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Abstract
Time series forecasting (TSF) plays a crucial role
in many applications. Transformer-based meth-
ods are one of the mainstream techniques for
TSF. Existing methods treat all token dependen-
cies equally. However, we find that the effec-
tiveness of token dependencies varies across dif-
ferent forecasting scenarios, and existing meth-
ods ignore these differences, which affects their
performance. This raises two issues: (1) What
are effective token dependencies? (2) How can
we learn effective dependencies? From a logi-
cal perspective, we align Transformer-based TSF
methods with the logical framework and define
effective token dependencies as those that ensure
the tokens as atomic formulas (Issue 1). We then
align the learning process of Transformer meth-
ods with the process of obtaining atomic formulas
in logic, which inspires us to design a method for
learning these effective dependencies (Issue 2).
Specifically, we propose Attention Logic Regular-
ization (Attn-L-Reg), a plug-and-play method that
guides the model to use fewer but more effective
dependencies by making the attention map sparse,
thereby ensuring the tokens as atomic formulas
and improving prediction performance. Extensive
experiments and theoretical analysis confirm the
effectiveness of Attn-L-Reg.

1. Introduction
Time series forecasting (TSF) plays a crucial role in various
real-world applications, such as weather prediction (Ab-
hishek et al., 2012; Karevan & Suykens, 2020; Kratzenberg
et al., 2008), energy planning (Boussif et al., 2024; Novo
et al., 2022; Riva et al., 2018), and traffic flow forecasting
(Fang et al., 2023; Li et al., 2022; Ma et al., 2021). Re-
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cently, Transformer-based methods (Wu et al., 2020; Lim
et al., 2021; Liu et al., 2023) have emerged as a dominant
approach for TSF with strong predictive performance. Typ-
ically, these methods first divide the input series into “to-
kens”. Each token represents the feature of a segment within
the input series. Then, they employ attention mechanisms
to capture token dependencies, which correspond to tem-
poral patterns like peaks, periods, and trends (Dong et al.,
2023). Finally, the methods make predictions based on the
extracted token dependencies.

Generally, existing Transformer-based TSF methods lever-
age all token dependencies for prediction (Liu et al., 2023;
Nie et al., 2023). However, we observe that the effectiveness
of these dependencies varies significantly across different
prediction scenarios. Specifically, we conduct a toy exper-
iment using iTransformer (Liu et al., 2023) and PatchTST
(Nie et al., 2023) on ECL, Weather, and Traffic datasets (Sub-
section 3.2). It evaluates the impact of removing each token
dependency on the predictions at different time points. The
results, shown in Fig.2, reveal that removing certain token
dependencies improves predictions at the first time point but
may decrease predictions for the last time point, indicating
significant differences in the effectiveness of token depen-
dencies for these two prediction scenarios. One possible
explanation is that the effectiveness of token dependencies
depends on the state of the time point being predicted (Lim
et al., 2021). For instance, when predicting the first time
point (yellow points in Fig.1), which does not span a cycle,
the token dependencies related to periodic features are re-
dundant and may harm performance. In contrast, for the
last time point (red points in Fig.1), where the prediction
spans a cycle, the token dependencies related to periodic
features are effective. Existing Transformer-based methods
treat all token dependencies equally (Vaswani et al., 2017;
Liu et al., 2023; Nie et al., 2023; Wu et al., 2021), ignoring
their varying effectiveness and affecting performance.

To address this issue, we need to differentiate between effec-
tive and redundant token dependencies and then learn from
the effective token dependencies for prediction. Therefore,
in this paper, we aim to solve two issues: (1) what are effec-
tive token dependencies, and (2) how to learn effective token
dependencies. Specifically, we begin by defining what con-
stitutes an effective token dependency. Intuitively, effective
token dependencies should enhance the logical reasoning
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Figure 1. Example of time series forecasting. The yellow point
represents the first time point to be predicted, which does not
need to span a cycle. The red point represents the last point to be
predicted, which requires spanning approximately four cycles.

ability of the TSF models, thereby improving prediction
performance. Drawing inspiration from the concept of effec-
tive features in logic-based reasoning methods (Boix-Adsera
et al., 2023; Li et al., 2024; Barbiero et al., 2022), we define
effective dependencies from a logical reasoning perspective.
Specifically, we integrate Transformer-based TSF methods
with the logical framework in (Andréka et al., 2017), leading
to the logical framework for TSF (Section 4.1). When token
representations form atomic formulas, the reasoning ability
is significantly strengthened (see Section 4.1 and Appendix
D for details). An atomic formula, in logic, is an indivisible
unit (Andréka et al., 2017; Shoenfield, 2018). For token rep-
resentations in TSF, this indivisibility means that the token’s
semantic information cannot be further reduced without
negatively affecting prediction performance. Therefore, we
define effective token dependencies as those that preserve
the indivisibility of token representations (Definition 4.4).

