top-1 agreement and total-variation distance between the next-token
distributions. No looping gets about 60% agreement, one iteration raises this to roughly 90%, two
to about 94%, and further iterations saturate near 98% at the bf16 noise floor. Thus, even for the
practical models outside the assumptions of Theorem 1, only a few iterations are needed to closely
approximate the exact recurrence.

5 CONCLUSION

In this work, we introduce ParaTTT (PTTT), an algorithm for parallelizing test-time training layers
with arbitrarily deep memories through iterative refinement of the inner-loop gradient trajectory.
We show that the exact online gradient descent recurrence is a fixed point of the iteration and prove
geometric convergence for a two-layer variant under sufficient contraction conditions. In practice,
only a few refinement steps are needed: at 4K context, full 340M models train 4.9× faster than TTT-
MLP, while models at 340M and 1.3B achieve strong language-modeling performance and stronger
recall on most tasks than the linear recurrent baselines. These results narrow the long-standing
tradeoff between the expressivity of nonlinear recurrence and the efficiency of parallel sequence
processing.
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Lénaı̈c Chizat, Edouard Oyallon, and Francis Bach. On lazy training in differ-
entiable programming. In Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems,
2019. URL https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper/2019/hash/
ae614c557843b1df326cb29c57225459-Abstract.html.
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A EXTENDED RELATED WORK

Linear recurrences. The lineage in Section 2.1 runs from linear attention (Katharopoulos et al.,
2020) through gated linear attention (Yang et al., 2024a), Mamba-2 (Dao & Gu, 2024), DeltaNet
(Schlag et al., 2021; Yang et al., 2024b) and Gated DeltaNet (Yang et al., 2025); Wang et al. (2025)
give the unifying view of all of these as test-time regression. The RWKV family follows the same
path from a vector-valued to a matrix-valued state (Peng et al., 2024a) and, in RWKV-7, to a gener-
alized delta rule with vector-valued gates and in-context learning rates (Peng et al., 2025). The most
recent linear recurrences refine the delta rule’s write and forget. KDA (Kimi Team, 2025) replaces
Gated DeltaNet’s scalar decay by a channel-wise one; Gated DeltaNet-2 (Hatamizadeh et al., 2026)
further decouples the erase gate from the write gate, recovering both KDA and Gated DeltaNet as
special cases; Mamba-3 (Lahoti et al., 2026) revisits the discretization of the state-space recurrence
and adds complex-valued and multi-input multi-output updates; DeltaProduct (Siems et al., 2025)
takes several delta steps per token so that the transition is a product of generalized Householder ma-
trices; Comba (Hu et al., 2025) adds output feedback to the bilinear state transition; Lattice (Karami
et al., 2025) writes only the component of a token orthogonal to the stored memory slot, with an
approximate chunkwise evaluation; Momentum DeltaNet (Huang et al., 2026) gives the online gra-
dient step a momentum term; Preconditioned DeltaNet (Tumma et al., 2026) preconditions it with an
online estimate of the curvature; and MesaNet (von Oswald et al., 2026) solves the in-context regres-
sion to optimality with a conjugate-gradient solver. These methods retain matrix-valued memories
(Parnichkun et al., 2025) but use different update and evaluation schemes: momentum introduces
an auxiliary state, MesaNet adds a per-query solve, and Lattice approximates a state-dependent up-
date. ParaTTT uses chunkwise linear recurrent kernels as building blocks. Extending its readout to
these other updates is a possible direction, but would require checking the corresponding solver and
gradient computation.

Test-time training. TTT-Linear and TTT-MLP (Sun et al., 2025) introduced the layer whose state
is the weights of a small model trained online, evaluated in the mini-batch form of Section 2.2. It is
worth writing this form out, since it is the approximation that ParaTTT removes. Let a block consist
of tokens s + 1, . . . , s + b and let Ws be the weights entering it (TTT-MLP uses no decay, so we
drop α). Exact online gradient descent evaluates the gradient of token j at the weights left by token
j − 1, Wj = Wj−1 − ηj ∇ℓj(Wj−1); the block form evaluates every gradient of the block at the
weights that entered it and scores token t with the causal partial sum of these stale gradients,

Wblk
t = Ws −

t∑
j=s+1

ηj ∇ℓj(Ws), s < t ≤ s+ b. (9)

For a squared-loss MLP with a linear readout, the readout update has an attention-style form inside
the block. In the next display, W denotes the readout weights only. With ϕj the features of token
j, computed with the block-start hidden weights, the gradient at Ws is the outer product (Wsϕj −
vj)ϕ

⊤
j of a residual with a feature. Let ϕq,t denote the query features under the causally updated

hidden weights at token t; then the output is

ot = Wblk
t ϕq,t = Wsϕq,t −

t∑
j=s+1

ηj
(
Wsϕj − vj

) (
ϕ⊤

j ϕq,t

)
, (10)

an attention-style readout with keys ϕj , values the residuals Wsϕj − vj and queries ϕq,t, so the
readout sum can be evaluated with matrix multiplications once the features are given. The price is in
the residuals: exact online descent would use the preceding readout weights and the current online
features, so that the write of token j erases what earlier tokens of the block stored under similar
keys (the delta rule), whereas the block form’s residuals see none of the block’s earlier writes and
the writes simply add up, as in linear attention without a delta rule. The hidden-layer gradients are
also evaluated at block-start weights. This freezes the features used to compute those gradients, but
does not freeze the hidden weights or query features used for each token’s output. At b = 1 the
block form recovers online descent; at b = T all gradient evaluations share the initial weights. TTT-
MLP’s default b = 16 and LaCT’s larger blocks trade sequential depth against update frequency,
and Fig. 5(a) measures the resulting error against the exact trajectory. ParaTTT instead targets the
b = 1 recurrence by iterating on the gradients.
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Liu et al. (2026) study LaCT-style and vision TTT layers. They report that adding inner steps only
at inference can hurt downstream performance, that retraining with gradient ascent can preserve
performance, and that replacing queries with keys can have little effect in their experiments. Their
attention-style representation allows updated hidden features; it is not limited to a frozen-feature
model. They also obtain parallel variants through further simplifications, including restricting adap-
tation to the final layer. These findings motivate testing which parts of nonlinear adaptation matter.
Our experiments address this question for the online recurrence, but do not establish that the block
approximation explains their observations.

Titans (Behrouz et al., 2025b) adds momentum and weight decay to the inner optimizer and ATLAS
(Behrouz et al., 2025a) optimizes the memory over a window of past tokens rather than the current
one; LaCT (Zhang et al., 2026) makes the block very large so that the inner update is a dense matrix
multiplication, and pairs it with a sliding-window attention branch (Section F.2). Two recent lines
move the fast weights into the backbone. In-place TTT (Feng et al., 2026) treats the down-projection
of every MLP block as the fast weights, trains it with an objective aligned with next-token prediction,
and updates it chunk-wise; end-to-end TTT (Tandon et al., 2025) keeps a standard transformer with
sliding-window attention and adapts selected MLP weights on the context by next-token prediction,
meta-learned so that the test-time updates help. In its reported configuration, adaptation is restricted
to the last quarter of the blocks. Both inherit the block structure: the weights are frozen inside a
chunk or a window and updated between them. ParaTTT is orthogonal to these choices of what to
adapt and with which loss; it changes how the inner trajectory of a nonlinear memory is computed,
so that every token’s update is taken at the weights left by the previous token, and it does so with the
parallel kernels of the linear recurrences above.

Sequential nonlinear RNNs. Nonlinear recurrent networks (Elman, 1990; Hochreiter & Schmid-
huber, 1997; Cho et al., 2014; Tumma et al., 2023) are trained by backpropagation through time
(BPTT) (Rumelhart et al., 1986; Werbos, 1990), which unrolls the recurrence over the sequence and
runs the backward pass through every step in reverse. Their straightforward forward evaluation and
BPTT are sequential over tokens, limiting sequence parallelism compared with attention (Vaswani
et al., 2017). The sLSTM cell of xLSTM (Beck et al., 2024) keeps a sequential nonlinear transition
next to a parallel linear one. M2RNN (Mishra et al., 2026) is the most direct recent attempt to make
the sequential path competitive: it keeps a matrix-valued state, updated by a tanh of a linear map
of the previous state plus an outer-product write with a learned forget gate, so that the state size
scales as it does in linear attention, and it evaluates the recurrence sequentially in a Triton kernel
that parallelizes over batch and heads while looping over time; the backward pass is full BPTT over
the 4096-token training sequence, recomputing the forward states and running the reverse loop over
every step. The nonlinear transition prevents direct evaluation by the linear scans used by SSMs.
The paper reports perfect length generalization on its evaluated state-tracking tasks, with training
throughput below its linear recurrent baselines. ParaTTT targets the same expressivity, a nonlinear
transition on a large state, but it obtains a parallel evaluation of it, and its nonlinearity acts on the
features that the memory reads and writes with rather than on the state transition directly.

