
Sub-Adjacent Transformer: Improving Time Series Anomaly Detection
with Reconstruction Error from Sub-Adjacent Neighborhoods

Wenzhen Yue1 , Xianghua Ying1∗ , Ruohao Guo1 , DongDong Chen2 , Ji Shi1 , Bowei
Xing1 , Yuqing Zhu3 and Taiyan Chen1

1National Key Laboratory of General Artificial Intelligence, School of Intelligence Science and
Technology, Peking University

2Microsoft Cloud + AI
3Tsinghua University

yuewenzhen@stu.pku.edu.cn, xhying@pku.edu.cn, dochen@microsoft.com

Abstract
In this paper, we present the Sub-Adjacent Trans-
former with a novel attention mechanism for unsu-
pervised time series anomaly detection. Unlike pre-
vious approaches that rely on all the points within
some neighborhood for time point reconstruction,
our method restricts the attention to regions not
immediately adjacent to the target points, termed
sub-adjacent neighborhoods. Our key observation
is that owing to the rarity of anomalies, they typ-
ically exhibit more pronounced differences from
their sub-adjacent neighborhoods than from their
immediate vicinities. By focusing the attention on
the sub-adjacent areas, we make the reconstruction
of anomalies more challenging, thereby enhancing
their detectability. Technically, our approach con-
centrates attention on the non-diagonal areas of the
attention matrix by enlarging the corresponding el-
ements in the training stage. To facilitate the im-
plementation of the desired attention matrix pat-
tern, we adopt linear attention because of its flexi-
bility and adaptability. Moreover, a learnable map-
ping function is proposed to improve the perfor-
mance of linear attention. Empirically, the Sub-
Adjacent Transformer achieves state-of-the-art per-
formance across six real-world anomaly detection
benchmarks, covering diverse fields such as server
monitoring, space exploration, and water treatment.

1 Introduction
In modern industrial systems such as data centers and smart
factories, numerous sensors consistently produce significant
volumes of measurements [Zhou et al., 2019; Shen et al.,
2020]. To effectively monitor the systems’ real-time con-
ditions and avoid potential losses, it is crucial to identify
anomalies in the multivariate time series [Pereira and Sil-
veira, 2019; Chen, 2018]. This problem is known as time se-
ries anomaly detection [Blázquez-Garcı́a et al., 2021]. Com-
prehensive surveys can be found in the literature [Blázquez-
Garcı́a et al., 2021; Schmidl et al., 2022; Gupta et al., 2013].
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Figure 1: Illustration of our method in time domain. The point
marked with a red circle, along with its neighbors, represents an
anomaly on the sinusoidal signal. (a) Previous works typically uti-
lize the attention across all the points within the window, while (b)
our method encourages the use of attention of sub-adjacent neigh-
borhoods (the highlighted area). Such an imposed constraint en-
larges the reconstruction challenge for anomalies and thus improves
the anomaly detection performance.

Effective and robust time series anomaly detection remains
a challenging and open problem [Zhao et al., 2022]. Real-
world time series usually exhibit nonlinear dependencies and
intricate interactions among time points. Besides, the vast
scale of data makes the labeling of these anomalies time-
consuming and costly in practice [Lai et al., 2023]. There-
fore, time series anomaly detection is usually conducted in
an unsupervised manner [Xu et al., 2022], which is also the
focus of this paper.

Before the era of deep learning, many classic anomaly de-
tection methods were proposed. These include the density-
estimation method proposed in [Breunig et al., 2000],
the clustering-based method presented in one-class SVM
[Schölkopf et al., 2001], and a series of SVDD works [Tax
and Duin, 2004; Liu et al., 2013], along with graph-based
methods [Cheng et al., 2008]. Traditional methods, which
use handcrafted features, struggle to accurately express the
relationship among time points and often suffer from poor
generalization. Deep learning-based techniques have wit-
nessed a diversity of methods during the recent decade.
Broadly, they can be categorized into three main categories:
Reconstruction-based methods reconstruct the time series
and compare it with the original data [Park et al., 2018;
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Li et al., 2021; Su et al., 2019; Pintilie et al., 2023], whereas
prediction-based methods predict future points for compar-
ison with actual data [Deng and Hooi, 2021; Hundman et
al., 2018a; Ding et al., 2019; Lai et al., 2023]. Dissimilarity-
based methods emphasize the discrepancy representation be-
tween normal and abnormal points in various domains [Shen
et al., 2020; Sun et al., 2021; Xu et al., 2022]. It is noteworthy
that these methods often combine multiple approaches to en-
hance performance. For example, TranAD [Tuli et al., 2022]
integrates an integrated reconstruction error and discrimina-
tor loss; while [Lai et al., 2023] uses prediction results as the
nominal data and combines them with reconstruction results.

In this paper, we focus on the attention matrix within the
Transformer module. Transformers [Vaswani et al., 2017]
have achieved great success in natural language processing
[Brown et al., 2020], computer vision [Liu et al., 2021] and
time series [Xu et al., 2022] in recent years. Previous work
in [Xu et al., 2022] primarily concentrated on the dissimilar-
ities in attention distributions. Our paper takes a different ap-
proach and introduces a simple yet effective attention learn-
ing paradigm. Our fundamental assumption is that anoma-
lies are less related to their non-immediate neighborhoods
when compared with normal points. Therefore, focusing ex-
clusively on these non-immediate neighborhoods is likely to
result in larger reconstruction errors for anomalies. Based on
this assumption, our study introduces two key concepts: sub-
adjacent neighborhoods and sub-adjacent attention contribu-
tion. As shown in Figure 1, sub-adjacent neighborhoods in-
dicate the areas not immediately adjacent to the target point,
and the sub-adjacent attention contribution is defined as the
sum of particular non-diagonal elements in the correspond-
ing column of the attention matrix. These concepts are inte-
grated with reconstruction loss, forming the cornerstone of
our anomaly detection strategy. Furthermore, we observe
that the traditional Softmax operation used in standard self-
attention impedes the formation of the desired attention ma-
trix, where the predefined non-diagonal stripes are dominant.
In response, we adopt linear attention [Shen et al., 2021;
Han et al., 2023] for its greater flexibility in attention matrix
configurations. We also tailor the mapping function within
this framework, using learnable parameters to enhance per-
formance. The main contributions of this paper are summa-
rized as follows.