After defining effective token dependencies, next, we aim
to address the second question: how to learn these depen-
dencies. Building on the previous analysis, our goal is to
guide the model in learning token dependencies that form an
atomic formula, thereby enhancing predictive performance.
Inspired by the logical methodology in (Andréka et al., 2017;
Margaris, 1990), we draw an analogy between the learning
process of the model and the decomposition of a composite
formula into atomic formulas. This process occurs in three
steps: First, in logic, a composite formula is decomposed
into predicates and objects, corresponding to splitting the
input series into tokens in TSF. Second, the predicates and
objects are recombined into new formulas, which in TSF
corresponds to generating new tokens using input tokens
and their dependencies. Third, the components forming a
new formula must be minimal to retain clear meaning, en-
suring its indivisibility as an atomic formula. However, in
Transformer-based TSF methods, the model generates new
tokens by utilizing all dependencies without applying such
a constraint, which can negatively impact performance. To
address this, we propose a method that mimics this logical
constraint, ensuring that the minimality and effectiveness of
the extracted token dependencies for accurate predictions.
The minimality guarantees the indivisibility of the new to-
kens (also the properties of the atomic formula), while the
effectiveness ensures that the extracted token dependencies

are the most important ones for TSF.

Based on the above insight, we propose Attn-L-Reg, a plug-
and-play method that encourages the model to focus on
fewer but more effective token dependencies for accurate
TSF. The design of this regularization term takes into ac-
count: (1) minimality, by constraining the attention map
of the models to be as sparse as possible, encouraging the
model to focus on the fewest token dependencies; and (2) ef-
fectiveness, by ensuring that the model’s performance based
on the sparse attention map is similar to or even better than
that of the original model, thereby guaranteeing the effective-
ness of the attended token dependencies. Attn-L-Reg can
be easily embedded into the optimization objective of any
Transformer-based TSF method without introducing a new
network structure, thus improving model performance. Ex-
tensive experiments prove the effectiveness of the proposed
method. Theoretical analyses demonstrate that introducing
Attn-L-Reg can obtain a tighter generalization bound.

The main contributions include: (1) Through empirical anal-
ysis, we find two interesting observations: (i) the effec-
tiveness of token dependencies for prediction varies in dif-
ferent TSF scenarios; (ii) the existing Transformer-based
TSF methods ignore this difference, affecting model perfor-
mance. (2) We rethink the learning process of Transformer-
based TSF methods from a logical perspective. We propose
a definition of effective token dependencies based on the
atomic formula of logic and align logical reasoning with
Transformer-based TSF to learn these effective dependen-
cies. Building on this, we introduce Attn-L-Reg, a plug-and-
play method that guides the model to use these effective
dependencies for prediction, thereby improving TSF per-
formance. (3) Extensive theoretical and empirical results
demonstrate the effectiveness and versatility of Attn-L-Reg.

2. Related Work
Transformer-based TSF Methods: Transformer-based
methods have become a mainstream approach in TSF. Re-
cent advancements have focused on optimizing token pro-
cessing mechanisms for time series data. Informer (Li et al.,
2021) embeds all variable values at a time point into a token
and uses attention to extract temporal patterns like seasonal-
ity, trends, valleys, and peaks for predictions. Autoformer
(Wu et al., 2021) and Fedformer (Zhou et al., 2022) employ
a similar approach but use an auto-correlation mechanism
instead of attention, allowing them to capture dependen-
cies between token subsequences for improved forecasting.
PatchTST (Nie et al., 2023) groups adjacent data points
along the temporal dimension into a single token, enhanc-
ing token semantics and enabling better modeling of token
dependencies. Crossformer (Zhang & Yan, 2023) extends
PatchTST by incorporating variable dependency calcula-
tions, yielding superior performance on certain datasets.
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iTransformer (Liu et al., 2023) takes a step further by cre-
ating a token from the entire input sequence of a single
variable, further enriching token semantics. However, these
methods treat all token dependencies equally (Vaswani et al.,
2017), overlooking their varying effectiveness in different
contexts, which can lead to reduced predictive performance.
Different from these works, we explore the different effects
of token dependencies on TSF and build a theoretically sup-
ported approach to learn the effective token dependencies,
thus improving model performance.