Parallelizing nonlinear recurrences and its limits. DEER (Lim et al., 2024) cast the evalua-
tion of a nonlinear recurrence as a fixed-point problem over the whole trajectory and solved it with
Newton’s method, each step a linear recurrence evaluated by a parallel scan; ELK and quasi-DEER
(Gonzalez et al., 2024) stabilize the Newton iteration through its connection to Kalman smoothing
and make it scale by using diagonal Jacobians; ParaRNN (Danieli et al., 2026) designs LSTM and
GRU cells with structured Jacobians so that the Newton step is cheap and trains 7B-parameter non-
linear RNNs this way; Gonzalez et al. (2025) show that the number of iterations these methods need
is governed by the predictability of the dynamics, measured by the largest Lyapunov exponent, and
is polylogarithmic in the sequence length for contractive systems. Our Theorem 1 is a statement of
the same kind for our iteration: the contraction condition bounds the learning rate times the mem-
ory horizon, which is the quantity that controls how far a token’s update can propagate. A small
iteration count improves parallelism, but its expressivity requires a separate analysis. An associative
scan generally has logarithmic circuit depth; a fixed number of scans alone does not establish a TC0

upper bound. The bounds of Merrill & Sabharwal (2023); Merrill et al. (2024) apply to the architec-
tures and precision assumptions they analyze. For transformers, Merrill & Sabharwal (2025) show
that logarithmic depth suffices to recognize regular languages. We do not claim a circuit-complexity
classification for ParaTTT. Our finite-step result instead shows that N ≥ T recovers its sequen-
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tial recurrence in the undamped case (Proposition 1). The practical question, which Section 4.3
addresses, is how many iterations are needed for the tasks that matter.

Looped and implicit models. A second family iterates a block of layers in depth rather than a
recurrence in time. Universal transformers (Dehghani et al., 2019) apply the same layer repeatedly
with adaptive halting; deep equilibrium models (Bai et al., 2019) take the limit and define the output
as the fixed point of a layer, found by a root solver and differentiated implicitly; looped transformers
were shown to be programmable computers (Giannou et al., 2023) and to match the reasoning ability
of much deeper unlooped models (Saunshi et al., 2025), and recent language models scale test-time
compute by unrolling a recurrent block to a chosen depth (Geiping et al., 2025; Zhu et al., 2025).
Fixed-point reasoners (Movahedi et al., 2026) use convergence to a fixed point as the halting criterion
of a looped transformer and add damping to remove oscillations of the iterates, and Labovich (2026)
analyzes when the fixed points of a looped transformer are reachable, input-dependent and stable
under backpropagation, and finds that recall connections with outer normalization improve stability
and generalization in their studied architectures. Closest to our work, Schöne et al. (2025) iterate
a state-space model over the whole sequence until convergence to a fixed point and show that the
implicit model implements the nonlinear state transition of an RNN; like ParaTTT, they observe that
approximate convergence suffices during training, and they scale the approach to 1.3B parameters.
The essential difference is at decoding time. In recurrent-depth models, the chosen number of loops
is part of the token computation; in fixed-point models, the output is defined by an equilibrium. Both
require repeated computation per generated token, including in the sequential mode of Schöne et al.
(2025). For ParaTTT the loop is only a method for computing a prefill; the object being computed
is the exact sequential recurrence of Eq. (2), which for one new token is a single gradient step from
the cached weights. Decoding therefore requires no iteration at all (Section 3.2), and N affects the
cost and the accuracy of the prefill only.

Parallelizing continuous chain of thought. A third family feeds a hidden state of one decoding
step back into the input of the next, a nonlinear recurrence in time whose state is a full residual-
stream vector rather than a token. Coconut (Hao et al., 2025) feeds the last hidden state of a “con-
tinuous thought” position back as the next input embedding; because each thought depends on the
previous one, n thoughts cost n + 1 sequential forward passes at training time, which the authors
note is the main obstacle to parallelism. Parallel continuous chain of thought (Wu et al., 2025) re-
moves the sequential dependence with the same tool we use: starting from dummy thought inputs,
all thought positions are updated in parallel by nonlinear Jacobi iteration, each pass feeding the pre-
vious pass’s hidden states forward by one position, and the iteration is exact after as many passes as
there are thoughts (their Theorem 1 is the finite-step exactness of our Proposition 1). They train and
decode with a few extra passes (three, for 24 thoughts) and observe that the thought vectors do not
in fact converge after training and that training with more than about six passes becomes unstable.
Two recent language models apply the same construction to the whole sequence. T2MLR (Cai et al.,
2026) fuses a cache of a middle-layer representation from the previous token into an earlier layer of
the current token, and the full-bandwidth transformer (Wang et al., 2026) fuses the previous token’s
top-layer state with the next token embedding through a gated linear unit. Both train by Jacobi it-
eration over the sequence, re-running the affected layers in parallel with the previous pass’s states
shifted right by one position, and both decode sequentially with one pass per token, as ParaTTT
does. They differ from each other in how the iteration is optimized: the full-bandwidth transformer
uses at most three passes with gradients through all of them, on a schedule in which most batches
use a single pass, whereas T2MLR runs sixteen passes but backpropagates only through the last four,
detaching the earlier ones in the manner of truncated backpropagation through time, and reports that
this approximation matches exact recurrent training to within 0.005 in validation loss at 135M to
1B parameters. The recurrences in these models run through many layers of a transformer, so each
Jacobi pass is a forward pass of the network and the number of passes is kept small. In ParaTTT the
recurrence is a gradient step on the weights of one fast-weight layer, the iteration acts on that layer’s
pre-activation gradients, and each pass is a chunkwise scan inside one layer’s kernel, so the iteration
is cheap enough that we backpropagate through all N passes and the analysis of Section 3.3 applies
to the converged object.
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B PROOFS

Setting, restated. We analyze the iteration with L = 2, the linear-attention hidden update Eq. (4),
and the uncentered readout. For this analysis only, replace the unit-ball projection used in the exper-
iments with the soft clip nsoft(x) = x/

√
1 + ∥x∥2. This keeps the features bounded and, under the

activation assumptions below, makes their Jacobian globally Lipschitz. Write ψ = nsoft ◦ σ, where
σ acts coordinatewise. The features of this smooth variant are

ϕt = ψ(zt), zt = W
(1)
0 kt + b(1) + αt∆W

(1)
t−1kt.

Step 3 uses the exact Jacobian Ht = Dψ(zt) at the current pre-activation. Write ∥D∥∞ =

maxt ∥δz(1)t ∥ and F for one iteration’s map D 7→ D̂.
Theorem (Theorem 1, restated). For the soft-clipped variant defined above, assume ∥kt∥ ≤ 1,
∥vt∥ ≤ V , and ∥W(2)

0 ∥op ≤ w0; shared decay 0 ≤ αt ≤ ᾱ < 1 and shared learning rates
0 < η

(1)
t = η

(2)
t = ηt ≤ η̄ ≤ 1; and σ ∈ C2(R) with |σ′(x)| ≤ cσ and |σ′′(x)| ≤ hσ for every

x ∈ R. Set ϵ = η̄/(1− ᾱ) and Q = V + w0. Then F is globally Lipschitz in ∥ · ∥∞ with constant

ρ = ϵ(1 + ϵ)Q2
[
c2σ(1 + ϵ)(5 + 4ϵ) + hσ(2 + ϵ)

]
.

For ϵ ≤ 1
4 , ρ ≤ (10c2σ + 3hσ)ϵQ

2. If ρ < 1, F has a unique fixed point D⋆, the gradient sequence
of the sequential recurrence Eq. (2) with nsoft in place of the projection. For any initialization and
damping λ ∈ (0, 1], Eq. (7) converges geometrically:

∥D[n] −D⋆∥∞ ≤
(
1− λ(1− ρ)

)n∥D[0] −D⋆∥∞.

The features, readout states and outputs converge to those of the sequential recurrence at the same
rate, up to constant factors.

Proof strategy. We compare two guesses of the hidden-gradient sequence and follow their differ-
ences through one iteration. First, the hidden scan turns the guesses into pre-activations and features.
Next, these features determine the readout trajectory and its feature gradients. Finally, the backward
pass multiplies each feature gradient by the activation Jacobian. Both factors in this last product
change between the two guesses, so we must control both changes. The lemmas below give these
bounds in the order they are needed.

Notation. We use the Euclidean norm for vectors and the operator norm for matrices. For a se-
quence, ∥ · ∥∞ is the maximum of the vector norms over tokens. There is one hidden layer, so we
omit its layer index and write D = (δzt)t≤T . A prime denotes the quantity obtained from a second
guess D′, with the keys, values and model parameters held fixed.

Past writes are multiplied by the decay factors

γj,t =

t−1∏
i=j+1

αi.

The assumption αi ≤ ᾱ < 1 bounds their total contribution, independently of sequence length:

η̄
∑
j<t

γj,t ≤ η̄
∑
r≥0

ᾱr =
η̄

1− ᾱ
= ϵ.

We will use this geometric-series bound for both the hidden and readout states. For brevity, write
n = nsoft throughout the proof.

