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Abstract—Patch-wise Transformer based time series forecast-
ing achieves superior accuracy. However, this superiority relies
heavily on intricate model design with massive parameters,
rendering both training and inference expensive, thus preventing
their deployments on edge devices with limited resources and low
latency requirements. In addition, existing methods often work in
an autoregressive manner, which take into account only historical
values, but ignore valuable, easy-to-obtain context information,
such as weather forecasts, date and time of day. To contend with
the two limitations, we propose LiPFormer, a novel Lightweight
Patch-wise Transformer with weak data enriching. First, to
simplify the Transformer backbone, LiPFormer employs a novel
lightweight cross-patch attention and a linear transformation-
based attention to eliminate Layer Normalization and Feed For-
ward Network, two heavy components in existing Transformers.
Second, we propose a lightweight, weak data enriching module
to provide additional, valuable weak supervision to the training.
It enhances forecasting accuracy without significantly increasing
model complexity as it does not involve expensive, human-
labeling but using easily accessible context information. This
facilitates the weak data enriching to plug-and-play on existing
models. Extensive experiments on nine benchmark time series
datasets demonstrate that LiPFormer outperforms state-of-the-
art methods in accuracy, while significantly reducing parameter
scale, training duration, and GPU memory usage. Deployment
on an edge device reveals that LiPFormer only takes only 1/3
inference time compared to classic Transformers. In addition,
we demonstrate that the weak data enriching can integrate
seamlessly into various Transformer based models to enhance
their accuracy, suggesting its generality.

Index Terms—Time Series Data Forecasting, Weak Data En-
riching, Lightweight, Patch-wise Transformer

I. INTRODUCTION

Time series constitutes a chronological sequence of data
points that record successive states of an event. Forecasting is
a fundamental task in time series data analysis, which aims to
predict future values by tracking historical observations. Time
series forecasting has received considerable research attention
due to its crucial role in a spectrum of applications, such
as finance [1], weather [2], energy [3], and traffic [4], [5],
[6], [7], [8], [9], [10]. Accurate forecasts can provide reliable
data support, facilitating sound decision-making. For instance,
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industrial embedded sensors [11] collect real-time operational
data (e.g., temperature, pressure) from machinery to anticipate
equipment health and failure risks. Power grids [12] utilize
historical data from smart device (e.g., power loads, renewable
energy production) to predict future power demand and supply,
ensuring grid stability.

Time series forecasting has achieved remarkable advance-
ment with a variety of architectures [13], [14], [15], [16],
[17], [18], [19], including the recurrent neural networks
(RNNs) [20], [21], [22] and Transformers [23], [24]. Com-
pared to RNNs, Transformers have revolutionized in both
natural language processing (NLP) [25] and computer vision
(CV) [26] fields via their attention mechanism, enabling better
understanding of global correlations. Benefiting from that,
specialized Transformer-based architectures for time series
forecasting emerged, e.g., Informer [27], Autoformer [28],
FEDformer [29]. These works attempt to preserve order infor-
mation among time series data elements by Positional Encod-
ing (PE). However, unlike natural language, the lack of seman-
tics in numerical data makes PE invalid to capture sequential
dependencies. Fortunately, the Patching technique, inspired by
a recent linear strategy (DLinear) [30], segments time series
data into subseries-level patches and assists Transformer-based
models [31], [32], [33] in perceiving the order information.

Despite the progress made by patch-wise Transformers in
time series forecasting, they face two substantial challenges.

Challenge 1: Intricate Models with Massive Param-
eters. Heavyweight Transformer models, characterized by
complicated modules and extensive parameters, incur pro-
hibitive resource requirements and latency. The vanilla Trans-
former [23] exhibits O(N2) complexity (N denotes time series
length), rendering it unfriendly for training and deployment
in resource-constrained scenarios. Rapid-response time series
analysis tasks, increasingly prevalent in industrial [34] and
networking [35] domains, are hindered by edge devices’
limited computational power and memory to execute intricate
algorithms, especially early and low-cost devices. Designing
a tailored Transformer model that simultaneously achieves
lightweight architecture and enhanced predictive performance
is urgently required. The crucial issue lies in differentiating
between components in Transformers effective for time series
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analysis and those of lesser importance. Developing strategies
to optimize the former and simplify the latter is nontrivial.

Challenge 2: Autoregressive forecasting without consid-
ering contexts. Transformer-based models typically work in
an autoregressive manner and predict time series solely on his-
torical data, neglecting an explicit inductive bias: Future value
changes (especially sudden changes) are highly correlated with
future apriori contexts, like weather forecasts, date, or time of
day. For instance, photovoltaic generation [36] fluctuates due
to weather variations, which are irrelevant to past electricity
generation series data. Similarly, textual pollution severity
labels (heavy, moderate, light) can provide weak supervision
to aid in PM2.5 prediction [37]. Thus, incorporating easily
obtainable weak labels as prior knowledge can enhance un-
derstanding of future time series dynamics. However, a unified
multimodal framework is lacking in extracting features from
explicit weak labels, such as textual (weather, wind direction,
air pollution level, etc.) and numerical (temperature, humid-
ity, etc.) covariates. Additionally, not all scenarios possess
available explicit future covariates. While implicit weak labels
(time of day, peak/non-rush hours, etc.) can be augmented via
temporal feature encoding [27], [31], the absence of a decoder
in patch-wise Transformer models hinders the availability of
implicit future covariates for guiding predictions.

In order to explore the untapped potential of lightweight
and weak labels in the Transformer architecture, this pa-
per proposes a novel Lightweight Patch-wise TransFormer
with weak data enriching (LiPFormer) for time series
data forecasting, which offers superior performance in both
universal and resource-constrained environments. Specifically,
an attention-based lightweight backbone network and a weakly
supervised future covariate framework are devised to tackle the
challenges above.

Lightweight Patch-wise Transformer. The lightweight
backbone network, based on the multi-head self-attention
mechanism, solves the first limitation through three key strate-
gies as follows. 1) Integrated cross-patch attention. We
incorporate a newly designed cross-patch attention mechanism
to the existing patching technique, simultaneously reducing
complexity and improving predictive capability. Patching time
series data dramatically reduces the number of input sequences
to O(N2/pl2) (pl denotes patch length). The capability of
patching mechanism [31] to perceive local dependencies was
inspired by DLinear. Motivated by trend components, another
principle of DLinear, we extend to capture the global trend
correlations across patches. By extracting fixed-position data
points in each patch to construct trend sequences spanning
all patches (details in Section III-C), our patch-wise atten-
tion effectively substitutes Positional Encoding in the vanilla
Transformer, perceiving both local and global sequential infor-
mation. 2) Layer Normalization elimination. Given the cross-
patch’s sampling manner to capture global trends, it partially
supplants the generalization function of Layer Normalization
(LN). Moreover, the uniform patch size of time series avoids
the issue of varying token lengths characteristic of natural
language, diminishing LN’s utility [38]. Hence, its exclusion

in our design is justified. 3) FFNs-less (Feed Forward
Networks-less) linear attention. Recognizing the fundamental
semantic disparities between textual and numerical sequences,
we devise a novel FFNs-less attention scheme employing lin-
ear transformations. Transformers were originally tailored for
language tasks and the nonlinear mappings of FFNs are more
inclined towards learning semantic and syntactic structural
information. DLinear’s insights suggest that linear connections
might suffice for time series representation. Thus, we employ a
lightweight Multi-Layer Perceptron (MLP) instead of the two-
layer ascending and descending FFNs, significantly reducing
the parameter scale from O(8×hd2) to O(hd×pl) (hd denotes
hidden feature dimension). Encouragingly, deployment trials
on an edge device with only CPU (with 16GB RAM, 6 cores,
and 12 threads) reveal that the inference time of the lightweight
LiPFormer is less than 1% of that of Transformer models.

Weak Data Enriching. Typically, acquiring high-quality
future covariate data are often economically pricey and labor-
intensive. Fortunately, weakly supervised learning mitigates
this issue by leveraging data augmentation to lower modeling
barriers. Specifically, publicly accessible weather forecasts
serve as expert annotations, while date-related contexts are
augmented when explicit future features, like weather fore-
casts, are unavailable. The weak label enriching architecture
branches into two policies depending on the availability of
explicit future covariates. 1) For scenarios with explicit weak
label, there exist multimodal nature and cross-channel cor-
relations. Textual and numerical future attributes are encoded
into vectors with the same dimension, followed by an attention
module to capture their dependencies. Similar to the backbone
network, we employ a simplified MLP instead of the heavy-
weight Transformer for output, achieving a tradeoff between
prediction accuracy and efficiency. 2) In the absence of
explicit covariates, temporal attributes (e.g., holidays, week-
days, rush hours) implicitly embraces meaningful semantic
information. We encode these textual future covariates and
embed them in a semantic space to maximize their correlation
with the future ground truth time series (referred to as target
sequences). We devise a contrastive learning framework for
the augmented temporal features, adopting a dual encoder
module—target sequences vs. future covariates—to effectively
model their latent correlation. Notably, benefiting from the
aligned dimension of target sequences and future covariates,
the weak label enriching architecture can be seamlessly trans-
planted into existing time series forecasting frameworks and
enhance their prediction capacities (detailed in Section III-C).