Applications of Logical Experience in Deep Learning:
Logical experience refers to the process of gaining insights
or understanding through structured reasoning, deduction,
and the application of logical principles. Logical experi-
ence is first applied in deep learning for symbolic reasoning.
(Boix-Adsera et al., 2023; Li et al., 2024) use logic-based
templates to enhance the ability of the model to perform log-
ical reasoning with abstract symbols. These studies relate
to natural language processes, such as generating longer re-
sponse sequences in large language models or solving math-
ematical problems. Subsequently, (Barbiero et al., 2022;
Tan et al., 2024) applies logical rules to image classifica-
tion models, enabling the model to infer image labels by
reasoning with fewer but key regions, thereby improving
performance. However, despite the widespread application
of logical experience in deep learning, current Transformer-
based TSF methods overlook this aspect of research. In
this paper, to distinguish between different types of token
dependency, we explore the characteristics of Transformer-
based TSF methods from a logical perspective and propose
an actionable approach that improves TSF performance.

3. Problem Analysis and Motivation
3.1. Problem Settings

TSF task: In TSF, given historical observations X =
{x1, . . . ,xT } ∈ RT×N with T timestamps and N
variables, we predict the future S timestamps Y =
{xT+1, . . . ,xT+S} ∈ RS×N . Here, T denotes the
lookback length, while S denotes the prediction length.
Transformer-based TSF methods: Transformer-based
methods have made significant progress in TSF. These meth-
ods leverage the attention mechanism to extract token depen-
dencies for accurate prediction. Specifically, given the input
series X , these methods first divide it into subsequences.
Then an embedding function femb is used to convert each
subsequence into a basic unit called “token”. For exam-
ple, the iTransformer (Liu et al., 2023) treats all input time
points of each variable as a subsequence, thus the converted
input token is as follows:

Tokn = femb(X:,n), n = 1...N, (1)

where X:,n is the entire input series of each variable in-
dexed by n. After obtaining all the input tokens Tok =
{Tok1, T ok2, ...}, the model uses three linear layers to
transform Tok into Query (Q), Key (K), and Value (V ).
Query (Q) and Key (K) are used to compute the attention
map (Ξ). The attention map is a two-dimensional matrix
whose elements are called attention scores, which represent
the token dependencies. The calculation method for the
attention map (Ξ) is as follows:

Ξ = QK⊤/
√
D, (2)

where D is the dimension of tokens. Afterward, the model
performs matrix multiplication on V and the normalized Ξ.
The result of this operation then passes through a layer of
FFN (Feed-Forward Network), producing the new tokens:

Toknew = FFN(softmax(Ξ)V ), (3)

where softmax is the normalization function. This process
(Eq.2, 3) is repeated multiple times to generate the final
token representation Tokf = {Tokf1 , ..., T ok

f
N}. The final

prediction is obtained by decoding Tokf with a decoder h.

3.2. Empirical Evidence

As shown in Eq.3, Transformer-based TSF methods treat
the token dependencies equally. However, these methods
overlook that the effectiveness of these dependencies varies
significantly across different prediction scenarios, which
may lead to a decline in model performance. In this sub-
section, we conduct a set of toy experiments to evaluate
the impact of token dependencies in TSF. We evaluate the
impact of removing each token dependency at different time
points to demonstrate the existence of this difference and
assess the effects of neglecting it.

Specifically, we use the weather, ECL, and traffic datasets
from (Liu et al., 2023), which contain 21, 321, and 862
variables, respectively. These datasets represent scenarios
with few, medium, and many variables, providing a com-
prehensive coverage of real-world applications. We select
two Transformer-based TSF methods, iTransformer (Liu
et al., 2023) and PatchTST (Nie et al., 2023), which are
known for their strong predictive performance and broad
applicability, with numerous subsequent methods (Zhang
& Yan, 2023; Jiang et al., 2023; Yu et al., 2023; Yuan et al.,
2024; Liu et al., 2024) building upon them. As a result, our
experimental conclusions are easily generalizable to other
models based on these methods. The look-back and predic-
tion lengths are set to 96, with all other settings adhering to
the original methods. We first train the selected models on
the three datasets. Then, during testing, we systematically
removed each token dependency by setting each element
in the normalized Ξ of the final encoder layer to 0. Finally,
we record the changes in the predictions of the model for
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Figure 2. The results of the empirical analysis. The used algorithm, dataset, and predicted point position (first or last) are shown at the
top of each image. The x and y axes represent token indices. The color in the i-th row and j-th column indicates the change in model
performance after removing the dependency between the i-th and j-th tokens: purple for improvement, and beige for decline. Due to
space limitations, only the dependencies between a maximum of 50 tokens are shown in the figure.