Lemma 1 (Soft clip). For n(x) = x/
√

1 + ∥x∥2, the output and Jacobian satisfy

∥n(x)∥ ≤ 1, ∥Dn(x)∥ ≤ 1, ∥Dn(x)−Dn(y)∥ ≤ 2∥x− y∥.

Proof. The output bound follows directly from the definition. To bound the derivatives, set s =√
1 + ∥x∥2 and a = n(x). Differentiation gives

Dn(x) = s−1I− s−3xx⊤ = s−1(I− aa⊤).
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Along x, this matrix has eigenvalue s−3; in directions perpendicular to x, it has eigenvalue s−1. At
x = 0 it is the identity. Thus ∥Dn(x)∥ ≤ s−1 ≤ 1, which also shows that n is nonexpansive.

It remains to bound the change in the Jacobian. In a direction h, the derivative of the scalar factor
s−1 has magnitude at most ∥x∥∥h∥/s3. The derivative of aa⊤ has norm at most 2∥a∥∥Dn(x)h∥.
Applying the product rule therefore gives

∥D(Dn)(x)[h]∥ ≤ 3∥x∥
(1 + ∥x∥2)3/2

∥h∥ ≤ 2√
3
∥h∥ ≤ 2∥h∥.

Here we used maxr≥0 r/(1 + r2)3/2 = 2/(3
√
3). Integrating this bound along the segment from x

to y proves the final inequality.

Lemma 2 (Composite activation). The full activation ψ = n ◦ σ satisfies

∥Dψ(z)∥ ≤ cσ, ∥Dψ(z)−Dψ(z′)∥ ≤ (2c2σ + hσ)∥z− z′∥.

Proof. The chain rule factors the Jacobian into the derivatives of the soft clip and the coordinatewise
activation:

Dψ(z) = N(z)J(z), N(z) = Dn(σ(z)), J(z) = diag σ′(z).

Since ∥N∥ ≤ 1 and ∥J∥ ≤ cσ , their product has norm at most cσ . For its variation, the activation
assumptions and Lemma 1 give

∥N(z)−N(z′)∥ ≤ 2∥σ(z)− σ(z′)∥ ≤ 2cσ∥z− z′∥,
∥J(z)− J(z′)∥ ≤ hσ∥z− z′∥.

Now split the difference of the products as NJ−N′J′ = (N−N′)J+N′(J− J′). The first term
contributes at most 2c2σ∥z−z′∥, and the second contributes at most hσ∥z−z′∥. Adding them proves
the claim.

Lemma 3 (Features). For any two gradient guesses, let δ = ∥D−D′∥∞. Then

∥ϕt∥ ≤ 1, ∥zt − z′t∥ ≤ ϵδ, ∥ϕt − ϕ′
t∥ ≤ cσϵδ.

Proof. Only the fast weights depend on the gradient guess. Their contribution to the pre-activation
is, by Eq. (4),

ut = αt∆W
(1)
t−1kt = −αt

∑
j<t

γj,tηj(k
⊤
j kt)δzj .

The normalized keys satisfy |k⊤
j kt| ≤ 1. Subtracting the two sums and using αt ≤ 1 gives

∥zt − z′t∥ = ∥ut − u′
t∥ ≤ η̄

∑
j<t

γj,t∥δzj − δz′j∥ ≤ ϵδ.

Applying the cσ-Lipschitz map ψ gives the feature-difference bound. The bound ∥ϕt∥ ≤ 1 follows
from the soft clip.

Lemma 4 (Readout trajectory). Let St = ∆W
(2)
t be the readout’s fast weights for features satisfy-

ing ∥ϕt∥ ≤ 1. Then
∥St∥ ≤ ϵQ, ∥W̄(2)

t−1∥ ≤ (1 + ϵ)Q.

For two such feature sequences, writing δϕ = ∥ϕ− ϕ′∥∞, we also have

∥St − S′
t∥ ≤ 2ϵ(1 + ϵ)Qδϕ.

Proof. Separate each readout update into the part carried from the previous state and the new write:

St = αtSt−1(I− ηtϕtϕ
⊤
t ) + ηt(vt −W

(2)
0 ϕt)ϕ

⊤
t , S0 = 0. (11)

We first bound the state itself, then compare the states generated by different features.
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State size. Because ηt∥ϕt∥2 ≤ 1, the matrix I − ηtϕtϕ
⊤
t has operator norm at most one. The new

write has norm at most η̄(V + w0) = η̄Q. Hence

∥St∥ ≤ ᾱ∥St−1∥+ η̄Q.

Starting from zero and summing the geometric series gives ∥St∥ ≤ ϵQ. Adding the slow weights
then gives

∥W̄(2)
t−1∥ = ∥W

(2)
0 + αtSt−1∥ ≤ w0 + ϵQ ≤ (1 + ϵ)Q.

Sensitivity to the features. Write δt = ∥St − S′
t∥. Two elementary bounds control the feature-

dependent terms in Eq. (11):

∥ϕtϕ
⊤
t − ϕ′

tϕ
′⊤
t ∥ ≤ 2δϕ,

∥(vt −W
(2)
0 ϕt)ϕ

⊤
t − (vt −W

(2)
0 ϕ′

t)ϕ
′⊤
t ∥ ≤ (V + 2w0)δϕ.

The first follows by changing one factor of the outer product at a time. For the second, the value term
contributes V δϕ and the quadratic feature term contributes 2w0δϕ. Subtracting the two recurrences
now gives

δt ≤ ᾱδt−1 + 2η̄ᾱ∥S′
t−1∥δϕ + η̄(V + 2w0)δϕ

≤ ᾱδt−1 + 2η̄(1 + ϵ)Qδϕ.

In the last line we used the state-size bound and V + 2w0 ≤ 2Q. Since δ0 = 0, another geometric
sum yields δt ≤ 2ϵ(1 + ϵ)Qδϕ.

Lemma 5 (Feature gradient). For features in the unit ball, let

gt = W̄
(2)⊤
t−1 (W̄

(2)
t−1ϕt − vt).

Its size and sensitivity to the feature sequence satisfy

∥gt∥ ≤ B, ∥gt − g′
t∥ ≤ A∥ϕ− ϕ′∥∞,

where
B = (1 + ϵ)(2 + ϵ)Q2, A = (1 + ϵ)(1 + 7ϵ+ 4ϵ2)Q2.

Proof. Fix a token and abbreviate its decayed readout by W̄ and its residual by r = W̄ϕt−vt. Set
M = (1 + ϵ)Q. By Lemma 4,

∥W̄∥ ≤M, ∥r∥ ≤M + V.

Therefore ∥gt∥ ≤M(M + V ) ≤ B, using V ≤ Q.

For the difference bound, there are two sources of change: the readout weights and the features at
this token. Writing ∆W = ∥W̄ − W̄′∥ and δϕ = ∥ϕ− ϕ′∥∞, we have

r− r′ = (W̄ − W̄′)ϕt + W̄′(ϕt − ϕ′
t), ∥r− r′∥ ≤ ∆W +Mδϕ.

Splitting the gradient difference in the same way gives

∥gt − g′
t∥ ≤ ∆W ∥r∥+ ∥W̄′∥ ∥r− r′∥
≤ (2M + V )∆W +M2δϕ.

The readout lemma supplies ∆W ≤ 2ϵ(1 + ϵ)Qδϕ. Substituting this and 2M + V ≤ (3 + 2ϵ)Q
yields

∥gt − g′
t∥ ≤

[
2ϵ(1 + ϵ)(3 + 2ϵ) + (1 + ϵ)2

]
Q2δϕ = Aδϕ.

Proof of Theorem 1. Bounding one iteration. Let δ = ∥D − D′∥∞. The backward pass returns
Ft(D) = H⊤

t gt, where Ht = Dψ(zt). The preceding lemmas give the four bounds needed to
compare these products:

∥Ht∥ ≤ cσ, ∥Ht −H′
t∥ ≤ (2c2σ + hσ)ϵδ,

∥g′
t∥ ≤ B, ∥gt − g′

t∥ ≤ Acσϵδ.
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Here A bounds the sensitivity of the feature gradient and B bounds its size, as defined in Lemma 5.
The change in the gradient contributes the first term below; the change in the Jacobian contributes
the second:

∥Ft(D)− Ft(D
′)∥ ≤ ∥Ht∥ ∥gt − g′

t∥+ ∥Ht −H′
t∥ ∥g′

t∥
≤ ϵ

[
c2σA+ (2c2σ + hσ)B

]
δ.

Substituting A and B and collecting terms gives exactly the constant ρ in Eq. (8). Taking the
maximum over tokens proves ∥F (D) − F (D′)∥∞ ≤ ρδ. The simpler bound for ϵ ≤ 1/4 follows
from

(1 + ϵ)2(5 + 4ϵ) ≤ 75

8
< 10, (1 + ϵ)(2 + ϵ) ≤ 45

16
< 3.