• We propose a novel attention learning regime based on
the sub-adjacent neighborhoods and attention contribu-
tion. Specifically, a new attention matrix pattern is
designed to enhance discrimination between anomalies
and normal points.

• Furthermore, we leverage the linear attention to achieve
the desired attention pattern. To the best of our knowl-
edge, this is the first introduction of linear attention with
a learnable mapping function to time series anomaly de-
tection.

• Extensive experiments show that the proposed Sub-
Adjacent Transformer delivers state-of-the-art (SOTA)
performance across six real-world benchmarks and one
synthetic benchmark.

2 Related Works
Time Series Anomaly detection. In recent year, graph
neural networks and self-attention have been explored in
time series anomaly detection [Deng and Hooi, 2021; Zhao
et al., 2020; Boniol and Palpanas, 2022; Xu et al., 2022;
Lai et al., 2023; Wu et al., 2023]. The most related work to
ours is Anomaly Transformer [Xu et al., 2022], which also
exploits the attention information. The discrepancy between
the learned Gaussian distribution and the actual distribution
is used to distinguish abnormal points from normal ones. A
somewhat complicated min-max training strategy is adopted
to train the model. Generally, Anomaly Transformer is com-
plex and somewhat indirect. Our proposed method is more
straightforward and exhibits improved performance.

Linear Attention. Compared with vanilla self-attention,
linear attention enjoys more flexibility and lighter compu-
tation burden. Existing linear attention methods can be di-
vided into three categories: pattern based methods, kernel
based methods and mapping based methods. We mainly fo-
cus on mapping based methods in this paper. Efficient atten-
tion [Shen et al., 2021] applies Softmax function to Q (in
a row-wise manner) and 𝐾 (in a column-wise manner) to en-
sure each row of QK𝑇 sums up to 1. Hydra attention [Bolya
et al., 2022] studies the special case where attention heads are
as many as feature dimension and Q and K are normalized so
that ∥Q𝑖 ∥ and ∥K𝑖 ∥ share the same value. EfficientVit [Cai
et al., 2023] uses the simple ReLU function as the mapping
function. FLatten Transformer [Han et al., 2023] proposes
the power function as the mapping function to improve the
focus capability. In this paper, we apply Softmax to matri-
ces Q and K both in a row-wise manner to approximate the
focus property of the vanilla self-attention. Empirical exper-
iments verify its performance superiority to other mapping
methods in time series anomaly detection.

3 Methods
3.1 Problem Formulation
Let X = {x1, · · · , x𝑇 } ∈ R𝑇×𝐷 denote a set of time series
with x𝑡 ∈ R𝐷 , where 𝑇 is the time steps and 𝐷 is the num-
ber of channels. The label vector y = {𝑦1, · · · , 𝑦𝑇 } indicates
whether the corresponding time stamp is normal (𝑦𝑡 = 0) or
abnormal (𝑦𝑡 = 1). Our task is to determine anomaly la-
bels for all time points ŷ = {𝑦̂1, · · · , 𝑦̂𝑡 }, where 𝑦̂𝑡 ∈ {0, 1},
to match the ground truth y as much as possible. Follow-
ing the practice of [Xu et al., 2022; Schmidl et al., 2022;
Tuli et al., 2022; Lai et al., 2023], we mainly focus on the F1
score with point adjustment.

3.2 Sub-Adjacent Neighborhoods
Time points usually have stronger connections with their
neighbors and fewer connections with distant points. This
characteristic is more pronounced for anomalies [Xu et al.,
2022]. As shown in Figure 1, if we rely solely on sub-
adjacent neighborhoods to reconstruct time points, the recon-
struction errors of anomalies will become more pronounced,
thereby enhancing their distinguishability. This is the core
idea of the Sub-Adjacent Transformer.
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Figure 2: Illustration of attention contribution and the desired atten-
tion matrix. For clearness, only the main stripes are depicted.

In this paper, we define the sub-adjacent neighborhoods as
the region where the distance to the target point is between
K1 and K2. 𝐾1 and 𝐾1 are the pre-defined area bounds and
satisfy 𝐾2 ≥ 𝐾1 > 0. The highlighted red area in Figure 1
(b) show the sub-adjacent neighborhoods of the point marked
with the red circle.