the first and last predicted points across 100 samples, both
before and after removing each token dependency.

The results are shown in Fig.2. The horizontal and vertical
axes represent token indices. Each cell at row i and column
j shows the change in model performance after removing
the dependency between token i and token j. Purple indi-
cates an improvement(indicating redundant dependencies),
while beige signifies a decrease in performance. From the
results, we can observe that: (1) removing a dependency
that improves the prediction of the first point may degrade
the prediction of the last point; (2) in predicting the first and
last points, the used token dependencies include both effec-
tive (beige area) and redundant (purple area) parts. These
results indicate that (1) there are significant differences in
the effectiveness of token dependencies across these two
prediction scenarios; (2) existing methods ignore the above
differences causing the model to rely heavily on redundant
dependencies for prediction, affecting model performance.

3.3. Motivation Analysis

Based on the above conclusions, we can improve the perfor-
mance of the model by restricting its use to only effective
token dependencies. An intuitive approach is to identify
all effective token dependencies. However, this approach
is impractical. For example, on the Traffic dataset, the es-
timated time for the machine to compute all dependencies’
types is 2.69e+11 hours. To address this issue, this paper
distinguishes between effective and redundant dependencies
at an abstract definition level, then constrains the model to
predict based on the defined effective dependencies, thereby
improving its predictive performance. To this end, this paper
focuses on two key issues: (1) what are the effective token
dependencies, and (2) how to ensure that effective token
dependencies are learned. Inspired by relevant concepts in

logical reasoning, we apply logic to solve these two issues.

4. Rethinking from the Logical Lens
In this section, we rethink the Transformer-based TSF meth-
ods from a logical lens to address the two issues in Section
3.3. In Section 4.1, we define effective token dependen-
cies based on our logical framework for TSF to address
the first issue. In Section 4.2, we analogize the reasoning
process of the Transformer to the process of decomposing a
composite formula into atomic formulas, and based on this
analogy, propose a method for learning the effective token
dependencies to address the second issue.

4.1. What are Effective Token Dependencies

In this subsection, we first propose our logical framework
for TSF based on the definition of logic. Building on this
framework, we then define effective token dependencies.
Specifically, the definition of logic is as follows:
Definition 4.1 (Logic (Andréka et al., 2017)). A logic L is
a four-tuple in the form:

L = ⟨FL,ML,mngL, |=L⟩, (4)

where:(1) FL is the set of all formulas of L. (2) ML is
the class of possible situations. (3) mngL is the meaning
function, whose domain of definition is FL × ML. It is
used to explain the meaning of a formula of FL in a given
context. (4) |=L is a binary relation, relating the truth of
whether the formulas are true or false.

For more details, see Appendix D. Based on the definition
of logic, we give the logical framework in TSF:
Definition 4.2 (Logic in TSF). A logic L in TSF (especially
for Transformer-based TSF) is a four-tuple in the form:

LTSF = ⟨Tokf ,D, h, |=LTSF ⟩, (5)
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where:(1) FL is the final token representation (Tokf ) ob-
tained by the models’ encoder. (2) ML is considered as
different domains D of input series X . (3) mngL is the
decoder of Transformer-based TSF methods, named h. (4)
|=L is a binary relation that ⟨Ds, (g(Xs), Ys)⟩ ∈|=L, where
s indicates the visible variable, and g is the encoder.