Identifying the limit. If ρ < 1, the map is a contraction on the complete space (RT×d, ∥ · ∥∞).
Banach’s theorem therefore gives a unique fixed point D⋆. At that point, every guessed gradient
equals the actual gradient returned by the backward pass. This identifies the resulting trajectory
with the sequential recurrence using the soft clip: both start from zero fast weights; if their states
agree before a token, their features and gradients agree at that token, so their updates give the same
next states. Induction over tokens proves agreement of the whole trajectory.

Damping and the convergence rate. The damped map is G(D) = (1 − λ)D + λF (D). It has the
same fixed point and satisfies

∥G(D)−G(D′)∥∞ ≤ (1− λ+ λρ)∥D−D′∥∞.
Applying this inequality repeatedly with D′ = D⋆ gives the stated geometric rate.

Features, states and outputs. The feature and readout lemmas show that these quantities change by
at most a constant times the error in D. The same is true for query-side features: their unshifted
hidden scan has gain at most ϵmaxt ∥qt∥, followed by the cσ-Lipschitz map ψ. Finally, the output is
ot = W

(2)
t ϕq

t , a product of bounded quantities that are Lipschitz in D. Thus their errors all inherit
the same geometric rate, up to constant factors.

SiLU satisfies the assumptions. For σ(x) = xs(x) with s(x) = (1 + e−x)−1, σ′(x) = s(x) +
xs′(x) and σ′′(x) = 2s′(x)+xs′(x)(1−2s(x)). Since s′(x) ≤ min(1/4, e−|x|) and |x|e−|x| ≤ 1/e,
valid global bounds are cσ = 1 + 1/e and hσ = 1/2 + 1/e.

Fixed point and finite-step exactness. This is the formal version of Proposition 1.
Proposition 2 (Finite-step exactness of the undamped iteration). For the iteration of Section 3.2 with
λ = 1 and any initialization, the estimated hidden gradients at tokens 1, . . . ,min(n, T ) equal their
sequential values after n iterations. Consequently, for N ≥ T , the final evaluation reproduces the
sequential recurrence exactly in exact arithmetic. The argument applies at any memory depth, with
either projection or soft clipping, using the same derivative convention in the parallel and sequential
evaluations, and requires no contraction condition. For 0 < λ < 1, finite-step exactness fails in
general: already at token 1, D[n]

1 −D⋆
1 = (1− λ)n(D[0]

1 −D⋆
1).

Proof. Group all hidden-layer gradient estimates at token t into Dt. The iteration is strictly causal:
Ft(D) depends only on D1, . . . ,Dt−1. To see this at arbitrary depth, proceed layer by layer in the
forward pass. At token s ≤ t, each hidden scan uses only writes j < s, and its layer inputs depend
only on estimates at tokens preceding their own positions. Thus all key-side features through token t
depend only on D<t. The readout before token t is determined by earlier features and updates. The
backward pass uses these same hidden and readout states, so it introduces no dependence on Dt or
later estimates.

The sequential gradient sequence D⋆ satisfies F (D⋆) = D⋆: at D⋆ the shifted scans of Step 1 sum
the writes of tokens j < t and reproduce the decayed weights W̄(l)

t−1 of Eq. (2) at every token, Step
2 reproduces W̄

(L)
t−1, and Step 3 is the backpropagation of the sequential model, so δ̂z = δz; the

parallel evaluation at D⋆ therefore coincides with the sequential recurrence, and damping changes
the iterates but not this fixed point. Since F1 has no dependence on D, the first undamped iteration
gives D[1]

1 = D⋆
1. Suppose the first n tokens are exact after n iterations. For every t ≤ min(n+1, T ),
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all arguments of Ft then agree with those of Ft(D
⋆), hence D

[n+1]
t = D⋆

t . Induction proves the
prefix claim and gives D[N ] = D⋆ wheneverN ≥ T . The final forward and readout passes therefore
reproduce the sequential states and outputs. The argument uses only causality and identical local
derivative evaluations, so it applies to either clipping choice; at a nondifferentiable point of the hard
projection, both evaluations must use the same fixed derivative convention.

C ALGORITHM DETAILS

Algorithm 1 ParaTTT with linear-attention hidden updates and an uncentered readout (one head;
all operations act on the full sequence of T tokens). Practical modifications are in Section 3.4.

Require: keys k1:T , queries q1:T , values v1:T ; gates α1:T , learning rates η
(1..L)
1:T ; weights

W
(l)
0 ,b(l); iterations N ; damping λ

1: δz(l)1:T ← 0 for every hidden layer l < L ▷ initial estimate of the backward gradients
2: for n = 1, . . . , N do

Step 1: parallel forward pass
3: h(0) ← k
4: for l = 1, . . . , L− 1 do
5: a(l) ←W

(l)
0 h(l−1) + b(l) + SHIFTEDSCAN

(
keys h(l−1), values −η(l)δz(l), gates α

)
6: h(l) ← σ(a(l)); store the Jacobian J(l)

7: end for
Step 2: readout trajectory and its gradient

8: ṽ← v −W
(L)
0 h(L−1)

9: e← DELTARULEGRAD
(
h(L−1), ṽ, α, η(L),W

(L)
0

)
▷ Eq. (5); includes slow offset

Step 3: parallel backward pass
10: g← e/η(L)

11: for l = L− 1, . . . , 1 do
12: δ̂z

(l)
← J(l)⊤g

13: if l > 1 then
14: g←W

(l)⊤
0 δ̂z

(l)

15: g← g + TRANSPOSEDSCAN
(
keys δz(l), values −η(l)h(l−1), gates α

)
δ̂z

(l)

16: end if
17: end for
18: δz(l) ← δz(l) + λ (δ̂z

(l)
− δz(l)) for every hidden layer l

19: end for
Output

20: ϕk ← features of k from a final Step 1 (shifted); ϕq ← features of q from the same scans,
unshifted

21: ṽ← v −W
(L)
0 ϕk

22: ofast ← DELTARULE
(
queries ϕq, keys ϕk, values ṽ, gates α, step sizes η(L)

)
23: return o←W

(L)
0 ϕq + ofast

C.1 SHIFTED AND UNSHIFTED SCANS

Every scan in Algorithm 1 is one of two forms of the same recurrence, which differ only in whether
token t reads the state before or after its own write. For a gated linear attention with keys kj , values
vj and gates αj , the state is St = αtSt−1 + vtk

⊤
t , and the two reads of a query qt are

unshifted: ot = Stqt =
∑
j≤t

( t∏
i=j+1

αi

)
vj (k

⊤
j qt),

shifted: ot = αtSt−1qt =
∑
j<t

( t∏
i=j+1

αi

)
vj (k

⊤
j qt).

(12)
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The unshifted read is the standard one, in which the sum includes the current token j = t; the shifted
read excludes it. We need both because the sequential recurrence Eq. (2) evaluates everything about
the key of token t at the decayed weights W̄t−1, before its own gradient step, and the query at
Wt, after it. The hidden-layer pre-activation of key t, Eq. (4), is therefore a shifted read with
qt = h

(l−1)
t and vj = −η(l)j δz

(l)
j ; the transposed read of Step 3, Eq. (6), is a shifted read with

the roles of keys and values exchanged; DELTARULEGRAD reads the readout state before token t’s
write, Eq. (21), which is again shifted; and the final output pass reads the query-side features under
the updated weights, which is unshifted. The shift is also what makes the fixed-point argument of
Section 3.3 work: with a shifted read no token’s update depends on its own write, so all T updates
can be evaluated simultaneously from an estimate of D; with an unshifted read the update of token t
would depend on δzt itself and the parallel evaluation would not reproduce the sequential recurrence.
The use of shifted kernels for keys is consistent with standard formulation of online gradient descent
used in GDN and TTT-MLP, where the gradient (on the keys) is evaluated after applying the decay
(shifted), and the readout from the query is applied using the updated state (unshifted).

In the chunkwise form the difference is confined to the intra-chunk term. Writing the chunk’s
queries, keys and values as matrices and Γ/ for the matrix of decay ratios, the two reads are

unshifted: O = ΓQS⊤
c +tril

(
QK⊤⊙Γ/

)
V, shifted: O = ΓQS⊤

c +tril
(
QK⊤⊙Γ/,−1

)
V,

(13)
where tril(·,−1) is the strictly lower-triangular part. The boundary state Sc contains only tokens of
earlier chunks, so the inter-chunk term is identical in both forms; only the causal mask of the intra-
chunk attention changes, from j ≤ t to j < t. This is how the shifted kernels are implemented: we
copied FLA’s chunkwise gated-linear-attention and gated-delta-rule kernels and changed the intra-
chunk mask in the forward output kernel and its two backward kernels (for the query/key gradients
and for the value gradient) from a causal to a strictly causal comparison of the token indices, leaving
the inter-chunk state recurrence, the WY solve and the chunk-boundary bookkeeping untouched.
The same one-line change applied to the delta-rule kernel’s final read gives the shifted delta-rule
scan used for the hidden layer in Section C.2 and, with the query and value operands exchanged,
DELTARULEGRAD. At decode time (T = 1) the shifted read is the read of the cached state before
the token’s update, so no special case is needed.