Our main contributions in this paper are outlined as follows.
• We propose LiPFormer, a novel patch-wise Transformer

architecture with weak label enriching that lightweights
the backbone network and integrates a weakly supervised
architecture for future covariates, enhancing the predic-
tive performance in time series forecasting.

• We present a novel weakly supervised architecture to
learn the impact of future covariates. Based on data aug-
mentation, a dual encoder contrastive learning framework
is designed to uniformly model the correlation between



textual, numerical, and implicit temporal future contexts.
• We innovate by integrating a cross-patch attention mech-

anism, eliminating Layer Normalization and Positional
Encoding, and devising an FFNs-less linear attention to
successfully simplify the Transformer architecture.

• Extensive evaluations on benchmark datasets demonstrate
that LiPFormer significantly outperforms state-of-the-art
methods in training speed, inference time, parameter size
and accuracy. Deployment trials on a CPU-only edge de-
vice further confirm LiPFormer’s lightweight superiority
in resource-constrained scenarios over Transformer.

• Experiments on two real-world datasets with explicit
future covariates validate the superiority of our weakly
supervised architecture. Extension tests reveal it can be
seamlessly transplanted into diverse time series forecast-
ing models, contributing to improved performance.

II. RELATED WORK

In this section, we overview existing time series forecast-
ing models classified into four categories: Transformer-based,
MLP-based, Deep Learning models, and patch-wise models.

Transformers: RNNs were introduced to model temporal
dependencies [39], [40], [41] for short-term series prediction.
A recent study [37] followed the general autoregressive man-
ner to predict PM2.5, leveraging easy-to-obtain categorical
information to supervise the prediction. However, RNNs were
susceptible to the vanishing gradient when handling long-
term series. Based on self-attention mechanism, Transformer
models [23] avoided the recurrent structure and were superior
in capturing long-term dependencies. Nonetheless, attention
mechanism suffers from high time and space complexity
O(N2) and insensitivity to local context. LogTrans [42] pro-
posed sparse convolutional self-attention to reduce complexity
to O(N(logN)2) incorporating local context into attention.
Reformer [43] employed a locality-sensitive hashing atten-
tion, taking into account attention vectors only within the
same hash buckets. Reversible residuals reduced complexity
to O(N logN). Zhou et al. [27] introduced ProbSparse self-
attention, exploiting sparsity in attention parameters to de-
crease the complexity. Conformer [44] reduces the complexity
of the attention mechanism by O(N) using window atten-
tion and a novel RNN network. Triformer [45] leveraged a
triangular structure and matrix factorization to achieve linear
complexity. Inspired by stochastic processes, Wu et al. [28]
devised an autocorrelation mechanism, substituting the tradi-
tional attention with a series-wise one. Instead of optimizing
attention, PatchTST [31] and Crossformer [32] explored a
different patching strategy to achieved efficiency gains. Re-
cently, iTransformer [46] employed variate-wise attention to
facilitate information exchange among variables. Despite the
above advancements in tackling the local-agnostics issue from
various attention mechanisms or patching techniques, they
still inadequately capture global sequential trend information,
which limited the performance of Transformer models [30].

MLPs: Transformers had been the prevailing method for
time series forecasting until a linear alternative challenged

their supremacy. Zeng et al. [30] proposed a direct multi-
step DLinear method, essentially an MLP, outperforming con-
ventional Transformers. The authors decomposited time series
into trend and seasonal components, which inspired numerous
linear studies [33], [47], [48], [49], [50]. MLP-Mixer [33]
effectively replaced self-attention with an MLP and contained
patch processing. Inspired by visual MLP mixers, Chen et
al. [47] devised a two-stage framework with mixer layers
and temporal projections. TiDE [48] excelled under channel
independence assumptions using a residual structure. Recently,
a LightTS [49] framework employed distillation and Pareto
optimality techniques to substitute computationally intensive
ensemble learning. TimeMixer [51] leveraged multi-resolution
sequences in two Mixing modules for past and future feature
extraction. While some of these models accounted for the
impact of date-related implicit features on predictions, the lack
of modeling future weak label (external covariates) limits their
ability to exploit prior knowledge, which provides valuable
supervision to enhance forecasting.

Deep learning models: FourierGNN [52] innovatively
treats time series values as graph nodes and performs predic-
tions on hypervariable graphs. Deng et al. [53] opted for an
alternative policy, designing an SCNN network to individually
model each component of the spatio-temporal patterns.

Patching Models: Most existing approaches directly
utilized entire time series as model inputs, whereas
PatchTST [31] and TSMixer [33] adopted a distinctive patch-
ing strategy. Patch-wise methods divide time series into
subseries-level patches. Then it treats patches as input tokens
to learn dependencies via attention mechanism. Data in a
patch preserve local order information. However, as discussed
earlier, patching attention lacks of global order awareness and
the fixed patch size fails to accommodate different temporal
scales, degrading model generalization.

Table I summarizes representative time series forecasting
methods, categorized according to their lightweight nature and
consideration of future weak label. Our proposed LiPFormer
bridges the gap in this research field.

TABLE I
REPRESENTATIVE TIME SERIES FORECASTING MODELS.

Heavyweight models Lightweight models

Not consider
weak label

RNNs [39], [40], [41]
Transformer [23]
Autoformer [28]
LogTrans [42]
PatchTST [31]

Crossformer [32]
SCNN [53]

Informer [27]

LightTS [49]
Reformer [43]

Conformer [44]
Triformer [45]
DLinear [30]
TSMixer [47]

Consider
weak label

CGF [37]
TiDE [48] LiPFormer (Ours)

III. METHODOLOGY
In this section, we first define the notations and formally

describe the time series forecasting task. Then we elaborate the
training paradigm and our proposed lightweight Transformer
architecture, following the order of data flow.
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Fig. 1. The architecture of LiPFormer. The Base Predictor backbone network comprises two patch-
wise attentions and simplified MLPs. The weakly supervised Dual Encoder is a contrastive learning
architecture, consisting of a Covariate Encoder and a Target Encoder, to model the correlation
between future attributes.
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Fig. 3. Patch division and Inter-Patch attention.

A. Notations
Frequently used notations in this paper are defined as

follows. c and cf : channels (features) of a mutivarite time
series and the corresponding future covariates, they possibly
are different; X0:c

0:T : an input time series (sequences) of length
T that consists of T historical data points (a.k.a. time steps);
F

0:cf
T+1:T+L: future covariates of length L; Y 0:c

T+1:T+L and
Ŷ 0:c
T+1:T+L: the ground truth and forecast future sequence

values of length L, respectively; Ŷbase: intermediate prediction
results of Base Predictor, independent of future covariates;
n: number of patches; pl: patch length; nt: number of target
patches, which is the ratio of predictive length divided by patch
length; hd: hidden feature dimensions; b: batch size.

Given a historical time series X0:c
0:T and future covariates

F
0:cf
T+1:T+L, the multivariate forecasting task can be formally

defined as the prediction of future values:

Ŷ 0:c
T+1:T+L = H (X0:c

0:T , F
0:cf
T+1:T+L),

where H denotes the proposed forecasting architecture.

B. Training Methodologies
LiPFormer involves two main training process, pre-training

and prediction-oriented training. The weak label enriching
part, depicted as Weakly Supervised Architecture in the top
part of Figure 1, is a contrastive learning-based pre-training
module with dual encoders that characterize target sequences
(i.e., ground truth future time series) and weak labels, re-
spectively. The backbone network, Base Predictor, performs
prediction-oriented training over input sequences.

Departing from prior representation learning methods that
focus on encoding input sequences, we aim to extract represen-
tation vectors for easily accessible weak labels. As discussed
in Section I, weak label enriching can provide additional and
valuable weak supervision to the prediction. We leverage both
explicit (textual and numerical external factors, e.g., weather,
temperature) and implicit (temporal attributes, e.g., date, time
of day) weak labels as future covariates. We follow a paradigm
to regard future covariates as expert annotations, and utilize
temporal information to augment weak data. Notably, the pre-
training of weak labels serves to guide the Base Predictor
in making predictions, instead of functioning as encoders to
embed themselves as extra features of input time series.