We now apply our thought to the attention matrix. The sub-
adjacent neighborhoods are represented by the highlighted
stripes in the attention matrix, as depicted in Figure 2. To
focus attention on these stripes, we introduce the concept
of attention contribution. This concept involves viewing the
columns of the attention matrix as each point’s contribution to
others within the same window. Let A𝑖 𝑗 denote the element
in the 𝑖-th row and 𝑗-th column of the attention matrix A.
The value of A𝑖 𝑗 reflects the extent of point 𝑖’s contribution
to point 𝑗 ; the larger A𝑖 𝑗 is, the more significant the contri-
bution. We define the sub-adjacent attention contribution of
each point as the aggregate of values within the pre-defined
sub-adjacent span in the corresponding column, which is

SACon (A) =
[
SACon

(
A:,𝑖

) ]
𝑖=0, · · · ,win size−1

SACon
(
A:,𝑖

)
=
∑ | 𝑗−𝑖 | ≤𝐾2

| 𝑗−𝑖 | ≥𝐾1
A 𝑗𝑖 , 0 ≤ 𝑗 < 𝑤𝑖𝑛 𝑠𝑖𝑧𝑒

(1)

where subscript (:, 𝑖) denotes the 𝑖th column of the corre-
sponding matrix, and win size is the window size.

The sub-adjacent attention contribution plays a pivotal role
in two aspects. Firstly, it steers the focus of attention to-
wards the sub-adjacent neighborhoods by being integrated
into the loss function (Eq. 5). This is achieved by increasing
SACon (A) for all points during the training stage. Secondly,
it assists in anomaly detection. This is due to its incorporation
into the anomaly score calculation, where anomalies typically
show a lower attention contribution than normal points.

Moreover, the number of the highlighted cells in Figure 2 is
lower for the marginal points (where 𝑖 < 𝐾2 or 𝑖 > win size−
𝐾2), leading to imbalance among points. It is mainly because
the 𝑗 in Eq. 1 is bounded by 0 ≤ 𝑗 < 𝑤𝑖𝑛 𝑠𝑖𝑧𝑒. To break
through this limitation, one plausible way is to use a circular
shift function to calculate A 𝑗𝑖 in Eq. 1:

(a) Vanilla Self-Attention (b) Linear Attention

Figure 3: Attention matrices obtained using (a) vanilla self-attention
and (b) the linear attention with the proposed mapping function.
The SMAP dataset [Hundman et al., 2018b] and the proposed sub-
adjacent neighborhoods are used.
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Figure 4: Illustration of vanilla self-attention and linear attention.
Without the direct application of Softmax, the attention matrix
Φ (Q)Φ (K)𝑇 of linear attention usually exhibits more flexibility.

A 𝑗𝑖 =
〈
[Roll (Q, 𝑖 − 𝑗)]𝑖,: ,K𝑖,:

〉
(2)

where Q,K ∈ Rwin size×dmodel are the query and key matrix,
respectively, ⟨·, ·⟩ represents the inner product of two vectors,
Roll (Q, 𝑖 − 𝑗) cyclically shift matrix Q by 𝑖 − 𝑗 along the
first dimension. The 𝑗 values in A 𝑗𝑖 of Eq. 2 can satisfy the
conditions 𝑗 < 0 or 𝑗 ≥ 𝑤𝑖𝑛 𝑠𝑖𝑧𝑒 and ensure that the number
of 𝑗s for each 𝑖 is the same. Actually, the cyclic operation in
Eq. 2 is equivalent to setting SACon

(
A:,𝑖

)
in Eq. 1 as:

SACon
(
A:,𝑖

)
=
∑ | 𝑗−𝑖 | ≤𝐾2

| 𝑗−𝑖 | ≥𝐾1
A[ 𝑗 ]𝑖 , | 𝑗 | < 𝑤𝑖𝑛 𝑠𝑖𝑧𝑒 (3)

where [ 𝑗] = 𝑗 + 𝑛 ·𝑤𝑖𝑛 𝑠𝑖𝑧𝑒, 𝑛 ∈ {0,±1} such that 0 ≤ [ 𝑗] <
𝑤𝑖𝑛 𝑠𝑖𝑧𝑒. In implementation, we use Eq. 3 instead of Eq.
2 for efficiency. As shown in Figure 3(b), the use of Eq. 3
results in two extra side stripes in the attention matrix.

Linear Attention. Vanilla self-attention employs the
Softmax function on a row-wise basis within the attention
matrix, leading to competition among values in the same row,
as depicted in Figure 3(a). In contrast, linear attention does
not face such constraints. As shown in Figure 4, linear at-
tention can be expressed as Φ (Q)Φ (K)𝑇 V, where Φ (·) is
the mapping function. As shown in Figure 3, linear atten-
tion demonstrates better attention matrix shaping capabilities.
Quantitative results can be found in Table 5.

The mapping function directly impacts the focusing capa-
bility and overall performance of linear attention. Herein we
introduce a novel learnable mapping function:



Φ (·) = Softmaxrow (·/𝜏) (4)
where Softmax is applied row-wise to the input matrix,
and 𝜏 is a learnable parameter to adjust dynamically the
Softmax temperature. Note that in Eq. 4, the Softmax
function is applied to the matrices Q and K, rather than di-
rectly to the attention matrix, as is the case with vanilla self-
attention. This distinction is fundamental to the increased
flexibility of the attention matrix. Moreover, we set all neg-
ative values in the matrices Q and K to a large negative
number, such as −100, to ensure that these values are close
to 0 after applying the mapping function. Various mapping
functions have been explored in prior research, including the
power function [Han et al., 2023], column-wise Softmax
[Shen et al., 2021], ReLU [Cai et al., 2023], and elu func-
tion [Katharopoulos et al., 2020]. Our empirical experiments
demonstrate the effectiveness of our mapping function in time
series anomaly detection, as detailed in Table 5.