Algorithm 1 is implemented with three chunkwise kernels of the FLA library and their transposes:
the gated-linear-attention scan for the hidden layers (Eq. (4) and its transpose Eq. (6)), the gated-
delta-rule scan for the hidden layer in the delta-rule form of Eq. (14), and the gated-delta-rule kernel
with the query and value operands of its final read exchanged for DELTARULEGRAD (Section C.3).
The shift is implemented inside the chunk: the intra-chunk attention is strictly lower-triangular for
the key-side read and lower-triangular including the diagonal for the query-side read, and the inter-
chunk state is the same for both. Every iteration recomputes the hidden-layer scans from the current
pseudo-labels. In the reported one-hidden-layer configuration, the slow hidden contribution W

(1)
0 kt

and the iteration-0 features are computed once. For deeper memories, the inputs of subsequent hid-
den layers change with the iteration, so their slow contributions are recomputed. Training backprop-
agates through all N iterations with the kernels’ chunkwise backward passes; iteration n stores the
pseudo-labels, the features and the Jacobians of σ, and the readout states at chunk boundaries are
recomputed in the backward pass rather than stored.

C.2 DELTA RULE FOR THE HIDDEN LAYERS

Step 1 evolves each hidden layer’s fast weights by the gated linear attention Eq. (4), which sums the
writes −η(l)j δz

(l)
j h

(l−1)⊤
j without ever erasing. The same weights can be evolved by a gated delta

rule. With the unit key k̂t = h
(l−1)
t /∥h(l−1)

t ∥ and write rate βt = η
(l)
t , the delta rule is

∆W
(l)
t = αt∆W

(l)
t−1 + βt

(
yt − rt

)
k̂⊤
t , (14)

rt = αt∆W
(l)
t−1k̂t, yt = r̃t −

η
(l)
t ∥h

(l−1)
t ∥
βt

δz
(l)
t ,

where rt is the read of the key from the decayed weights and the target yt is built from r̃t, the same
read taken on the trajectory of the previous iteration. Substituting yt,

∆W
(l)
t = αt∆W

(l)
t−1 − η

(l)
t δz

(l)
t h

(l−1)⊤
t + βt

(
r̃t − rt

)
k̂⊤
t , (15)
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which is Eq. (3) plus a correction that erases the part of the previous iteration’s read that the current
trajectory does not reproduce. At the fixed point r̃t = rt and the correction vanishes, so the two
forms agree there; along the iterates the delta-rule form erases stale writes rather than accumulating
them. It is computed with a chunkwise gated-delta-rule kernel; Table 1 compares the two.

C.3 THE READOUT GRADIENT

Following the notation of Yang et al. (2024b); Tumma et al. (2026), write St = ∆W
(L)⊤
t for

the fast part of the readout, which decays as S̄t−1 = αtSt−1, and keep the slow readout W(L)
0

as a fixed offset, so that the weight token t reads is S̄t−1 + W
(L)⊤
0 . (Equivalently, the full state

St +W
(L)⊤
0 decays toward W

(L)⊤
0 : αt(St−1 +W

(L)⊤
0 ) + (1 − αt)W

(L)⊤
0 .) With the corrected

values ṽt = vt −W
(L)
0 ϕt (or their centered form, Section C.5) and ut = η

(L)
t (ṽt − S̄⊤

t−1ϕt) the
value that token t writes, the fast readout’s recurrence is St = S̄t−1 + ϕtu

⊤
t , and token t’s inner

loss and the gradient that Step 3 needs are

ℓt = 1
2

∥∥S̄⊤
t−1ϕt − ṽt

∥∥2, et = η
(L)
t

∂ℓt
∂ϕt

= −
(
S̄t−1 +W

(L)⊤
0

)
ut. (16)

The chunkwise gated-delta-rule kernel of Yang et al. (2024b; 2025), as implemented in FLA, al-
ready forms every quantity on the right: the chunk-boundary states, the intra-chunk decays and the
corrected values uj of a chunk, which it obtains jointly from the WY representation. DELTARULE-
GRAD therefore reuses that kernel and changes only its final read, exchanging the roles of the queries
and the values; its cost equals one delta-rule pass. The chunkwise form follows.

C.4 CHUNKWISE COMPUTATION OF THE READOUT GRADIENT

We use the chunk notation of Yang et al. (2024b; 2025); Tumma et al. (2026). Partition the sequence
into chunks of C tokens and, for a chunk, stack its features, values, step sizes and outputs as Φ ∈
RC×d, V ∈ RC×dv , β = (η

(L)
t )t∈c and O, with Sc the readout state at the chunk’s start and γt =∏

i≤t αi the cumulative decay within the chunk. Write γt,j = γt/γj , Γ = diag(γt), (Γ/)tj = γt,j ,
ΓC = diag(γC/γj) and L = diag(β). In this transposed convention the gated delta rule advances
the state by St = (I − ηtϕtϕ

⊤
t ) S̄t−1 + ηtϕtṽ

⊤
t , and the transitions of a chunk, applied in order

from the left, have the WY form (I− ηCϕCϕ
⊤
C) · · · (I− η1ϕ1ϕ

⊤
1 ) = I−Φ⊤U with

U = T0 LΦ, T0 =
(
I+ tril(LΦΦ⊤,−1)

)−1
, (17)

a C ×C triangular solve against the Gram matrix of the chunk’s features. Including the decay gives
the solve

T = ΓT0Γ
−1 =

(
I+ tril((LΦΦ⊤)⊙ Γ/,−1)

)−1
.

The rows uj of the corrected values

Uv = TL
(
Ṽ − ΓΦSc

)
(18)

are exactly the writes uj = ηj(ṽj − S̄⊤
j−1ϕj) of Section C.3, expressed without the token-by-token

state, and the state entering token t of the chunk is

S̄t−1 = γt Sc +
∑
j∈c
j<t

γt,j ϕj u
⊤
j . (19)

The kernel computes, per chunk, T, Uv, the next boundary state Sc+1 = γCSc + Φ⊤ΓCUv (the
inter-chunk recurrence, a short scan over chunks), and the output

O = ΓΦq Sc + tril
(
ΦqΦ

⊤ ⊙ Γ/
)
Uv, (20)

where the tril mask is causal; this is Eq. (19) substituted into ot = S⊤
t ϕq,t (the slow term W

(L)
0 ϕq,t

is added outside the kernel), a product with the boundary state plus a causal intra-chunk attention
with scores ϕ⊤

q,tϕj and values uj .
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The feature gradient et = −(S̄t−1 +W
(L)⊤
0 )ut of Eq. (16) substitutes the same Eq. (19) and gives,

per token and per chunk,

et = −
(
γt Sc +W

(L)⊤
0

)
ut −

∑
j∈c
j<t

γt,j
(
u⊤
j ut

)
ϕj ,

E = −ΓUv S
⊤
c −UvW

(L)
0 − tril

(
UvU

⊤
v ⊙ Γ/,−1

)
Φ,

(21)

a product with the boundary state plus a causal intra-chunk attention in which the corrected val-
ues act as both queries and keys and the features as values. Comparing Eqs. (20) and (21): the
two expressions share Sc, Γ, T and Uv, and differ only in which operands enter the final read,
(Φq,Φ,Uv) for the output against (Uv,Uv,Φ) for the gradient, and in the strict lower-triangular
mask, which excludes j = t and implements the shifted arrangement. DELTARULEGRAD is there-
fore the gated-delta-rule kernel with the query and value operands of its final read exchanged, with
the offset W(L)⊤

0 entering its final read only; its cost equals that of one delta-rule pass. Because T
depends on the features, which change with every iteration, it is recomputed in each of the N iter-
ations and in the final scans. In the reported one-hidden-layer configuration, the hidden delta-rule
solve (Section C.2) is computed once because its keys are the fixed inputs kt. In deeper memories,
this reuse applies only to the first hidden layer; subsequent hidden-layer inputs change with the it-
eration. The transposed reads of Step 3, Eq. (6), have the same structure with plain linear attention:
values −η(l)j h

(l−1)
j in place of Uv, and no triangular solve.

C.5 CENTERING

The centered readout of Section 3.4 is

fW(kt) = W(L)ϕt −W
(L)
0 ϕ0,t = ∆W(L)ϕt +W

(L)
0

(
ϕt − ϕ0,t

)
, (22)

the fast readout applied to the features plus the slow readout applied to their drift from the slow
features. With it, the inner loss of token t is ℓt = 1

2∥∆W̄
(L)
t−1ϕt+W

(L)
0 (ϕt−ϕ0,t)−vt∥2. Writing

ṽt = vt−W
(L)
0 (ϕt−ϕ0,t) for the corrected values, this is the uncentered loss with vt replaced by

ṽt, so the fast readout ∆W(L) follows the same gated delta rule as before on the corrected values,
and its trajectory is computed by the same kernel. The feature gradient of Eq. (5) becomes

et = η
(L)
t

(
∆W̄

(L)
t−1 +W

(L)
0

)⊤(
∆W̄

(L)
t−1ϕt − ṽt

)
, (23)

which DELTARULEGRAD returns when its readout weight is offset by W
(L)
0 ; the offset enters the

kernel’s final read only. The output is ot = ∆W
(L)
t ϕq,t +W

(L)
0 (ϕq,t − ϕ0,q,t), one gated-delta-

rule pass on the corrected values plus a matrix product. The slow features ϕ0 of the keys are exactly
those produced by iteration 0, where D = 0, so they cost nothing extra; the slow features of the
queries need one additional pass through the slow MLP. The fixed point of Section 3.3 is unchanged
in form: it is the gradient sequence of the sequential recurrence with the centered readout. W(L)

0 is
trained by backpropagation like every other slow parameter; because the forward pass depends on it
through ϕt − ϕ0,t, its gradient is a true gradient and no stop-gradient is involved.