Since patch-wise Transformers do not possess any decoder,
in the absence of explicit weak labels, they cannot lever-
age future temporal features for guiding the Base Predictor.
To this end, we devise the contrastive learning-based pre-
training architecture (detailed in Section III-C2) to attain the
implicit future feature representations via a joint encoding
of “covariate-target” pair. Given a batch of b covariate-target
pairs, the “covariate” (resp., “target”) element corresponds
to a representative vector V(j)

c (resp., V(i)
t ) of future covari-

ates VC = {V(1)
c , · · · ,V(b)

c } (resp., target sequences VT =

{V(1)
t , · · · ,V(b)

t }), where V(j)
c (resp., V(i)

t ) is of length L.
This pre-training process is conducted upon learning the two
representation vectors VC ,VT to estimate which of the b2

pairs actually occurred. Specifically, we train dual encoders,
Covariate Encoder and Target Encoder, aiming at maximizing
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the cosine similarity of the b diagonal positive pairs while
minimizing the embedding of the remaining b2 − b negative
pairs. We use symmetric cross-entropy loss Lsce to optimize
the cosine similarity score as follows:

Lsce =
1

2
(Lce(logits, labels)

(0) + Lce(logits, labels))
(1)),

where logits = (VT × VC) · et ∈ Rb×b and labels =
(1, · · · , b) are conceptually consistent with those in CLIP [54].
Lce(p, q) = −

∑
x p(x) log(q(x)) denotes cross-entropy loss,

and the superscript (0) and (1) in Lsce means to calculate
Lce(p, q) separately by row and column.

In the Base Predictor training process, the input time series
are normalized and patched, then fed into the lightweight
backbone network. The prediction head outputs the base
prediction Ŷbase, which is guided by the aforementioned future
covariate dual encoders to get the future sequence prediction
Ŷ . To achieve a balance between accuracy, convergence, and
robustness during the backbone network training, we adopt
Smooth L1 loss (L1Smooth) [55]. When the error between the
predicted and true values is small, L1Smooth employs L2 loss
(Mean Squared Error, MSE) to maintain high accuracy, with
its differentiable nature aiding convergence during training.
Conversely, for larger errors, L1Smooth uses L1 loss (Mean
Absolute Error, MAE), which is less sensitive to outliers, thus
reducing the risk of gradient explosion. The hyperparameter
β in L1Smooth is used to adjust the error threshold, providing
learning flexibility for diverse time series datasets.

L1Smooth =

 1
2β

∥∥∥Y − Ŷ
∥∥∥2 if

∥∥∥Y − Ŷ
∥∥∥ < β,∥∥∥Y − Ŷ

∥∥∥− β
2 otherwise.

C. Model Components

In this subsection, the first part delves into the intricate
architecture of the Base Predictor, outlining its constituent
components and functional mechanisms. In the second part

(Section III-C2), we elaborate the details of Weakly Su-
pervised dual encoder framework, specifically tailored for
the purpose of learning meaningful representations of future
weak labels. The entire end-to-end workflow, inclusive of the
modular structures and data processing steps for each mini-
batch, is depicted in Figure 1.

1) Base Predictor: As illustrated in Figure 4, the backbone
network of LiPFormer first eliminates LN, as the fixed patch
size evades the issue with varying input sequence lengths. Sec-
ondly, adopting patching and channel independence preserves
local order information and extends the receptive horizon to
learn correlations between features and time series. Notably,
existing patch-wise models commonly adhere to a fixed patch
size, treating each patch as an individual token akin to text-
oriented models. However, this rigidity in patch scales often
hampers the capacity to effectively capture temporally varying
periodic attributes inherent in time series. As a result, such
models demonstrate limited adaptability to the task of time
series prediction. This presents a significant challenge in
holistically capturing information encapsulated within both
individual patches and the broader sequence context, while
maintaining a constant patch length. To overcome this issue,
based on the patch division of input sequences, LiPFormer
applies two novel patch-wise attention mechanisms, Cross-
Patch and Inter-Patch, to comprehensively understand global
and local sequential dependencies. Finally, in light of the
inherent differences between numerical and textual sequences,
the heavyweight FFNs module originally devised for under-
standing language information is replaced with two different
single-layer MLPs, resulting in the base prediction Ŷbase.

Instance Normalization. Time series may encounter distri-
bution shifts. To mitigate this issue, we employ a straight-
forward normalization approach [30] without significantly
increasing model complexity. The initial input time series
xi
0:T are subtracted by the last value xi

T from each element,
resulting in a new input sequences xi′

0:T , and subsequently re-



adding it at the intermediate output ŷi′T+1:T+L, denoted as:

xi′
0:T = xi

0:T − xi
T , ŷiT+1:T+L = ŷi′T+1:T+L + xi

T .

Channel Independence and Patching. The use of multi-
variate time series data to simultaneously predict all variables
may be an inductive bias for time series forecasting, as the
interrelationships between variables can be captured. However,
recent researches [31], [30], [48] have shown that this idea
is not an optimal solution. The channel independent strategy
maps only univariate sequences to future values without tak-
ing into account the mutual information of other variables.
This design enables each univariate to independently process
data while sharing a common weight space, enhancing local
semantic capturing and extending the observation horizon.

Additionally, we divide each univariate sequence into
patches of size pl. A mini-batch X0:c

b×T of batch size b will
be reshaped into X0:c

b×n×pl, where n = ⌈T/pl⌉ denotes the
number of patches. With the patching technique, the number
of input tokens (i.e., data units) can be reduced by a factor of pl
and the complexity dramatically drops to O(N2/pl2), which
significantly improves the model performance compared to the
standard point-wise Transformer [31]. On the other hand, data
points in a patch are treated while preserving local coherence,
thus exploiting local dependencies among them.

Novel Patch-wise Attention. The aforementioned patching
manner logically treats each patch as a token. However, due
to the variations in local granularity (e.g., periodicity) across
diverse time series datasets, it is difficult to predetermine an
appropriate patch size, limiting its generalization capability.
Also, the patching mechanism does not intend to perceive
the global order dependencies among tokens. To address these
limitations, we introduce a novel Cross-Patch strategy.

We construct a global trend sequence by arranging data
points from a fixed position within patches in chronological
order, as the construction of trendi and trendj shown in Fig-
ure 2. According to the patch length, we can obtain a total of
pl trend sequences, each lagged by one time step. By applying
attention across all these trend sequences, we can capture the
mutual information at different positions of all the patches,
perceiving sequential dependencies in the global trend. The
lagging-like relationship among trend sequences is conducive
to understanding the impact of historical information on future
trends. Since data points in a trend sequence span beyond the
scope of an individual patch, the generalization capability is
less constrained by the fixed patch size, and multiple trend
sequences collectively further enhance this generalization.

To explore correlations between patches, we map internal
data points of patches onto an hd-dimensional latent feature
vector using a MLP between them [33], [31], referred to as
the Inter-Patch attention mechanism:

X0:c
b×n×hd = MLP (X0:c

b×n×pl).

Figure 3 illustrates how an input time series is divided into
patches and the proposed Inter-Patch attention works. For a
particular patch r, the Inter-Patch attention mechanism focuses
on the relevance between its data points to all counterparts

within other patches, such as patch s. Similar to the self-
attention mechanism, the Inter-Patch attention captures cor-
relations between patch tokens.

Inspired by the mixer technique in CV domain [47], the
Cross-Patch attention performs feature mixing alongside the
Inter-Patch attention with a MLP, enabling LiPFormer to learn
correlations between local and trend features, thereby further
alleviating degradation in generalization performance:

x0:c
b×n×hd = MLP (Attn(X0:c

b×n×pl) +X0:c
b×n×pl), (1)

where Attn denotes the self-attention mechanism of Vanilla
Transformer [23], mapping Xi

b×n×pl to query matrices Q i =

(xi)TWQ , key matrices K i = (xi)TWK , and value matrices
V i = (xi)TWV , with trainable parameter matrices W(·) and
utilizing the softmax function:

Attn(Xi
b×n×pl) = Softmax(

Q iK iT

√
dk

)V i.