3.3 Loss Function and Anomaly Score
Loss Function. Reconstruction loss is fundamental in un-
supervised time series anomaly detection. As aforemen-
tioned, we also introduce the sub-adjacent attention contri-
bution into the loss function, which guides the model to focus
on the sub-adjacent neighborhoods. By integrating these two
losses, the loss function for the input series X ∈ R𝑇×𝐷 is
formulated as follows:

LTotal

(
X, X̂,A

)
= Lrec + λ · Lattn

=


X − X̂



2
𝐹
− λ · ∥SACon (A)∥1

(5)

where Lrec is the reconstruction loss and Lattn is the attention
loss, λ > 0 is the weight to trade off the two terms. ∥·∥𝐹
and ∥·∥1 in Eq. 5 are the Frobenius and k-norm, respectively.
X̂ ∈ R𝑇×𝐷 denotes the reconstructed X.
Anomaly Score. To identify anomalies, we combine the
sub-adjacent attention contribution with the reconstruction er-
rors. Consistent with with the approach in [Xu et al., 2022],
the Softmax function is applied to −SACon (A) to highlight
the anomalies with less attention contribution. Subsequently,
we perform an element-wise multiplication of the attention
results and reconstruction errors. Finally, the anomaly score
for each point can be expressed as

AnomalyScore (X) =Softmax (−SACon (A))

⊙
[

X:,𝑖 − X̂:,𝑖



2
𝐹

]
𝑖=1, · · ·𝑇

(6)

where ⊙ is the element-wise multiplication. Typically, the
anomalies exhibit less attention contribution and higher re-
construction errors, leading to larger anomaly scores.
Dynamic Gaussian Scoring. Following the practice of
[Schmidl et al., 2022], we fit a dynamic Gaussian distribu-
tion to anomaly scores obtained by Eq. 6 and design a score
based on the fitted distribution. Let 𝜇𝑡 and 𝜎𝑡 denote the dy-
namic mean and standard variance, respectively, which can

Dataset Dims Entities #Train
(K)

#Test
(K)

AR
(%)

SWaT 51 1 495 449 12.14
WADI 123 1 1209 172 5.71
PSM 25 1 132 87 27.76
MSL 55 27 58 73 10.48
SMAP 25 55 140 444 12.83
SMD 38 28 708 708 4.16
NeurIPS-TS 1 1 20 20 22.44

Table 1: Datasets used in this study. AR is short for the anomaly
rate. #Train and #Test denote the number of the training and test
time points, respectively.

be computed in the way of sliding windows. Then the final
score with dynamic Gaussian fitting can be computed via

DyAnoSco𝑡 = −log
(
1 − cdf

(
AnomalyScore𝑡 − 𝜇𝑡

𝜎2
𝑡

))
(7)

where cdf is the cumulative distribution function of the stan-
dard Gaussian distribution 𝑁 (0, 1).

4 Experiments
4.1 Datasets
We evaluate the Sub-Adjacent Transformer on the following
datasets, whose statistics are summarized in Table 1.

SWaT (Secure Water Treatment) [Mathur and Tippen-
hauer, 2016] is collected continuously over 11 days from 51
sensors located at a water treatment plant. WADI (WAter
DIstribution) [Ahmed et al., 2017] is acquired from 123 sen-
sors of a reduced water distribution system for 16 days. PSM
(Pooled Server Metrics) [Abdulaal et al., 2021] is collected
from multiple servers at eBay with 26 dimensions. MSL
(Mars Science Laboratory rover) and SMAP (Soil Moisture
Active Passive satellite) are datasets released by NASA with
55 and 25 dimensions respectively. SMD (Server Machine
Dataset) [Su et al., 2019] is collected from a large compute
cluster, consisting of 5 weeks of data from 28 server ma-
chines with 38 sensors. NeurIPS-TS (NeurIPS 2021 Time
Series Benchmark) is a synthetic dataset proposed by [Lai et
al., 2021] and includes 5 kinds of anomalies that cover point-
and pattern-wise behaviors: global (point), contextual (point),
shapelet (pattern), seasonal (pattern), and trend (pattern).

4.2 Implementation Details
Following the common practice, we adopt a non-overlapping
sliding window mechanism to obtain a series of sub-series.
The sliding window size is set as 100 without particular state-
ments. 𝐾1 and 𝐾2 are set as 20 and 30, respectively. The
choices of these parameters will be discussed later in abla-
tion studies. The points are judged to be anomalies if their
anomaly scores (Eq. 7) are larger than a certain threshold 𝛿.
In this study, following the practice of paper [Lai et al., 2023;
Xu et al., 2022], the thresholds are chosen to output the
best F1 scores. The widely-used point adjustment strat-
egy [Xu et al., 2022; Tuli et al., 2022; Garg et al., 2022;



Category Single-Entity Multi-Entity†
Datset SWaT WADI PSM MSL SMAP SMD

Metric AUC F1 AUC F1 AUC F1 AUC F1 AUC F1 AUC F1

DAGMM [2018] 91.6 85.3 29.2 20.9 85.2 76.1 80.6 70.1 81.5 71.2 82.3 72.3
LSTM-VAE [2018] 88.3 80.5 49.8 38.0 88.6 80.9 91.6 85.4 84.8 75.6 88.6 80.8
MSCRED [2019] 88.5 80.7 49.1 37.4 74.3 62.6 96.6 93.6 92.4 86.6 90.8 84.1

OmniAnomaly [2019] 92.4 86.6 53.9 41.7 77.6 66.4 94.6 90.1 91.6 85.4 98.0 96.2
MAD-GAN [2019] 89.0 81.5 67.9 55.6 77.1 65.8 95.5 91.7 92.3 86.5 95.4 91.5
MTAD-GAT [2020] 92.0 86.0 72.2 60.2 86.6 78.0 95.0 90.8 94.6 90.1 95.0 90.8