D MODEL CONFIGURATIONS AND TRAINING RECIPE

The reported experiments use the hard unit-ball projection x/max(1, ∥x∥) specified below. The
soft clip is used only for the theoretical analysis in Sections B and 3.3.

All models share one backbone: a stack of pre-norm residual blocks, each a token-mixing layer
followed by a SwiGLU MLP, with RMSNorm and tied embeddings, 24 layers at both scales, d =
1024 at 340M and d = 2048 at 1.3B. The default head layouts are 8 heads of dimension 128 at 340M
and 16 heads of dimension 128 at 1.3B; TTT-MLP and LaCT use the separate layouts below. The
token-mixing layer is ParaTTT, Gated DeltaNet, Mamba-2, softmax attention with RoPE, or TTT-
MLP; the recurrent layers apply a short causal convolution of width 4 to the query, key and value
projections and an output gate. Mamba-2 uses expansion 1 and 4 groups, TTT-MLP its published
layout of 16 heads of dimension 64 with a block of 16 tokens, and LaCT its published recipe with
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a chunk of 2048 tokens, without the sliding-window branch, so that it is a pure fast-weight model.
ParaTTT uses the memory of Section 3.1 with one hidden layer of width dhead = 128 and SiLU,
the delta rule for the hidden layer and centering (Section 3.4), a per-token learning rate that is the
sigmoid of a linear function of the input, the decay gate of Gated DeltaNet shared by both layers,
damping λ = 0.8, and N = 2 iterations during training unless stated. Every ParaTTT model
starts from the initialization of the Gated DeltaNet model of the same size, so that the two differ
only in the memory. Table 2 lists the models of Table 1. All models are trained with FLAME on
SlimPajama (parquet shards of the 100B-token subset) with the Llama tokenizer, sequence length
4096, 8 sequences per GPU with two accumulation steps on 8 GPUs (0.5M tokens per step), AdamW
(β = (0.9, 0.95), ϵ = 10−8, weight decay 0.01), peak learning rate 4 × 10−4 with 1024 warmup
steps and cosine decay to 4 × 10−5, gradient clipping at norm 1, bf16, seed 42 and the same data
order. The 340M models train for 30k steps and the 1.3B models for 190k steps; the 1.3B ParaTTT
model trains on two nodes with a sharding that reproduces the one-node data order. Every ParaTTT
model is initialized from the Gated DeltaNet initialization of the same size (the slow weights of the
memory are new parameters, initialized with the standard scheme and zero fast weights), so that at
initialization the two models differ only in the memory.

Model Params Mixing layer Memory / state Notes

340M, 24 layers, d = 1024

Gated DeltaNet 342M 8 heads × 128 128× 128 per head conv 4, output gate
Mamba-2 342M 8 heads × 128, expand

1, 4 groups
128× 128 per head scalar decay

Transformer 341M 8 heads × 128, RoPE KV cache YaRN for RULER
TTT-MLP 349M 16 heads × 64, block 16 MLP 64 → 256 → 64 per

head
inner LR base 0.1

LaCT fast-weight
branch only

340M 4 heads, chunk 2048 SwiGLU fast weights Muon updates, conv
4

ParaTTT 348M 8 heads × 128 MLP 128 → 128 → 128 per
head

N = 2, λ = 0.8,
delta-rule body,
centered

1.3B, 24 layers, d = 2048

Gated DeltaNet 1.30B 16 heads × 128
Mamba-2 1.30B 16 heads × 128, expand

1, 4 groups
Transformer 1.30B 16 heads × 128, RoPE
ParaTTT 1.31B 16 heads × 128 MLP 128 → 128 → 128 per

head
N = 2

Table 2: Models of Table 1. Parameter counts include embeddings. The ParaTTT memory has a
hidden layer of width dhead with SiLU, a bias, the unit-ball projection on the features, and a learned
per-head gain on the fast pre-activation; its learning rates are ηt = sigmoid(w⊤

η xt + bη) per head
and layer, its decay is the Gated DeltaNet gate shared by both layers.

E EVALUATION PROTOCOL

Perplexity and zero-shot. WikiText-103 word perplexity and LAMBADA (OpenAI) perplexity,
and accuracy on PIQA, HellaSwag (normalized), ARC-easy, ARC-challenge (normalized), Wino-
Grande, BoolQ and SciQ, all zero-shot with lm-evaluation-harness (Gao et al., 2023). ParaTTT
models are evaluated at their training N with the chunkwise prefill.

Recall. SWDE, FDA, TriviaQA (the cloze version of Arora et al. (2024b)) and DROP are genera-
tion tasks: the model greedily decodes an answer after the prompt and the score is whether the gold
answer appears in the generation, case-insensitively, on the full evaluation sets. ParaTTT prefills
the prompt with the chunkwise iteration at its training N and decodes token by token with the exact
recurrence; TTT-MLP decodes with a block-faithful cache at batch 1; the other models use their
standard cached decoding.
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RULER. The eight needle-in-a-haystack tasks of RULER (Hsieh et al., 2024) (single 1–3, multi-
key 1–3, multiquery, multivalue) at 4K, 8K, 16K and 32K tokens with 100 samples per task; the table
reports the average. Attention models use YaRN (Peng et al., 2024b) with a scale of the evaluation
length over 4096.

Synthetic tasks. Two-layer models of width 256 (head dimension 128) with the same backbone
as the language models, trained from scratch for 4k steps with AdamW, batch 128, over learning
rates {3×10−4, 10−3, 3×10−3} and three seeds; the long-horizon settings (parity at 512 and 1024,
MQAR at 512 with 32 pairs) are also trained for 8k steps at {10−4, 3 × 10−4}, and MQAR with
64 pairs at width 512. Figure 6 reports, per model and setting, the learning rate (and budget) with
the best mean final accuracy over the three seeds. ParaTTT models train and evaluate at N = 2 (or
N = 5).

Per-position perplexity. 698 held-out SlimPajama documents (validation and test splits) of at least
4097 tokens, each contributing its first 4096 tokens, so that every position is the same number of
tokens into a document; the mean NLL per position is binned in 27 log-spaced bins and reported as
perplexity with one standard error.

F ADDITIONAL RESULTS

F.1 SYNTHETIC NONLINEAR-STATE TASKS

Three synthetic tasks isolate what a nonlinear memory adds, each learned from scratch by two-layer
models of width 256 (width 512 for MQAR with 64 pairs) with the backbone of Section D (protocol
in Section E; Fig. 6). Cumulative parity asks, at every position, for the parity of the number of ones
seen so far; k-hop asks for the token reached by following k pointer links back through the sequence;
multi-query associative recall (MQAR) asks for the values of previously stored keys.

Parity probes whether a memory can maintain a state that flips with selected inputs. It is not a
universal separation between nonlinear and linear memories: negative transition eigenvalues allow
linear RNNs to solve it. The relevant limitation concerns finite-precision linear RNNs restricted to
nonnegative real eigenvalues at arbitrary sequence lengths (Grazzi et al., 2025). Our finite-length
experiments test the architectures and training settings used here. In Fig. 6(a), Gated DeltaNet and
Mamba-2 fall from 74–77% at length 128 to 63% at 256 and 52–55% at 1024, approaching chance,
and the two-layer attention model stays below 63% at every length, whereas ParaTTT reaches 96–
100% at lengths up to 256, 79–90% at 512 and 78–80% at 1024, with the model trained at N = 5
best at every length. Turning the loop off (N = 0) drops ParaTTT to chance, indicating that the
iteration is important in this setup. TTT-MLP sits between the two groups (87% at length 128, 58%
at 1024). Its block form evaluates gradients at the weights entering each 16-token block, although
each token’s readout incorporates preceding within-block updates (Sun et al., 2025). The frozen
gradient evaluations differ from the online recurrence that ParaTTT targets; these results alone do
not establish that this difference causes the parity gap.

The other two tasks are solvable by a linear memory and serve as controls. On k-hop (Fig. 6b) the
recurrent models with an erasing update, ParaTTT and Gated DeltaNet, solve every k, Mamba-2
breaks at k = 4, and the two-layer attention model cannot compose hops at this depth. MQAR
(Fig. 6c) is a capacity test: Gated DeltaNet and ParaTTT solve it up to 32 pairs, with ParaTTT more
seed-sensitive at length 1024 and the N = 5 model the more reliable of the two, and only atten-
tion solves 64 pairs, which exceeds the empirical capacity of the recurrent models in this setting.
ParaTTT thus keeps the linear recurrences’ recall while achieving stronger state-tracking perfor-
mance in these experiments.