Elimination of Positional Encoding. The positional in-
formation that represents the order of data points in time
series is of great importance. As the self-attention mecha-
nism cannot effectively retain the order information, some
types of Positional Encoding (PE) were utilized by classical
Informer [27], Autoformer [28], and FEDformer [29]. For
the sake of simplifying internal details, these PE approaches
for enhancing the temporal order of time series inputs are
uniformly represented by the trainable matrices WPE . Then
the existing attention mechanism with Positional Encoding can
be depicted as Attn(x0:c

b×n×hd +WPE).
Unlike the traditional Transformers, by using the Inter-Patch

attention, it is available to capture comprehensive positional
information both at the point and patch levels without using
any Positional Encoding method. As a result, we eliminate it
between patches for direct inputs:

AttnInter−Patch = Attn(x0:c
b×n×hd). (2)

Lightweight Architecture. The aforementioned patching
technique reduces the time complexity of Transformer’s atten-
tion mechanism to O(N2/pl2), while it is still computationally
expensive. To this end, we explore the impact of Transformer’s
other auxiliary modules on time series modeling. At the
beginning of this section, we clarified substituting Layer Nor-
malization, mainly pertinent to token length variations in NLP
tasks and with limited effect on time series forecasting [38],
with Instance Normalization. Our experiments demonstrate
that LN tends to have no improvement in the accuracy of time
series prediction and over-deep layers can lead to overfitting
due to the applied channel independent strategy.

In addition, Feed Forward Networks (FFNs) in the Trans-
former architecture, which are used to perform nonlinear
mapping to learn semantic and syntactic structural information,
is overly heavy and not effective in capturing time series
features. Similar to LN, the FFNs module lacks specificity
for numerical time series data and exhibits prohibitively ex-
pensive computational overhead. Hence, we devise two lin-
ear transformation-based single-layer MLPs to capture linear



dependencies. Specifically, we change the FFNs to directly
predict Ŷbase instead of making residuals and then predicting
through the linear layer. The specific shape changes are as
follows (also shown in Figure 4), where the arrowheads denote
reshaping operations, and b · c indicates the single dimension
size into which the batch size b and the number of channels
c are reshaped:

Ŷbase = MLP (Attnwo/p) ∈ Rb·c×n×hd

→ Rb·c×hd×nt → Rb×L×c

In summary, the theoretical analyses in this subsection and
empirical studies below (detailed in Section IV-E4) give us
the confidence to eliminate PE, LN and FFNs layers from the
standard and patch-wise Transformers.

2) Covariate Encoder: Existing time series forecast-
ing models, designed predominantly on publicly accessible
datasets, typically neglect the influence of future weak labels
on prediction, despite the intuitive and strong correlations
between them. Bridging this gap necessitates a unified frame-
work to handle datasets with and without future covariates.
However, linear models are inadequate for capturing nonlinear
relationships between time series and future covariates, which
can be textual and numerical attributes.

To this end, we propose a nonlinear module for weak
label enriching. For datasets inclusive of explicit future co-
variates, we employ a co-trained encoder alongside the Base
Predictor. Conversely, for datasets lacking such future weak
label covariates, we augment weak data with temporal feature
encodings [27] that align data dimension with future values
in the latent space. Inspired by CLIP [54], we formulate data
pairs in the form of (F

0:cf
T+1:T+L, Y

0:c
T+1:T+L), where the two

elements denote the feature encoding of future covariates and
the target sequences, respectively.

In particular, we devise a simplified Transformer-based
architecture, Covariate Encoder, for encoding future covariates
(see Figure 5). The encoder classifies input weak labels into
two categories: numerical (e.g., temperature, humidity) and
textual (e.g., wind direction, date, day of the week). We
first encode textual weak labels into embeddings and then
concatenate them with numerical labels, denoted as follows:

F
0:cf
CatEmb = Concat(Embed(F ct), F cn) ∈ Rb×L×cf , (3)

where Embed and Concat are the corresponding operations,
cn and ct are the numbers of numerical and textual channels,
and cf = cn + ct.

Next, the concatenated data are first fed into a linear
MLP layer to map all channels to a hidden feature size
of hd, followed by a fully flattened operation (denoted as
Flat) over a residual self-attention mechanism. Finally, two
encoded vectors (i.e., VC and VT ) of the same dimension
are obtained by another MLP layer, and we make the dual
encoders converge by the pre-training paradigm introduced in

subsection III-B. The Covariate Encoder works as below:

F
cf
MLP = MLP (F

0:cf
CatEmb) ∈ Rb×L×hd, (4)

F
cf
FlatAttn = Flat(Attn(F

cf
MLP ) + F

cf
MLP ) ∈ Rb×L·hd, (5)

F
cf
PreTrain = MLP (F

cf
FlatAttn) ∈ Rb×L. (6)

Note that, the Target Encoder, designed for encoding target
sequences, adopts an architecture akin to that of the Covariate
Encoder. The Target Encoder dispenses with embedding and
concatenation steps, necessitating merely the direct replace-
ment of F cf

MLP in Equation (5) with the following F c
MLP :

F c
MLP = MLP (Y 0:c

T+1:T+L) ∈ Rb×L×hd. (7)

During prediction, we freeze the parameters of the Covariate
Encoder and map the representation vectors to the same
dimensions as the output of the Base Predictor through a
learnable linear layer. As illustrated in Figure 1, the Vector
Mapping linear layer is trained alongside the Base Predictor,
enabling it to learn the relative contributions of the Covariate
Encoder’s and backbone network’s parameters. By weighting
these contributions, the pre-trained knowledge captured from
weak labels helps to compensate for biases in the target
sequences, thereby guiding the final prediction results.

Ŷ = Ŷbase +MLP (F
cf
PreTrain) ∈ Rb×L×c (8)

TABLE II
THE STATISTICS OF DATASETS.

Datasets ETTh1 ETTh2 ETTm1 ETTm2 Weather Electricity Traffic Electri-Price Cycle
Variables 7 7 7 7 21 321 862 40 22

Timestamps 17420 17420 69680 69680 52696 26304 17544 35808 21864
Split Ratio 6:2:2 6:2:2 6:2:2 6:2:2 7:1:2 7:1:2 7:1:2 7:1:2 7:1:2

IV. EXPERIMENTS

This section presents experimental studies on the proposed
LiPFormer compared with state-of-the-art (SOTA) models over
a series of forecasting benchmarks. Performance comparisons
between Transformer-based methods are conducted in terms
of training time and running memory. Ablation studies on
Layer Normalization and Feed Forward Network demonstrate
the effectiveness of lightweight.

A. Experimental Settings

1) Datasets: We evaluate the performance of the proposed
LiPFormer model on seven multivariate time series datasets,
including Weather1, Traffic2, Electricity3, and 4 ETT datasets4

(ETTh1, ETTh2, ETTm1, ETTm2). The statistics of these
datasets are summarized in Table III. These datasets have been
extensively utilized in the literature [30], [31], [27] for bench-
marking time series forecasting models and are publically
available in [30]. We follow the same data loading parameters
(i.e., train:validate:test split ratio) in [30]. To evaluate the

1https://www.bgc-jena.mpg.de/wetter/
2https://pems.dot.ca.gov/
3https://archive.ics.uci.edu/ml/datasets/ElectricityLoadDiagrams20112014
4https://github.com/zhouhaoyi/ETDataset



TABLE III
MULTIVARIATE LONG-TERM TIME SERIES FORECASTING RESULTS WITH LIPFORMER. ELECTRI-PRICE AND CYCLE ARE TWO DATASETS WITH FUTURE

FEATURES. THE BEST RESULTS ARE HIGHLIGHTED IN BOLD, AND THE SECOND-BEST RESULTS ARE UNDERLINED.