USAD [2020] 91.1 84.6 55.3 43.0 82.5 72.5 95.2 91.1 89.3 81.9 97.2 94.6
THOC [2020] 93.3 88.1 63.1 50.6 94.2 89.5 96.7 93.7 97.5 95.2 66.5 54.1
UAE [2022] 92.6 86.9 97.8 95.7 96.6 93.6 95.7 92.0 94.3 89.6 98.6 97.2
GDN [2021] 96.5 93.5 91.7 85.5 95.9 92.3 94.7 90.3 81.1 70.8 81.8 71.6
GTA [2021] 95.1 91.0 90.7 84.0 91.7 85.5 95.2 91.1 94.7 90.4 95.6 91.9

TranAD [2022] 89.0 81.5 62.0 49.5 93.4 88.2 97.3 94.9 94.0 89.2 98.0 96.1
Heuristics [2022] 98.4 96.9 98.2 96.5 99.2 98.5 98.2 96.5 98.0 96.1 96.5 93.4

Anomaly Transformer [2022] 96.9 94.1 98.3 96.6 98.9 97.9 96.6 93.6 98.3 96.7 95.9 92.3
NPSR [2023] 97.5 95.3 96.7 93.8 97.8 95.7 97.9 96.0 98.9 97.8 91.4 85.0

TimesNet [2023] - 92.1 - - - 97.5 - 85.2 - 71.5 - 85.8

Ours 99.5 99.0 99.7 99.3 99.4 98.9 98.3 96.7 99.1 98.2 98.7 97.7

Table 2: Quantitative results for various anomoly detection methods in the six real-world datasets. AUC means area under the ROC curve.
The largest and second-largest values are highlighted with bold text and underlined text, respectively. The values in this table are as % for
ease of display. †: For multi-entity datasets, we use a single model to train and test all entities together, posing additional challenges.

Methods DAGMM
[2018]

LSTM-VAE
[2018]

OmniAnomaly
[2019]

THOC
[2020]

Heuristics
[2022]

Anomaly
Transformer

[2022]

NPSR
[2023]

TimesNet
[2023] Ours

AUC 64.3 70.5 72.2 74.2 85.5 86.2 76.7 79.6 92.4
F1 51.8 58.4 60.2 62.5 76.3 77.5 65.4 69.5 86.6

Table 3: Anomaly detection performance in the synthetic dataset NeurIPS-TS. AUC means area under the ROC curve. The largest and
second-largest values are highlighted with bold text and underlined text, respectively. The values in this table are presented in percentages.

Wu et al., 2023] is adopted. Note that point adjustment has
its practicality: one detected anomaly point will guide system
administrators to identify the entire anomalous segment. The
Sub-Adjacent Transformer contains 3 layers. Specifically, we
set the hidden dimension 𝑑model as 512, and the head number
as 8. The hyper-parameter λ as 10 in Eq. 5 to balance recog-
nition loss and attention loss. The Adam optimizer [Kingma
and Ba, 2015] is used with an initial learning rate of 10−4.
Following [Xu et al., 2022], the training is early stopped
within 10 epochs with the batch size of 128. Experiments
are conducted using PyTorch and one NVIDIA RTX A6000
GPU.

4.3 Main Results
Real-World Datasets. In Table 2, we report AUC and F1
metrics for various methods on six real-world datasets with
15 competitive baselines. The Sub-Adjacent Transformer
consistently achieves state-of-the-art performance across all
benchmarks, with an average improvement of 1.7 and 0.4 per-
centage points in F1 score over the current SOTA for single-
entity and multi-entity datasets, respectively. Note that for

multi-entity datasets, we combine all entities and train them
together using a single model, whereas some methods, such
as simple heuristics [Garg et al., 2022] and NPSR [Lai et al.,
2023], train each entity separately and average the results.
Even though entity-to-entity variations are large (especially
MSL and SMD datasets), the Sub-Adjacent Transformer still
achieves better anomaly detection results using one model
than the multi-model counterpart, showing the advantage of
the proposed attention mechanism. We have retained all di-
mensions of the original datasets, even though some of them
are constant and do not play a role. Additionally, we also re-
port F1 results without using point-adjustment in the supple-
mentary material, where the Sub-Adjacent Transformer also
exhibits competitive performance.

Synthetic Dataset. NeurIPS-TS is a challenging synthetic
dataset. We generate the NeurIPS-TS dataset using the source
codes released by [Lai et al., 2021], and it includes 5
anomalous types covering both the point-wise (global and
contextual) and pattern-wise (shapelet, seasonal and trend)
anomalies. As shown in Table 3, the Sub-Adjacent Trans-
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Figure 5: Visualization of detection results for different anomaly categories in NeurIPS-TS benchmark. The anomalous area are highlighted
with red lines/areas. The first and second row represent point and pattern anomalies, respectively. From left to right, the columns indicate
raw data, recognition error (Eq. 5), attention contribution (Eq. 1), anomaly score (Eq. 6) and dynamic Gaussian score (Eq. 7).