Evaluation at other iteration counts. Table 3 gives the full sweeps behind Fig. 3(c,d), including
the 1.3B model, on WikiText-103, LAMBADA and SWDE.

LongBench. Table 4 reports LongBench at four context lengths for every model in Table 1.
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Figure 6: Synthetic nonlinear-state tasks (two layers, width 256 except width 512 for MQAR with
64 pairs; mean over three seeds at the best learning rate). (a) Cumulative parity against sequence
length; the dotted line is chance. (b) k-hop pointer following at T = 256. (c) Multi-query associative
recall for increasing sequence length and number of key-value pairs.

Model Metric N = 0 1 2 3 5 7 10

340M, trained at N = 2 WikiText-103 61.3 25.76 25.46 25.54 25.67 25.75 25.87
LAMBADA 332 28.43 26.93 27.37 28.21 28.40 28.60
SWDE 7.4 39.3 41.9 40.8 39.4 39.6 38.7

340M, trained at N = 5 WikiText-103 61.7 26.29 25.63 25.51 25.47 25.49 25.52
LAMBADA 375 31.60 29.31 28.69 28.44 28.52 28.72
SWDE 5.0 33.8 43.1 44.0 45.0 44.2 43.8

340M, zero-init readout WikiText-103 26.28 26.09 26.06 26.06 26.08 26.09 26.12
LAMBADA 33.84 32.97 32.62 32.40 32.14 32.05 32.01
SWDE 34.5 36.7 36.6 36.8 36.2 35.8 35.8

340M, linear-attention body WikiText-103 55.4 26.43 25.62 25.75 26.00 25.74 25.64
LAMBADA 179 26.76 25.88 26.08 26.11 26.13 26.15
SWDE 7.7 29.4 28.4 28.7 28.9 28.7 27.7

1.3B, trained at N = 2 WikiText-103 73.1 15.36 15.21 15.32 15.49 15.58 15.70
LAMBADA 348 8.94 9.00 9.40 9.91 10.16 10.38
SWDE 6.8 62.4 62.8 58.2 53.6 48.9 44.4

Table 3: Perplexity (WikiText-103, LAMBADA) and SWDE accuracy of the ParaTTT models as a
function of the number of iterations at evaluation. Bold: best N for the centered models.

F.2 PRIOR TTT LAYERS RELY ON A SLIDING-WINDOW ATTENTION BRANCH

The published TTT architectures that scale beyond the original TTT-Linear and TTT-MLP do not
evaluate their memory alone. LaCT (Zhang et al., 2026) pairs its large-chunk fast-weight update with
a sliding-window attention branch in every layer and reports only the combination; Titans (Behrouz
et al., 2025b) reports its long-context results for the hybrids that add attention to the memory (MAC,
MAG and MAL). A window of 2048 tokens covers half of a 4096-token training context, so the
attention branch alone already accounts for local modeling, and the fast-weight memory only has to
contribute beyond the window.

Table 5 measures how much of LaCT’s performance comes from this branch, at 340M with the
training recipe of Section D. With its sliding window LaCT is a competitive language model. The
fast-weight-branch-only ablation, trained with the sliding window removed, with the same chunk
size of 2048, yields a model that is essentially context-free: WikiText-103 perplexity in the hundreds,
LAMBADA at chance, and zero recall (Table 1). The large-chunk update itself is the cause, since
every token of a 2048-token chunk is scored with the weights from before the chunk, so within a
chunk the memory sees nothing of the current text and the model has to learn the local statistics
from attention. The sliding window therefore serves as a required local-context branch for this
large-chunk approximation. ParaTTT uses no attention branch: every ParaTTT model in Table 1 is
a pure recurrence, its memory is updated at every token, and it is trained and evaluated without a
local branch of any kind.
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Model 4K 8K 16K 32K

340M, 24 layers, 15.7B tokens
GDN 11.9 12.1 12.3 12.2
Mamba2 11.8 11.9 11.9 11.9
Transformer 10.9 11.5 10.9 10.2
TTT-MLP 9.8 9.0 8.1 8.1
LaCT fast-weight branch only 4.9 4.5 4.2 4.2
PTTT (ours) 12.4 12.5 12.4 12.1

zero-init readout 12.6 12.6 12.5 12.5
linear-attention body 9.5 9.6 9.3 9.7
trained at N = 5 12.7 12.7 12.5 12.4

1.3B, 24 layers, 100B tokens
GDN 17.4 17.7 17.8 17.7
Mamba2 15.1 15.1 15.1 15.2
Transformer 19.3 20.8 21.0 19.2
PTTT (ours) 16.4 16.9 17.2 17.3

Table 4: LongBench: average score over the 16 English tasks (100 samples per task) at context
lengths 4K–32K, for the models of Table 1. Best per column and size in bold, second best under-
lined. All models trained at 4K; ParaTTT is within a point of Gated DeltaNet at every length and
scale, and attention leads at 1.3B.

Perplexity ↓ Zero-shot acc. ↑
Model Wiki Lamb PIQA Hella ARC-e Wino ARC-c BoolQ SciQ

LaCT with SWA-2048 (as published) 25.51 33.3 66.2 35.8 45.1 51.7 23.6 61.1 79.3
LaCT fast-weight branch only (Table 1) 463.2 9.4×104 53.7 25.0 28.8 50.1 24.1 60.1 21.2
PTTT (ours), no attention 25.46 26.9 65.3 37.7 48.6 51.2 24.1 59.8 79.0

Table 5: LaCT at 340M with and without its sliding-window attention branch, same recipe and data
as Table 1; recall for the fast-weight-branch-only ablation is in Table 1.

F.3 CENTERING ABLATION

Table 6 isolates the readout parameterization. All three models share the recipe, initialization and
data order of Section D and differ only in how the readout layer W(L) is parameterized:

• Zero-initialized readout. W
(L)
0 = 0 and fW(kt) = ∆W(L)ϕt, the standard delta-rule

state that starts at zero and decays toward zero (the “zero-init readout” row of Table 1). By
Eq. (5) the hidden layers receive no gradient until the fast readout has grown.

• Learned initial readout, uncentered. A slow W
(L)
0 is learned and fW(kt) = (∆W(L)+

W
(L)
0 )ϕt: the full weights decay toward W

(L)
0 instead of zero, so the hidden layers receive

gradient from the first token, but the output carries the bias W(L)
0 ϕt before any test-time

learning has taken place. This model has exactly the parameters of the centered one.

• Centered readout. Eq. (22), the ParaTTT default.

Read against the Gated DeltaNet reference, the three rows form a ladder. The zero-initialized loop
already improves recall over the linear recurrence (SWDE +4, NIAH at 4K +3) but costs 3 points of
LAMBADA perplexity. The learned initial readout repairs LAMBADA to the Gated DeltaNet level
and leaves recall essentially unchanged, showing that giving the hidden layers a gradient at the start
of a sequence matters. Centering buys the rest with the same parameters: 0.7 WikiText-103 and 2.1
LAMBADA perplexity, 4 points of SWDE and 2.5 of TriviaQA, and the largest NIAH gain at 32K.
The commonsense tasks move within noise across the ladder, and each row is a single seed. The
gain of centering over the uncentered learned readout is therefore not explained by the extra slow
readout: it comes from removing the bias W(L)

0 ϕt so that the readout at the start of a sequence is
zero while its Jacobian is not.
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Perplexity ↓ Zero-shot acc. ↑ Recall ↑ NIAH ↑ LongBench ↑
Readout Wiki Lamb PIQA Hella ARC-e Wino ARC-c BoolQ SciQ SWDE FDA TQA DROP 4K 8K 16K 32K 4K 8K 16K 32K

Gated DeltaNet 26.57 29.66 65.2 36.5 47.1 51.5 24.1 56.6 78.4 32.5 17.8 35.7 15.3 25.9 17.0 13.7 9.3 11.9 12.1 12.3 12.2

Zero-init 26.06 32.62 64.5 36.8 48.4 50.6 25.3 58.2 78.9 36.6 19.6 37.0 14.3 29.0 21.1 15.0 12.2 12.6 12.6 12.5 12.5
Learned init, uncentered 26.13 29.06 65.8 36.7 46.1 52.6 24.4 59.7 80.4 37.7 19.2 37.1 13.5 32.5 19.2 14.4 14.4 11.6 11.2 11.2 11.4
Centered (PTTT) 25.46 26.93 65.3 37.7 48.6 51.2 24.1 59.8 79.0 41.9 20.3 39.6 14.4 32.6 20.7 15.6 16.0 12.4 12.5 12.4 12.1

Table 6: Centering ablation at 340M. Three parameterizations of the readout layer, trained with
the same recipe, initialization and data order; the gated DeltaNet baseline is shown for reference.
Columns as in Table 1; best of the three PTTT variants per column in bold.