Models LiPFormer iTransformer TimeMixer FGNN PatchTST DLinear TiDE
Metric MSE MAE Efficiency MSE MAE Efficiency MSE MAE Efficiency MSE MAE Efficiency MSE MAE Efficiency MSE MAE Efficiency MSE MAE Efficiency

96 0.359 0.379 0.392 0.423 0.385 0.417 0.647 0.561 0.375 0.399 0.375 0.399 0.375 0.398
192 0.404 0.405 0.437 0.455 0.424 0.443 0.688 0.583 0.414 0.421 0.405 0.436 0.412 0.422
336 0.444 0.424 0.456 0.469 0.456 0.459 0.704 0.601 0.431 0.436 0.439 0.443 0.435 0.433E

T
T

h1

720 0,450 0.453

0.75s
0.14s
0.27G
66K 0.553 0.537

1.17s
0.19s

18.02G
6.4M 0.601 0.559

2.87s
0.58s
1.42T
4.27M 0.772 0.654

0.58s
0.1s

1.05G
592K 0.449 0.466

2.11s
0.32s

17.09G
6.90M 0.472 0.490

0.28s
0.05s
4.15M
18.62K 0.454 0.465

7.84s
0.96s
1.13G
2.53M

96 0.265 0.327 0.303 0.364 0.296 0.354 0.479 0.496 0.274 0.336 0.289 0.353 0.27 0.336
192 0.335 0.374 0.409 0.422 0.384 0.415 0.568 0.540 0.339 0.379 0.383 0.418 0.332 0.38
336 0.364 0.395 0.440 0.450 0.383 0.423 0.692 0.604 0.331 0.380 0.480 0.465 0.36 0.407E

T
T

h2

720 0.392 0.425

0.80s
0.14s
0.27G
66K 0.439 0.468

1.04s
0.19s

18.02G
6.4M 0.399 0.453

2.42s
0.59s
1.42T
4.27M 1.107 0.774

0.6s
0.15s
1.05G
592K 0.379 0.422

2.07s
0.33s

17.09G
6.90M 0.605 0.551

0.29s
0.04s
4.15M
18.62K 0.419 0.451

7.83s
1.27s
1.13G
2.53M

96 0.296 0.338 0.318 0.366 0.305 0.358 0.403 0.427 0.290 0.342 0.299 0.343 0.306 0.349
192 0.336 0.360 0.347 0.387 0.343 0.379 0.426 0.440 0.332 0.369 0.335 0.365 0.335 0.366
336 0.365 0.379 0.380 0.405 0.371 0.394 0.450 0.454 0.366 0.453 0.369 0.386 0.364 0.384E

T
T

m
1

720 0.408 0.413

3.1s
0.55

0.27G
66K 0.436 0.439

3.56s
0.71s

18.02G
6.4M 0.427 0.423

10.62s
2.15s
1.42T
4.27M 0.498 0.481

4.49s
0.46s
1.05G
592K 0.420 0.533

8.55s
1.54s

17.09G
6.90M 0.425 0.421

1.12s
0.20s
4.15M
18.62K 0.413 0.413

32.51s
4.64s
1.13G
2.53M

96 0.160 0.244 0.180 0.273 0.181 0.270 0.225 0.322 0.165 0.255 0.167 0.260 0.161 0.251
192 0.217 0.285 0.243 0.315 0.239 0.313 0.296 0.368 0.220 0.292 0.224 0.303 0.215 0.289
336 0.273 0.322 0.299 0.352 0.289 0.340 0.423 0.460 0.278 0.329 0.281 0.342 0.267 0.326E

T
T

m
2

720 0.348 0.372

3.24s
0.55

0.27G
66K 0.382 0.405

2.89s
0.74s

18.02G
6.4M 0.452 0.455

9.45s
2.07s
1.42T
4.27M 0.497 0.493

2.74s
0.56s
1.05G
592K 0.367 0.385

7.68s
2.05s

17.09G
6.90M 0.397 0.421

1.21s
0.21s
4.15M
18.62K 0.352 0.383

32.01s
4.21s
1.13G
2.53M

96 0.131 0.224 0.147 0.249 0.134 0.231 0.211 0.319 0.129 0.222 0.140 0.237 0.132 0.229
192 0.147 0.238 0.169 0.271 0.339 0.414 0.226 0.331 0.147 0.24 0.153 0.249 0.147 0.243
336 0.163 0.254 0.190 0.292 0.280 0.370 0.242 0.345 0.163 0.259 0.169 0.267 0.161 0.261

E
le

ct
ri

ci
ty

720 0.199 0.285

5.12s
1.01s
2.94G
66K 0.236 0.329

4.24s
0.97s

66.56G
6.4M 0.557 0.933

-
-

2.03T
4.27M 0.274 0.370

3.63s
0.78s
1.51G
592K 0.197 0.29

16.19s
2.20s

195.96G
6.90M 0.203 0.301

2.61s
0.46s

47.57M
18.62K 0.196 0.294

1452.56s
255.30s
250.86G
34.10M

96 0.382 0.243 0.421 0.318 0.385 0.276 0.721 0.478 0.367 0.251 0.410 0.282 0.336 0.253
192 0.397 0.255 0.455 0.340 0.394 0.281 0.777 0.494 0.385 0.259 0.423 0.287 0.346 0.257
336 0.411 0.260 0.487 0.359 0.413 0.290 0.813 0.503 0.398 0.265 0.436 0.296 0.355 0.26Tr

af
fic

720 0.451 0.281

3.82s
1.02s
7.91G
66K 0.555 0.394

3.14s
0.63s
177G
6.4M 0.452 0.312

-

0.856 0.517

-
-

4.06G
592K 0.434 0.287

9.84s
1.69s

526.22G
6.90M 0.466 0.315

1.58s
0.29s

127.76M
18.62K 0.386 0.273

2652.14s
399.65s
1.77T

88.49M
96 0.146 0.186 0.159 0.211 0.151 0.200 0.166 0.236 0.152 0.199 0.176 0.237 0.166 0.222
192 0.189 0.230 0.202 0.251 0.193 0.242 0.208 0.274 0.197 0.243 0.22 0.282 0.209 0.263
336 0.244 0.277 0.256 0.291 0.242 0.281 0.255 0.311 0.249 0.283 0.265 0.319 0.254 0.301

W
ea

th
er

720 0.313 0.326

2.89s
0.52s
0.78G
66K 0.323 0.342

2.26s
0.50s
5.12G
6.4M 0.319 0.334

7.17s
1.57s

532.70G
4.27M 0.314 2.000

1.60s
0.32s
0.39G
592K 0.320 0.335

4.01s
0.67s

51.27G
6.90M 0.323 0.362

0.49s
0.11s

12.45M
18.62K 0.313 0.34

35.62s
7.79s
6.17G
3.93M

96 0.486 0.424 0.677 0.549 0.621 0.531 0.703 0.552 0.635 0.537 0.572 0.480 0.585 0.480
192 0.528 0.443 0.749 0.592 0.720 0.586 0.729 0.563 0.697 0.591 0.720 0.447 0.618 0.520
336 0.459 0.446 0.747 0.591 0.704 0.575 0.723 0.557 0.773 0.615 0.651 0.533 0.643 0.542

E
le

ct
ri

ci
ty

Pr
ic

e

720 0.495 0.467

2.54s
0.50s
8.31G
74.86K 0.797 0.648

1.63s
0.31s
1.22G
6.4M 0.675 0.566

4.52s
0.96s

12.68G
4.27M 0.696 0.545

1.31s
0.21s

11.79M
592K 0.832 0.629

2.74s
0.50s
4.88G
6.90M 0.860 0.520

0.38s
0.11s
1.18M
18.62K 0.632 0.538

3.28s
0.65s
0.22G
2.02M

96 0.136 0.221 0.182 0.278 0.169 0.265 0.441 0.464 0.160 0.248 0.174 0.254 0.150 0.236
192 0.145 0.230 0.212 0.302 0.203 0.303 0.469 0.475 0.167 0.254 0.177 0.254 0.158 0.240
336 0.152 0.235 0.232 0.318 0.146 0.240 0.469 0.472 0.179 0.263 0.184 0.256 0.167 0.246C

yc
le

720 0.159 0.236

1.09s
0.19s
0.84G
74K 0.258 0.337

1.05s
0.18s
1.02G
6.4M 0.175 0.263

2.79s
0.58s
6.34G
4.27M 0.482 0.480

1.01s
0.12s
18M
592K 0.214 0.284

1.60s
0.29s
2.44G
6.90M 0.192 0.267

0.22s
0.05s
0.59M
18.62K 0.181 0.256

1.70s
0.21s
0.10G
1.92M

Count 51/12 0/0 0/1 0/0 11/23 0/11 15/29

For the Efficiency columns, values are exhibited, in order, as training time (seconds per epoch), inference time (seconds per inference), MACs and the number of model
parameters (“-” indicates insufficient GPU memory under the current experiment environment). These values correspond to the forecast sequence length of 96 and exhibit
quantitative similarity for other lengths. The best and second-best counts are in the last row.

impact of the dual encoder architecture for future covariates
on prediction performance, this study employs two additional
datasets with future features, namely Cycle and Electri-Price.
The former dataset5 records the bicycle counts per hour pass-
ing through the Seattle Fremont Bridge from October 2012 to
March 2015, with future features mainly consisting of weather
forecast information such as temperature, humidity, visibility,
and wind strength. The latter dataset, proprietary business
data6, documents the real-time electricity market prices in
a Chinese province every 15 minutes over one year from
2021 to 2022. Its future characteristics incorporate weather
forecasts and features such as renewable energy generation
and electricity load forecasts provided by the grid dispatching
center. Table IV presents detailed features of the two datasets.