𝐾1 : 𝐾2 SWaT WADI PSM MSL SMAP SMD

0 : 0 94.8 93.5 95.3 91.5 92.4 93.8

0 : 5 96.7 95.9 97.6 93.6 93.7 94.1

0 : 10 98.5 98.2 98.7 94.4 96.9 95.9
10 : 20 97.6 98.1 98.1 96.5 97.8 94.4
20 : 30 99.0 99.3 98.9 96.7 98.2 97.7
30 : 40 97.6 94.8 97.8 95.6 97.5 94.0

10 : 30 97.8 97.8 98.8 95.0 97.4 94.5
20 : 40 97.9 98.0 93.5 95.7 95.6 94.4

10 : 40 98.0 97.7 98.7 96.1 97.5 97.8

Table 4: Performance comparison with different 𝐾1 and 𝐾2 settings
for real-world datasets. The largest value for each dataset is em-
phasized in bold, while the second largest value is underlined. The
values are marked in red if the value is not less than SOTA.

former achieves state-of-the-art performance with an aston-
ishing 9.1 percentage points improvement of F1 score relative
to Anomaly Transformer [Xu et al., 2022], demonstrating
the effectiveness of the proposed model on various anoma-
lies. Visualization results can be found in Figure 5. We can
see that anomalies do have less sub-adjacent contribution (the
third column), which is consistent with our assumption. A
full version of Figure 5 can be found in the supplementary
material.

4.4 Ablation Studies
Vanilla and Linear Transformer. We compare vanilla
self-attention and linear attention with different mapping
functions using our method. As shown in Table 5, the pro-
posed Softmax-based mapping function with learnable pa-

rameters outperforms other mapping functions and vanilla
self-attention, with a maximum F1 score increase of 1.5 per-
centage points.

Choices of 𝐾1 and 𝐾2. Choices of 𝐾1 and 𝐾2 directly affect
the performance of the Sub-Adjacent Transformer. We evalu-
ate the effect in Table 4 with the window size being 100. The
configuration of 𝐾1 = 20 and 𝐾2 = 30 typically yields the
best performance (with the exception of the SMD dataset),
while the performance of other settings is also satisfactory,
with nearly half of the values exceeding the current SOTA.
When the sub-adjacent span is getting close to the diagonal
(the second and third rows in Table 4), the performance wors-
ens. We also explore the extreme case where 𝐾1 = 𝐾2 = 0.
In that case, the performance drops significantly, highlighting
the importance of sub-adjacent attention.

Module Ablation. We evaluate the contribution of linear
attention module and dynamic scoring module in Table 6. For
the Sub-Adjacent Transformer, the baseline means the pro-
posed sub-adjacent attention mechanism accompanied with
vanilla self-attention and anomaly score (Eq. 6). Then lin-
ear attention and Gaussian dynamic scoring (Eq. 7) are in-
troduced in turn. As shown in Table 6, compared with the
baseline, linear attention brings +1.0 improvement on aver-
age over six datasets and Gaussian dynamic scoring brings
another +0.2 improvement, verifying the effectiveness of the
proposed modules.
Furthermore, we also apply the two modules to Anomaly
Transformer [Xu et al., 2022]. As we can see from Ta-
ble 6, the proposed linear attention model provides +1.2 per-
centage points performance gain averagely, and Gaussian dy-
namic scoring provides another +0.1 gain. Moreover, as
shown in Table 6, without the support of linear attention and
dynamic Gaussian score, our method (baseline) still outper-



Dataset SWaT WADI PSM MSL SMAP SMD

Vanilla self-attention [Vaswani et al., 2017] 98.6 98.2 98.8 94.1 97.4 96.5

L
in

.A
ttn

. Softmax column [Shen et al., 2021] 98.0 97.5 96.9 95.2 97.8 95.8

Power function [Han et al., 2023] 98.4 98.3 98.4 93.7 97.5 95.9

ReLU [Cai et al., 2023] 98.8 98.1 97.6 94.3 97.5 94.8

ELU+1 [Katharopoulos et al., 2020] 95.4 95.6 94.1 94.7 96.3 94.5

Ours (Eq. 4) 99.0 99.3 98.9 96.7 98.2 97.7

Table 5: F1 values of the proposed method with vanilla self-attention and linear attention with various mapping functions. Bold and underlined
text denote the largest and second-largest values per dataset. We mark the value in red if it is not less than SOTA.

Baseline
Linear
Attention

Dynamic
Scoring SWaT WADI PSM MSL SMAP SMD

Ours
✓ 98.2 98.0 98.7 93.9 97.0 96.1
✓ ✓ 98.8(+0.6) 99.1(+1.1) 98.8(+0.1) 96.4(+2.5) 97.9(+0.9) 97.0(+0.9)
✓ ✓ ✓ 99.0(+0.8) 99.3(+1.3) 98.9(+0.2) 96.7(+2.8) 98.2(+1.2) 97.7(+1.6)

Anomaly
Transformer
[2022]

✓ 94.1 96.6 97.9 93.6 96.7 92.3
✓ ✓ 98.1(+4.0) 97.6(+1.0) 98.3(+0.4) 93.6(+0.0) 97.6(+0.9) 93.4(+1.1)
✓ ✓ ✓ 98.3(+4.2) 97.9(+1.3) 98.2(+0.3) 93.7(+0.1) 97.7(+1.0) 93.6(+1.3)

Table 6: Ablation on modules for the proposed Sub-Adjacent Transformer and Anomaly Transformer. The largest values for each dataset are
highlighted with bold text. The gain with respect to baseline is given in the subscript.

W S SWaT WADI PSM MSL SMAP SMD

50 97.6 97.8 98.4 94.7 96.9 92.1
100 99.0 99.3 98.9 96.7 98.2 97.7
150 98.8 98.8 98.7 94.9 97.3 96.4
200 99.1 98.7 98.5 94.9 97.5 94.2
250 97.2 98.1 98.3 95.3 97.4 93.9
300 98.9 98.2 98.1 94.3 96.9 94.3

Table 7: F1 values for different window sizes. The largest and
second-largest values are made bold and underlined, respectively.

forms the Anomaly Transformer by an average of +1.8 per-
centage points, thereby validating the efficacy of our sub-
adjacent attention design.