Centering for TTT-MLP. We also trained TTT-MLP with the centered readout of Eq. (22). It does
not require centering: the results moved by about two points in either direction (SWDE 33.1→ 35.7,
FDA 16.2→ 18.2, perplexity unchanged within noise), so we report the original recipe.

G KERNEL IMPLEMENTATION AND EFFICIENCY DETAILS

The ParaTTT layer is built from the chunkwise Triton kernels of FLA with a chunk size of 64: the
gated-linear-attention and gated-delta-rule forward and backward kernels, the transposed reads of
Eq. (6) (the same kernel with the roles of keys and values exchanged) and DELTARULEGRAD, which
is the gated-delta-rule kernel with the final read transposed; the pointwise epilogues (nonlinearity,
Jacobian, projection, damping) are fused into two Triton kernels described in Section G.1. Per
iteration and hidden layer the layer stores the pseudo-labels, the features and the Jacobian, each
T ×dhead per head, and the readout states at chunk boundaries are recomputed in the backward pass;
peak memory at N = 2 is 2.5× that of Gated DeltaNet, both for one layer at batch 8 (6.5 against
2.6GiB at T = 4096) and for the full 340M model in training (Table 7). For Fig. 4(a,b) we time one
token-mixing layer in isolation (forward and backward, bf16, batch 8, 20 iterations after 3 warm-up
iterations) on one MI325X; The fused Triton implementation of TTT-MLP used in our benchmarks
supports head dimension 64 and block size 16; elsewhere we use a torch.compiled version of
its PyTorch scan, which is 2.2× slower than the fused kernel where both are available. For (c) we
measure the training throughput of the full 340M models on one node of eight MI325X GPUs with
the training recipe of Section D, averaged over 50 steps after warm-up.

G.1 THE FUSED EPILOGUE KERNELS

With one hidden layer (L = 2) the only operations of an iteration that are not scans are pointwise
in the token: the nonlinearity and projection that turn the hidden pre-activation into the features
(Step 1), and their transposed Jacobians, which are all that Step 3 needs, because the transposed fast
weight of Eq. (6) is only required to reach a layer below the first. Both are implemented as one
Triton kernel each, with one program per (sequence, token, head) that holds the dhead-vector of its
row in fp32 registers; every reduction is over this vector, so the kernels are memory-bound and read
and write each activation once. We write s(x) = 1/(1 + e−x) for the sigmoid, σ(x) = x s(x) for
SiLU and n(x) = xmin(1, 1/∥x∥) for the unit-ball projection.

Forward epilogue. The hidden pre-activation of token t is the sum of a slow part and a fast part,

zt = W
(1)
0 kt + b(1)︸ ︷︷ ︸

one matmul per forward

+ κ αt∆W
(1)
t−1kt︸ ︷︷ ︸

shifted scan, Eq. (4)

, ht = σ(zt), ϕt = n(ht), (24)

where κ is the learned per-head gain of Section 3.4. The slow part does not depend on the pseudo-
labels, so it is computed once per layer forward and shared by all iterations; the scan output is read
in bf16 straight from the layout the scan writes, without the copy that separating the two arms of a
SwiGLU would need (the value arm is the constant 1 in our models). The kernel forms zt, ht and
ϕt in fp32, stores ϕt in bf16 for the readout kernels, and saves zt and ht for the backward epilogue;
∥ht∥ is recomputed there from ht.

Backward epilogue. DELTARULEGRAD returns et = η
(L)
t ∂ℓt/∂ϕt Eq. (5). The backward epi-

logue turns it into the value the hidden scan consumes in the next iteration, in five register-resident
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steps:

gt = et/η
(L)
t , g′

t =

{(
gt − ĥt ĥ

⊤
t gt

)
/∥ht∥ ∥ht∥ ≥ 1

gt ∥ht∥ < 1
, δ̂zt = σ′(zt)⊙ g′

t, (25)

with ĥt = ht/∥ht∥ and σ′(x) = s(x)
(
1+x(1−s(x))

)
. The second step is the transposed Jacobian

of the projection, (I− ĥĥ⊤)/∥h∥ outside the unit ball and the identity inside it, and the third that of
SiLU; together they are the transposed Jacobian H⊤

t of Section 3.3, with the hard projection in place
of the soft clip. The value the scan receives, v̂t = −η(1)t δ̂zt, attaches the hidden learning rate and
the sign with which the pseudo-label enters as a value. The damped Picard step Eq. (7) is fused into
the same store, v[n]

t = v
[n−1]
t +λ(v̂t−v

[n−1]
t ), with v[0] = 0 handled without a read, and the result

is written directly in the (B, T,H, dhead) layout the scan reads, so an iteration is four kernel launches
per layer: the hidden scan, the forward epilogue, DELTARULEGRAD and the backward epilogue.
The kernels also implement a pre-activation RMSNorm, a per-token norm clip of δ̂zt (hard or soft),
a skip connection and a second SwiGLU arm, none of which the reported models use.

Training through the iteration. End-to-end training backpropagates through all N iterations, so
each epilogue is an autograd function whose backward is itself a fused kernel: the vector-Jacobian
product of Eq. (24) (through σ′ and the projection Jacobian) and that of Eq. (25), which differentiates
the SiLU Jacobian a second time (σ′′) and the learning rates. For decoding, the hidden scan, the
forward epilogue and the DELTARULEGRAD step of one token are fused into a single kernel per
(sequence, head) with the states resident in registers, since at that length the launch latency of the
chunkwise kernels dominates.

H COST OF THE HIDDEN-LAYER UPDATE AND OF CENTERING

Table 7 measures what the two design choices of Section 3.4 cost, in the two settings of Fig. 4: one
token-mixing layer in isolation and the full 340M model in training.

Readout parameterization. The three readouts of Table 6 run on the same kernels and differ only
in the readout offset and in the extra terms of Eq. (22). Relative to the zero-initialized readout, the
uncentered learned readout adds the offset W(L)

0 to the final read of DELTARULEGRAD and costs
12% of the layer time at 4K and 9% of training throughput. Centering adds to this one more pass of
the slow MLP over the queries (the features ϕ0,q,t of Section C.5) and the corrected values, which
is a further 1–2% of layer time and throughput and 9GiB of activation memory. Centering therefore
costs about 11% of training throughput in total, against the gains of Table 6.

Hidden-layer update. The delta-rule body replaces the gated-linear-attention scan of the hidden
layer with a gated-delta-rule scan of the same shape, plus the transposed reads of Eq. (5) that the
delta rule’s gradient needs (Section C.2); the readout side of the layer is unchanged. In the reference
implementation, which supports both updates, the delta-rule body costs 17% of the layer time at
every length (35.6 against 30.4ms at 4K) and 1.7GiB more activation memory per layer for the
extra chunk states; in training this is 13% of throughput (32.5k against 37.4k tokens/s) and 30GiB
of peak memory per GPU. Together with Table 1 (SWDE 28.4 → 41.9, NIAH at 4K 7.2 → 32.6),
this is the more cost-effective of the two design choices.

33



ParaTTT: Parallelizing Test-Time Training Layers with Deep Memories

Layer forward+backward (ms) at T Training, 8 GPUs

Variant 1K 2K 4K 8K 16K tokens/s (×103) GiB/GPU

Readout parameterization (delta-rule body, optimized kernels)
Zero-init readout 7.3 13.1 26.2 52.2 104.1 42.7 131
Learned-init readout, uncentered 8.3 14.8 29.4 58.8 116.7 38.7 136
Centered readout (PTTT) 8.5 15.1 29.8 59.8 118.8 38.0 145

Hidden-layer update (centered readout, reference implementation)
Linear-attention body 8.4 15.3 30.4 60.7 120.3 37.4 107
Delta-rule body (PTTT) 10.0 18.0 35.6 70.9 140.3 32.5 138

Reference
Gated DeltaNet 2.1 3.3 6.3 11.9 23.2 112.1 58

Table 7: Cost of the hidden-layer update and of the readout parameterization at 340M, N = 2. Left:
forward+backward time of one token-mixing layer (bf16, batch 8, d = 1024, 8 heads of dimension
128, one MI325X), the setting of Fig. 4(a). Right: training throughput and peak memory of the full
model on one node of eight MI325X GPUs with the recipe of Section D. The readout rows use the
optimized kernels of Section G; the two bodies are timed in the reference implementation, which
supports both updates, so the body rows are comparable with each other but slower than the readout
rows.

I CONVERGENCE VERSUS COMPUTE AT OTHER SEQUENCE LENGTHS

Figure 7 shows the comparison of Fig. 5(a) at every sequence length from 256 to 4096 with the
same inner MLP, step size and decay. The picture is the same at every length: TTT-MLP’s error is
set by its block size and its time by the number of sequential blocks T/b, whereas ParaTTT’s error
is set by the iteration count and its time, being a fixed number of chunkwise-parallel scans, is nearly
independent of T at batch 1, so the gap widens with the sequence length.
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Figure 7: Relative error against exact online GD versus the time to compute the forward recurrence
of one 340M layer (batch 1), at five sequence lengths; same setting and legend as Fig. 5(a).
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