2) Data & Model Configuration: By default, we use
the following data and model configurations: Input Sequence
length T = 720 , Patch length pl = 48, Batch size b = 256
, Forecast sequence length L = {96, 192, 336, 720}, Hidden
feature size hd = 512, and Dropout = 0.5. LiPFormer
utilizes the AdamW optimizer[56]. Training is performed in a

5https://github.com/nkullman/CSE512 A3
6https://github.com/wangmeng-xpu/LiPFormer

distributed fashion with 1 GPU, 1 CPU and 32 GB of memory.
For ETT datasets, we use a lower hardware and model config-
uration with high dropout to avoid overfitting, as the dataset
is relatively small. Training is performed with 10 epochs and
used early stopping with 3 patients. We choose the final model
based on the best validation score. For patching, we use a
patch length pl = 48 that divides the input length T equally
and without overlap. Every experiment is executed with the
same random seed and the mean scores are reported. We use
MSE = 1

T

∑T
i=0 (X̂i −Xi)

2
and MAE = 1

T

∑T
i=0 |X̂i −Xi|

to evaluate accuracy.
In addition, we also examine the training/inference time,

the number of parameters and MACs (Multiply–Accumulate
Operations) of the models. We conduct the experiments using
the same input and output lengths of 96. A batch size of
32 is utilized for all datasets. Given the substantial number
of channels and data volume present in both the Traffic
and Electricity datasets, we employ a batch size of 8 for
experiments on the two datasets, in order to better adapt to
the actual GPU memory size.

3) Baselines: We evaluated the following SOTA bench-
marks: iTransformer [46], TimeMixer [51], FGNN [52],
PatchTST [31], Dlinear [30], and TiDE [48].



B. Non-covariate Prediction

1) Data Preprocess: Since these public datasets do not
have future covariates, we can only construct features as the
hour of the day, day of the week, day of the month, and month
of the year as inputs for future covariates in a similar way to
the time encoding in Informer.

2) Accuracy Improvements: In Table III, we compare
the accuracy of LiPFormer to the SOTA benchmarks. Since
similar relative patterns can be observed in both MSE and
MAE, we use the MAE metrics to interpret all results in
this paper. LiPFormer significantly outperforms the existing
benchmarks (DLinear: 10.4%, iTransformer: 18%, TimeMixer:
21%, FGNN: 62%). PatchTST and TiDE are the two strongest
baseline models, while LiPFormer outperforms them by a
narrow margin of 8.3% and 5.4%.

LiPFormer demonstrates strong multivariate long-term time
series prediction performance, achieving top-two rankings in
64 out of 72 metrics across various scenarios, with 51 instances
of first place. This convincingly surpasses other baselines,
including the SOTA Transformer-based model, PatchTST. LiP-
Former excels particularly on the ETT and Weather datasets,
consistently outperforming SOTA on nearly all metrics. On
larger datasets like electricity and transportation, where chan-
nel counts exceed 300 and 800, respectively, LiPFormer’s
performance marginally declines. This can potentially be at-
tributed to its relatively smaller model capacity. Nonetheless,
even in these challenging scenarios, LiPFormer maintains
competitiveness or demonstrates superiority relative to alter-
native models. We believe that this is due to the fact that
Cross-Patch attention and Inter-Patch attention better capture
the continuity and global nature of the time series. At the
same time, since the extra component of transformer does not
significantly improve the accuracy, it leads us to a win-win
situation in terms of accuracy and efficiency. In particular,
for more volatile datasets (ETTh1, Weather), we prefer to use
LiPFormer as a predictive model.

C. Forecasting via Future Covariate

In this part, we investigate the effectiveness of the Covari-
ate Encoder framework using two datasets containing future
weak labels, where the Electricity Price and Cycle datasets
respectively include 61 and 22 covariates. The Electricity-Price
dataset records the variations of electricity spot market from
Shanxi province in China, and the Cycle dataset corresponds to
the bicycle-riding scenario in Seattle, U.S. Their future weak
labels are detailed in Table IV.

As shown in the last two datasets of Table III, the proposed
LiPFormer surpasses all other comparative models in predic-
tion accuracy, indicating that leveraging the weak supervision
of future covariates through pre-training can effectively guide
the predictions. It is worth noting that the TiDE model also
took into account external factors for prediction, enabling it
to outperform other counterparts, except for LiPFormer, on
these two datasets. This further highlights the utility of weak
labels, and also validates our claim that future value changes
are highly correlated with apriori contexts. Compared to TiDE,

TABLE IV
DETAILS OF THE TWO DATASETS WITH FUTURE FEATURES.

Datasets Future Covariates # of Fields Data Field Type

Electricity
Price

Unified Load Forecast (MW) 1 numerical
Outgoing forecast (MW) 1 numerical

Sum of wind and light projections 1 numerical
Wind power projections 1 numerical

Photovoltaic Forecast 1 numerical
Max and Min temperature at a location 22 numerical

Wind rating at a location 11 numerical
The direction of the wind at a location 11 numerical

Weather conditions at a location 11 categorical
holiday 1 categorical

Cycle

Max,Min,Mean temperature 3 numerical
Max,Min,Mean dewpointF 3 numerical
Max,Min,Mean humidity 3 numerical

Max,Min,Mean sea level pressure in 3 numerical
Max,Min,Mean visibility miles 3 numerical

Max,Mean wind speed MPH and wind direct degree 3 numerical
Max gust speed MPH 1 numerical

precipitation in 1 numerical
cloud cover 1 numerical

weekend 1 categorical

LiPFormer’s average MSE using future covariates is reduced
by 20.6% and 18.6% on the two datasets. This is attributed
to our model’s ability to characterize the alignment of time
series data achieved during the pre-training of covariates,
demonstrating the superiority of the dual encoder strategy.

Furthermore, for datasets that do not contain explicit weak
labels, augmenting the weak data with implicit temporal
features can still enrich data understanding and significantly
enhance prediction performance. As illustrated in Table VI,
we examine forecast results on four datasets (with prediction
lengths of 96) that lack explicit future covariates. By com-
paring the prediction outcomes with and without leveraging
implicit temporal features for weak data enriching, it is evi-
dent that adopting the pre-trained model yields substantially
positive results.

D. Univariate Forecasting

Table V showcases univariate long-term time series fore-
cast outcomes for LiPFormer and competing baselines across
the entire ETT benchmark datasets. Notably, among the 32
evaluation metrics, LiPFormer ranks within the top-two in 26
metrics and achieves the best performance in 16 of them. This
outstanding performance highlights the superiority of LiP-
Former over other methods. These findings further demonstrate
the robustness of LiPFormer and reconfirm the capability of
attention mechanism in time series forecasting, irrespective of
multivariate or univariate contexts.

E. More Analysis

1) Model Efficiency: We present a thorough comparison
of our model’s parameters count, training speed, inference
time and memory consumption against existing time series
forecasting models, using official configurations and identical
batch sizes. Tables III illustrate the efficiency comparisons
under multivariate datasets.

Both LiPFormer and PatchTST significantly outperform the
Vanilla Transformer-based models, due to the patching tech-
nique. Compared to the state-of-the-art patch-wise PatchTST,
LiPFormer still reduces training and inference time by 57%



TABLE V
UNIVARIATE LONG-TERM TIME SERIES FORECASTING RESULTS WITH LIPFORMER. THE BEST RESULTS ARE HIGHLIGHTED IN BOLD, AND THE

SECOND-BEST RESULTS ARE UNDERLINED.