Choices of Window Size. Table 7 gives F1 values with dif-
ferent window sizes for six datasets. One can see that our
model exhibits good robustness to the window size. The opti-
mal performance is typically achieved with a window size of
100, the only exception being the SWaT dataset.

Choices of Parameter λ. Table 8 compares the perfor-
mance for different values of λ. The best results are achieved
when λ is set to 10, while the second-best results occur at
different values of λ for different datasets. It is noteworthy
that without the inclusion of attention loss (λ = 0), perfor-
mance drops drastically, affirming the effectiveness of our
sub-adjacent attention design.

λ SWaT WADI PSM MSL SMAP SMD

0 95.8 94.2 95.6 92.7 95.3 94.8
4 98.8 97.8 98.8 94.7 97.6 96.7
6 98.6 98.3 98.6 96.1 97.4 97.3
8 98.3 97.8 98.7 95.8 98.0 96.9

10 99.0 99.3 98.9 96.7 98.2 97.7
12 98.5 98.3 98.6 95.8 97.6 97.1
14 98.7 98.2 98.6 95.2 97.3 96.3

Table 8: F1 values for different λ settings. Bold and underlined texts
denote the largest and second largest values, respectively.

5 Conclusion
In this paper, we present the Sub-Adjacent Transformer, a
novel paradigm for utilizing attention in time series anomaly
detection. Our method distinctively combines sub-adjacent
attention contribution, linear attention and reconstruction er-
ror to effectively detect anomalies, thereby enhancing the ef-
ficacy of anomaly detection. It offers a novel perspective
on the utilization of attention in this domain. Without bells
and whistles, our model demonstrates superior performance
across common benchmarks. We hope that the Sub-Adjacent
Transformer could act as a baseline framework for the future
works in time series anomaly detection.
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A Overall Architecture
Figure 6 illustrates the overall architecture of the model used
in this paper. Specifically, Figure 6(c) illustrates the cus-
tomized multi-head linear attention. Our main contributions
lie in the sub-adjacent attention design, the introduction of
linear attention with a learnable mapping function, and the
corresponding loss function and anomaly score design.

B Codes and Dataset Preprocessing Scripts
It is widely recognized that the method of data preprocess-
ing significantly influences the performance of anomaly de-
tection. In our implementation, we use the scikit-learn
module and the StandardScaler class to normalize the
raw input data to follow a Gaussian distribution before feed-
ing them into the network. The codes and the preprocessing
script files will be released later at GitHub.

C F1 Without Point Adjustment
We report the F1 scores without point adjustment in Table
10. It is noticeable that our approach maintains satisfactory
performance even in the absence of point adjustment. Tech-
nically, dynamic Gaussian scoring and the Softmax oper-
ation in anomaly score are turned off, because these opera-
tions could cause the masking effect of strong values over
the surrounding weak values. The reconstruction error is
used as anomaly score while the loss function in the train-
ing phase is unchanged. The proposed Sub-Adjacent Trans-
former achieves state-of-the-art (SOTA) results in 2 out of 6
datasets and demonstrates performance closely approaching
SOTA in the remaining cases, underscoring its robustness and
efficacy.

D Full Version of Visualization
NeurIPS-TS is a challenging synthetic dataset. Figure 7 pro-
vides a visualization of intermediate variables that we dis-
cuss in Section 3 (Method). We can see that the Sub-adjacent
Transformer can handle these 5 anomalous types well. No-
tably, in the third row, the attention contribution of anomalies
is lower than the normal points, which is consistent with our
assumption.

E Training Set Size
Table 9 reports the effects of the training set size. Training
set ratio ranges from 10% to 100%. We can observe that
the anomaly detection performance is positively correlated
with the training set size and that the impact of training set
size varies depending on the dataset. Particularly, for the
PSM dataset, the difference between the F1 scores at 10%
and 100% is only 1.8 percentage points. Generally speaking,
our method is robust to the training set size.

F Resource Footprint
Table 11 presents training and inference statistics for the Sub-
Adjacent Transformer and its variants across six real-world
datasets. The Sub-Adjacent Transformer demonstrates no-
table efficiency in both training and inference phases, and

T. R. SWaT WADI PSM MSL SMAP SMD

10% 94.6 88.8 97.1 88.3 96.2 96.2
20% 95.4 95.8 98.5 92.2 97.0 96.2
40% 98.3 96.9 98.6 95.4 97.0 97.2
60% 98.3 97.2 98.6 95.9 97.2 97.4
80% 98.5 98.3 98.7 96.2 97.7 97.5
100% 99.0 99.3 98.9 96.7 98.2 97.3

Table 9: Change of F1 score with training set size. T.R. stands for
the training set ratio that is actually utilized. As training data in-
creases, the detection performance tends to increase. The effects of
the training set ratio vary for different datasets due to the diverse
scale of the original training sets.

it maintains efficient GPU memory utilization. However,
methods based on linear attention do not demonstrate signifi-
cant advantages over the traditional self-attention in these re-
spects. This phenomenon is primarily attributed to the uti-
lization of a small window size and the implicit computa-
tion of the attention matrix. While the explicit computation
of the attention matrix for small window sizes leads to en-
hanced efficiency, as indicated by the bracketed values in Ta-
ble 11, this approach may become impractical for larger win-
dow sizes due to the resultant increase in computational com-
plexity and memory requirements. In general, without spe-
cific statements, implicit computation is employed to align
with the conventional practices of linear attention.
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Figure 6: Network architecture for the Sub-Adjacent Transformer.

Methods SWaT WADI PSM MSL SMAP SMD

DAGMM 75.0 12.1 48.3 19.9 33.3 23.8
LSTM-VAE 77.6 22.7 45.5 21.2 23.5 43.5
MSCRED 75.7 4.6 55.6 25.0 17.0 38.2
OmniAnomaly 78.2 22.3 45.2 20.7 22.7 47.4
MAD-GAN 77.0 37.0 47.1 26.7 17.5 22.0
MTAD-GAT 78.4 43.7 57.1 27.5 29.6 40.0
USAD 79.2 23.3 47.9 21.1 22.8 42.6
THOC 61.2 13.0 - 19.0 24.0 16.8
UAE 45.3 35.4 42.7 45.1 39.0 43.5
GDN 81.0 57.0 55.2 21.7 25.2 52.9
GTA 76.1 53.1 54.2 21.8 23.1 35.1
Heuristics 78.9 35.3 50.9 23.9 22.9 49.4
Anomaly Transformer 22.0 10.8 43.4 19.1 22.7 8.0
TranAD 66.9 41.5 64.9 25.1 24.7 31.0
NPSR 83.9 64.2 64.8 55.1 51.1 53.5
Ours 84.2 63.5 65.3 50.3 45.2 50.6

Table 10: F1 score without point adjustment on real-world datasets. Bold text represents the best result, while underlined text represents the
second best result. All channels of all the datasets are used. In our implementation, for multi-entity datasets (MSL, SMAP and SMD) we
train one model for each entity and average the results.
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Figure 7: Visualization for different anomaly categories in the NeurIPS-TS dataset. Red lines or highlighted areas are used to mark the
anomalous regions. From top to bottom, the rows are raw data, recognition loss, sub-adjacent attention contribution, anomaly score and
Gaussian dynamic score, respectively. From left to right, the columns indicate global and contextual point anomalies, shapelet, seasonal and
trend pattern anomalies, respectively.



Dataset Metric Vanilla
Attention

Linear Attention

Sofmax col. Pow. Func. ReLU ELU+1 Ours

SWaT

Train. Time/Epoch (s) 20.6 34.3(30.4) 38.7(34.5) 33.6(29.3) 34.1(30.2) 36.7(33.1)
Infer. Time (s) 0.094 0.112 0.143 0.111 0.112 0.13
GPU Memory (G) 1.4 3.1(1.7) 3.6(2.2) 3.1(1.7) 3.3(1.9) 3.3(1.9)
FLOPS (M) 483 484 484 484 484 484
# Params. (M) 4.84 4.84 4.84 4.84 4.84 4.84

WADI

Train. Time/Epoch (s) 33.5 54.9(48.8) 61.6(55.0) 53.8(47.0) 54.5(48.4) 58.9(52.9)
Infer. Time (s) 0.047 0.053 0.065 0.055 0.054 0.057
GPU Memory (G) 1.5 3.2(1.7) 3.6(2.2) 3.2(1.7) 3.3(1.9) 3.3(1.9)
FLOPS (M) 498 499 498 498 498 499
# Params. (M) 4.98 4.98 4.98 4.98 4.98 4.98

PSM

Train. Time/Epoch (s) 55.5 91.4(80.8) 102.2(91.1) 89.3(77.7) 90.6(80.2) 98.3(87.8)
Infer. Time (s) 0.018 0.022 0.026 0.021 0.021 0.024
GPU Memory (G) 1.45 3.1(1.7) 3.6(2.1) 3.2(1.7) 3.3(1.8) 3.3(1.9)
FLOPS (M) 478 478 478 478 478 479
# Params. (M) 4.78 4.78 4.78 4.78 4.78 4.78

MSL

Training Time (s) 24 40.2(35.8) 45.4(40.5) 39.5(34.5) 40.1(35.6) 42.9(38.9)
Infer. Time (s) 0.017 0.02 0.025 0.02 0.019 0.022
GPU Memory (G) 1.46 3.1(1.7) 3.6(2.2) 3.1(1.7) 3.3(1.8) 3.3(1.9)
FLOPS (M) 484 485 484 484 484 485
# Params. (M) 4.84 4.84 4.84 4.84 4.84 4.84

SMAP

Train. Time/Epoch (s) 58.1 96.9(85.9) 108.6(96.8) 94.9(82.6) 96.2(85.2) 103.9(93.1)
Infer. Time (s) 0.083 0.096 0.126 0.101 0.098 0.112
GPU Memory (G) 1.4 3.1(1.7) 3.6(2.1) 3.1(1.7) 3.2(1.8) 3.3(1.9)
FLOPS (M) 478 478 478 478 478 479
# Params. (M) 4.78 4.78 4.78 4.78 4.78 4.78

SMD

Train. Time/Epoch (s) 29.7 48.9(43.4) 55.1(49.1) 47.9(41.7) 48.6(43.0) 52.5(47.1)
Infer. Time (s) 0.132 0.157 0.192 0.158 0.152 0.184
GPU Memory (G) 1.4 3.1(1.7) 3.6(2.2) 3.1(1.7) 3.2(1.8) 3.3(1.9)
FLOPS (M) 481 481 481 481 481 482
# Params. (M) 4.81 4.81 4.81 4.81 4.81 4.81

Table 11: Training and inference statistics for our model and its variants. FLOPS and parameter numbers are obtained using the thop
module. GPU memory indicates the GPU usage during training. The values inside the brackets are obtained by explicitly calculating the
attention matrix, which improves training efficiency and GPU utilization over the implicit counterpart.
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