Models LiPFormer iTransformer TimeMixer FGNN PatchTST DLinear TiDE
Metric MSE MAE MSE MAE MSE MAE MSE MAE MSE MAE MSE MAE MSE MAE

96 0.057 0.18 0.059 0.189 0.103 0.252 0.106 0.256 0.059 0.189 0.056 0.18 0.067 0.204
192 0.070 0.209 0.068 0.204 0.113 0.270 0.112 0.265 0.074 0.215 0.071 0.204 0.081 0.225
336 0.075 0.216 0.078 0.221 0.102 0.257 0.126 0.284 0.076 0.22 0.098 0.244 0.090 0.240E

T
T

h1

720 0.102 0.252 0.080 0.230 0.122 0.288 0.252 0.423 0.087 0.236 0.189 0.359 0.104 0.254
96 0.134 0.282 0.147 0.307 0.158 0.316 0.224 0.384 0.131 0.284 0.131 0.279 0.164 0.320
192 0.157 0.314 0.155 0.320 0.205 0.357 0.248 0.407 0.171 0.329 0.176 0.329 0.186 0.345
336 0.169 0.330 0.159 0.326 0.200 0.359 0.303 0.450 0.171 0.336 0.209 0.367 0.194 0.357E

T
T

h2

720 0.217 0.370 0.173 0.342 0.207 0.362 0.320 0.458 0.223 0.38 0.276 0.426 0.234 0.388
96 0.027 0.123 0.036 0.146 0.037 0.146 0.075 0.218 0.026 0.123 0.028 0.123 0.028 0.129
192 0.039 0.151 0.060 0.185 0.053 0.180 0.192 0.376 0.04 0.151 0.045 0.156 0.04 0.154
336 0.051 0.175 0.072 0.204 0.069 0.202 0.146 0.313 0.053 0.174 0.061 0.182 0.053 0.177E

T
T

m
1

720 0.086 0.226 0.081 0.220 0.089 0.235 0.087 0.230 0.073 0.206 0.08 0.21 0.072 0.206
96 0.063 0.184 0.079 0.217 0.087 0.223 0.094 0.240 0.065 0.187 0.063 0.183 0.071 0.203
192 0.087 0.220 0.124 0.274 0.135 0.283 0.122 0.276 0.093 0.231 0.092 0.227 0.098 0.240
336 0.116 0.260 0.183 0.337 0.157 0.311 0.179 0.336 0.121 0.266 0.119 0.261 0.126 0.273E

T
T

m
2

720 0.169 0.314 0.188 0.345 0.194 0.351 0.205 0.354 0.172 0.322 0.175 0.32 0.180 0.332
Count 16/10 8/3 0/4 0 8/14 8/8 2/3

TABLE VI
COMPARISON OF FORECAST RESULTS WITH AND WITHOUT IMPLICIT

TEMPORAL FEATURES.

Datasets Without Pre-train With Pre-train
MSE MAE MSE MAE

ETTh1 0.368 0.386 0.359 0.379
ETTh2 0.272 0.331 0.265 0.327
ETTm1 0.310 0.351 0.296 0.338
ETTm2 0.165 0.252 0.160 0.244

and 51% on average, while dramatically decreasing the
amounts of computation and model parameters. This margin is
especially evident in datasets Traffic and ETTh2, where LiP-
Former requires only 2% MACs compared to PatchTST. The
reason for the significant increase in efficiency is twofold. On
one hand, we remove computationally intensive components,
like LN and FFNs, of the transformer that do not substantially
contribute to accuracy. On the other hand, the novel Inter-
Patch and Cross-Patch attention mechanisms have not incurred
a prohibitive increase in model complexity. Benefitting from
its lightweight design, LiPFormer has even better efficiency
values than the linear model TiDE. Although DLinear slightly
leads in efficiency with its simple linear structure, the inferior
prediction accuracy greatly downgrades its availability.

As in Table VII, we evaluate the compatibility of LiP-
Former in resource-constrained environments. To simulate the
numerous early-stage or low-budget edge devices already in
operation, which typically lack GPUs, we configure a CPU-
only edge device with 16GB RAM, 6 cores, and 12 threads.
We deploy the trained LiPFormer and Transformer models on
this device and conduct prediction inference on the ETTh1
and Weather datasets. Compared to Transformer, LiPFormer
exhibit a significant drop in inference time, achieving nearly
a tenfold increase in efficiency for an input length of 336 in
ETTh1. For the Weather dataset with more channels (21), LiP-
Former’s efficiency improvement is reduced but still maintains
nearly a two-fold enhancement. Notably, Transformer exceeds
the memory limit for an input length of 720 on both datasets,

TABLE VII
COMPARISON OF INFERENCE TIME (SECONDS PER INFERENCE) IN A

CPU-ONLY DEVICE VARYING INPUT SEQUENCE LENGTHS.

Input Lengths ETTh1 Weather
96 192 336 720 96 192 336 720

Transformer 1.47 2.86 5.82 - 1.84 3.88 6.08 -
LipFormer 0.55 0.60 0.62 0.74 0.87 1.35 3.77 4.57

whereas LiPFormer exhibits its lightweight superiority.
2) Impact of Patch Size: To verify the impact of patch

length pl, we perform experiments with four patch lengths.
Results are shown on Table VIII. Fixed patch length does not
lead to its performance loss on different datasets, which proves
that the mixing operation we adopted effectively improves
the generalization performance. Specifically, We recommend
using pl = 48 as a more suitable choice for most datasets.

3) Impact of Input Length: Since longer input sequences
indicate that more historical information is available, models
with strong ability to capture long-term time dependencies
should perform better when the input length increases. As
shown in Table IX, a comprehensive evaluation on the MSE
metric is conducted using the ETT and Weather datasets
with varying input lengths (96, 192, 336, 720). Overall, the
performance of LiPFormer improves as input length increases.
LipFormer significantly outperforms SOTA benchmarks under
most input lengths (15/20), indicating that our model can ef-
fectively extract useful information from histories and capture
long-term dependencies.

4) Ablation of Lightweight Architecture: Time series
data does not have a large number of data entries and the
corresponding inductive bias as in the NLP domain, the
Normalization approach used by the Transformer class of
models and their deeper layers may capture greater noise in
time series prediction, In order to validate the effectiveness
of our deletion of the layer norm versus the feed forward
layer, the we constructed four model model variants without
removing these parts:



TABLE VIII
THE IMPACT OF PATCH SIZE. pl = {6, 12, 24, 48} FOR ALL DATASETS.

Datasets Metric ETTh1 ETTh2 ETTm1 ETTm2
Forecasting Length 96 192 336 720 96 192 336 720 96 192 336 720 96 192 336 720

pl = 6 MSE 0.372 0.405 0.427 0.439 0.276 0.333 0.365 0.402 0.482 0.440 0.422 0.417 0.575 0.375 0.358 0.369
MAE 0.397 0.413 0.430 0.452 0.337 0.374 0.400 0.435 0.440 0.426 0.412 0.411 0.390 0.382 0.373 0.378

pl=12 MSE 0.375 0.417 0.431 0.468 0.268 0.335 0.364 0.390 0.480 0.442 0.420 0.414 0.402 0.370 0.356 0.376
MAE 0.395 0.415 0.431 0.463 0.333 0.376 0.398 0.426 0.439 0.424 0.411 0.411 0.392 0.379 0.372 0.381

pl = 24 MSE 0.369 0.411 0.423 0.450 0.274 0.336 0.366 0.391 0.479 0.446 0.426 0.507 0.403 0.370 0.358 0.370
MAE 0.387 0.407 0.437 0.448 0.335 0.373 0.399 0.430 0.436 0.426 0.412 0.456 0.393 0.379 0.374 0.378

pl=48 MSE 0.359 0.404 0.444 0.450 0.265 0.335 0.364 0.392 0.483 0.450 0.425 0.526 0.400 0.372 0.357 0.372
MAE 0.379 0.405 0.425 0.453 0.327 0.374 0.395 0.425 0.439 0.429 0.412 0.473 0.391 0.380 0.374 0.380

TABLE IX
IMPACT OF INPUT SEQUENCE LENGTH.

Datasets Input length LipFormer PatchTST DLinear TiDE iTransformer FGNN TimeMixer

E
T

T
h1

96 0.373 0.383 0.396 0.432 0.394 0.503 0.398
192 0.368 0.380 0.386 0.424 0.396 0.530 0.454
336 0.383 0.382 0.375 0.410 0.397 0.553 0.393
720 0.359 0.375 0.375 0.375 0.392 0.647 0.385

E
T

T
h2

96 0.286 0.317 0.341 0.318 0.300 0.416 0.286
192 0.287 0.311 0.323 0.311 0.302 0.409 0.294
336 0.277 0.308 0.307 0.297 0.307 0.390 0.287
720 0.265 0.274 0.289 0.270 0.303 0.479 0.296

E
T

T
m

1 96 0.326 0.335 0.345 0.365 0.341 0.400 0.324
192 0.306 0.310 0.306 0.319 0.303 0.368 0.302
336 0.285 0.293 0.300 0.310 0.304 0.378 0.298
720 0.296 0.290 0.299 0.306 0.318 0.403 0.305

E
T

T
m

2 96 0.175 0.182 0.193 0.188 0.183 0.230 0.176
192 0.167 0.175 0.179 0.176 0.185 0.231 0.171
336 0.161 0.172 0.169 0.170 0.173 0.223 0.179
720 0.160 0.165 0.161 0.167 0.180 0.225 0.181

W
ea

th
er 96 0.179 0.177 0.196 0.177 0.184 0.170 0.184

192 0.162 0.159 0.184 0.187 0.168 0.182 0.168
336 0.154 0.15 0.174 0.172 0.158 0.173 0.158
720 0.146 0.152 0.176 0.166 0.159 0.166 0.151

• LiPFormer + LN: LN after adding the Attention mech-
anism to the original model

• LiPFormer + FFNs: FeedForward network added to the
Attention mechanism and then exported

• LiPFormer + LN + FFNs: Add all the above compo-
nents to the LiPFormer model.

The comparison experiments are shown in Table X. The use
of either FFNs or LN caused a decrease in the performance of
LiPFormer, where the average MSE and MAE of LiPFormer
increased by 15 % and 9%, respectively, after the addition
of FFNs, while the addition of LN also had an impact on
the performance of LiPFormer, with an increase in the MSE
by 3.5% and in the MAE by 4%. In particular, after adding
both FFNs and LN, LiPFormer’s MSE improves by 24% on
average and MAE improves by 13% on average, and this
severe performance degradation in the ETTh1 dataset results in
a 45% improvement in MSE and a 23% improvement in MAE.
This experimental result is consistent with our assumption that
FFNs and LN are not effective for time series modeling. In
fact, removing these components tends to contribute to the
accuracy improvement of the time series prediction.

5) Ablation of Patch-wise Attention: To verify the effec-
tiveness of Cross- and Inter-Patch attention mechanisms, we
constructed three model variants for comparison:

• Without Cross-Patch attn.: We remove the Cross-Patch
attention and use a linear layer instead.

TABLE X
ABLATION STUDY OF ARCHITECTURE LIGHTWEIGHT, INCLUDING FEED

FORWARD NETWORKS AND LAYER NORMALIZATION.

Datasets Metric ETTh1 ETTm2
96 192 336 720 96 192 336 720

LiPFormer MSE 0.389 0.439 0.514 0.523 0.184 0.217 0.282 0.521
+FFNs MAE 0.408 0.441 0.478 0.497 0.271 0.285 0.330 0.466

LiPFormer MSE 0.392 0.437 0.448 0.508 0.158 0.218 0.266 0.350
+LN MAE 0.412 0.435 0.453 0.498 0.243 0.286 0.317 0.376

LiPFormer MSE 0.754 0.505 0.614 0.498 0.164 0.226 0.284 0.360
+FFNs+LN MAE 0.557 0.465 0.524 0.497 0.252 0.292 0.332 0.381

LiPFormer MSE 0.359 0.404 0.444 0.450 0.160 0.217 0.273 0.348
MAE 0.379 0.405 0.425 0.453 0.244 0.285 0.322 0.372
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Fig. 6. The impact of incorporating or excluding the future Covariate Encoder
(enc) on the MSE and MAE in the Electricity Price dataset.
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Fig. 7. Visualization of the logits matrices for Weakly Supervised Architec-
ture: (a) Logits matrix pre-trained on ETTm1; (b), (c), (d) Logits matrices on
the validation sets of ETTm1, ETTh2 and Electricity-Price, where b = 256.



TABLE XI
ABLATION STUDY OF PATCH-WISE ATTENTIONS, INCLUDING CROSS-PATCH ATTENTION AND INTER-PATCH ATTENTION.

Datasets Metric ETTh1 ETTh2 ETTm1 ETTm2
96 192 336 720 96 192 336 720 96 192 336 720 96 192 336 720

Without MSE 0.366 0.401 0.441 0.461 0.270 0.332 0.370 0.394 0.327 0.348 0.386 0.434 0.167 0.225 0.280 0.364
Cross-Patch attn. MAE 0.380 0.424 0.450 0.461 0.329 0.371 0.396 0.427 0.365 0.378 0.398 0.425 0.255 0.295 0.333 0.386

Without MSE 0.364 0.413 0.458 0.472 0.271 0.335 0.383 0.586 0.309 0.342 0.370 0.430 0.164 0.220 0.275 0.353
Inter-Patch attn. MAE 0.380 0.408 0.434 0.455 0.329 0.371 0.405 0.477 0.350 0.367 0.384 0.417 0.251 0.289 0.324 0.382

Neither MSE 0.379 0.417 0.456 0.466 0.273 0.379 0.397 0.422 0.314 0.340 0.377 0.423 0.168 0.224 0.276 0.356
MAE 0.392 0.412 0.432 0.453 0.332 0.388 0.427 0.441 0.356 0.371 0.393 0.419 0.255 0.293 0.330 0.379

LiPFormer MSE 0.359 0.404 0.444 0.450 0.265 0.330 0.364 0.392 0.296 0.336 0.365 0.408 0.160 0.217 0.273 0.348
MAE 0.379 0.405 0.425 0.453 0.327 0.369 0.395 0.425 0.338 0.360 0.379 0.413 0.244 0.285 0.322 0.372

TABLE XII
COVARIATE ENCODER TO OTHER MODELS.

Models Covariate Encoder Without Covariate Encoder
MSE MAE MSE MAE

Informer 96 0.699 0.525 0.736 0.569
192 0.692 0.569 0.706 0.576

Transformer 96 0.691 0.530 0.723 0.571
192 0.691 0.533 0.704 0.549

Autoformer 96 0.699 0.583 0.739 0.592
192 0.685 0.536 0.744 0.580

• Without Inter-Patch attn.: We replace the Inter-Patch
attention with a linear layer.

• Neither: Only traditional patching technique is used.
Table XI reports the impact of altering the patching mecha-

nisms. Compared to using only the classical patching method,
employing Cross-Patch alone outperforms using Inter-Patch
alone. The former exceeds Neither in 72% of the metrics,
while the latter shows only comparable results. This may be
attributed to Cross-Patch’s ability to mitigate fixed patch size
limitation, which possibly makes Inter-Patch less effective on
ETTm than on ETTh. It should be noted that Cross-Patch and
Inter-Patch are designed to be complementary in their effects,
serving to perceive global trends and local correlations, re-
spectively. While using either mechanism alone results in only
limited improvement, their combined use consistently demon-
strates robust accuracy enhancements across all datasets, with
MSE and MAE decreasing by 5% and 3%, respectively. This
validates the essentiality of combining both mechanisms and
their collective effectiveness.

6) Ablation of Covariate Encoder: We verify the effect
of the future covariate encoder in a simple way: as shown in
the Figure 6, by removing the covariate encoder, in the dataset
with future covariates, the MSE of the LiPFormer decreases by
34%, and the MAE decreases by 17%, but it still outperforms
the SOTA model in a number of cases, which is side by side
a proof of the validity of our underlying predictor.

We further integrate the Covariate Encoder seamlessly into
various models, including Transformer, Informer, and Auto-
former. To substantiate the efficacy of this encoder, we conduct
experiments on the Electricity-Price dataset. The experimental
results reported in Table XII reveal that all the transformer-
based models incorporating the Covariate Encoder outperform
their original versions, achieving an average reduction of 4%
in MSE and 5% in MAE. These improvements confirm both

the validity of our proposed inductive bias about weak labels
and the effectiveness of the Dual Encoder architecture.

7) Visiualization: Figure 7 visualizes the logits matrices
across various datasets, revealing that our weakly supervised
learning approach aligns with the latent vectors between pre-
dictions (X-axis) and future covariates (Y-axis). The b diagonal
values in Figure 7(a) highlight how contrastive learning opti-
mizes similarity for true values. Given that validation sets are
unshuffled, Figures 7(b) and (c) display periodic correlations
in the logits matrices corresponding to the actual periods
(ETTm1=96, ETTh2=24). For datasets featuring explicit co-
variates, as shown in Figure 7(d), we observe clear periodicity
alongside irregularities at the edges of “stripes”, including
less pronounced “blurred stripes” within these periods. These
patterns support the role of explicit weak labels in guiding
predictions, consistent with our inductive bias that future
covariates correlate with time series models. Due to space
constraints, similar results from other datasets are not included.

V. CONCLUSION

This paper proposes a Lightweight Patch-wise Transformer
with weak label enriching (LiPFormer) for time series fore-
casting. To simplify the Transformer backbone, it integrates
a novel Cross-Patch mechanism into existing patching atten-
tion and devises a linear transformation-based attention to
eliminate Positional Encoding and two heavy components,
Layer Normalization and Feed Forward Networks. A weak
label enriching architecture is presented to leverage valuable
context information for modeling multimodel future covariates
via a dual encoder contrastive learning framework. These
innovative mechanisms collectively make LiPFormer a sig-
nificantly lightweight model, achieving outstanding prediction
performance. Deployment on an CPU-only edge device and
transplant trials of the weak label enriching module further
demonstrate the scalability and versatility of LiPFormer.
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