Based on the logical framework for TSF, we further analyze
the effective token dependencies. Intuitively, the effective
token dependencies should enhance the reasoning ability of
the models, thereby improving their predictive performance
on the test set. According to (Andréka et al., 2017), when
all formulas in the set FL are atomic formulas, the logic L
can be more flexibly extended to other scenarios, tasks, or
contexts, meaning it has stronger reasoning ability (See Ap-
pendix D for details). An atomic formula is a fundamental
unit in logic, and its key characteristic is indivisibility—it
represents a simple formula that cannot be further decom-
posed (Andréka et al., 2017) (See Definition D.2 for details.).
Therefore, to ensure the stronger reasoning ability of the
model (LTSF ), Tokfi (i = 1..N ) should be an atomic for-
mula (i.e., possess indivisibility). An atomic formula cannot
be further decomposed because doing so would change its
intended meaning (Andréka et al., 2017). Similarly, the
indivisibility of Tokfi can be understood as the inability to
reduce its semantics without affecting its ability to predict
future series. Based on the above discussion, we formally
define “Atomic Formula in Transformer-based TSF”.
Definition 4.3 (Atomic Formula in Transformer-based TSF).
Let the prediction function be fp, which maps Tokfi to a
predicted series. Let the ground truth of the output series
be Y , MSE(., .) be the mean squared error between two
series, semj is the i-th semantic information of Tokfi . Then,
Tokfi (i = 1..N )={sem1, sem2, . . . } is an atomic formula
if and only if the following inequality holds:

MSE(fp(Tok
f
i /semj), Y ) > MSE(fp(Tok

f
i ), Y ), j = 1, 2, . . . ,, (6)

where Tokfi /semj denotes Tokfi without semj .

The definition ensures that any semantic in Tokfi is effec-
tive, thereby guaranteeing its indivisibility and making it
an atomic formula. Since Tokfi is generated from the input
tokens and their dependencies (Vaswani et al., 2017), the
effective token dependencies should ensure that the gen-
erated Tokfi is an atomic formula, thereby enhancing the
reasoning ability of the models. Based on this, we get:
Definition 4.4 (Effective Token Dependencies). Token de-
pendencies are effective only if the generated Tokfi (i =
1..N ) using these dependencies forms an atomic formula.

The above definition requires that effective token depen-
dencies ensure the generated Tokfi is an atomic formula as
defined in Definition 4.3, guaranteeing its indivisibility and
thereby enhancing the reasoning ability of the model.

4.2. How to Learn Effective Token Dependencies

After defining the effective token dependencies in Definition
4.4, we answer the second question in this subsection, i.e.,
how to learn effective token dependencies.

Specifically, we aim to guide the model in learning effec-
tive token dependencies that form atomic formulas, thereby
enhancing predictive performance. Inspired by the logical
methodology (Andréka et al., 2017), we analogize the learn-
ing process of the TSF model to decomposing a composite
formula into atomic formulas and then seek effective learn-
ing methods. The composite formula is a formula formed
by multiple atomic formulas. Its definition can be found
in Definition D.2. Specifically, we treat the input series X
as a composite formula, with the Transformer’s extraction
of Tokfi (i = 1..N ) analogous to the decomposition of the
composite formula into atomic formulas. This process of
decomposition occurs in three steps as following:

Step I: Decomposition. In logic, a composite formula is
first decomposed into predicates and objects. Predicates
describe the relationships, properties, or actions between
objects, while objects represent the targets of these predi-
cates (Andréka et al., 2017). In Transformer-based TSF
methods, this process can be likened to splitting the in-
put series into tokens (Eq.1). This tokenization allows the
model to process the input in a structured manner, akin to
how predicates and objects are treated in logical formulas.

Step II: Combination. In logic, the obtained predicates
and objects need to be recombined into new formulas. In
the Transformer-based TSF methods, it can be considered
as the process of generating new tokens using input tokens
and the dependencies between them (Eq.3).

Step III: Constraint. In logic, the components used to
form a new formula should be minimal, while ensuring that
the formula retains clear meaning. This constraint ensures
the indivisibility of the new formula, making it an atomic
formula (Andréka et al., 2017). However, in Transformer-
based TSF methods, the model generates new tokens by
leveraging all dependencies, but without applying any cor-
responding constraint, affecting model performance.

To address this issue, we propose to design a constraint that
corresponds to the logic constraint to ensure the learning
of effective token dependencies in TSF. Inspired by Step
III, effective token dependencies can be viewed as the min-
imal set of dependencies that ensure accurate prediction.
This minimality guarantees the indivisibility of the new to-
kens. Based on this understanding, we propose to constrain
the model to generate new tokens using the fewest token
dependencies while ensuring accurate predictions. This con-
straint enforces the indivisibility of the new tokens, thereby
ensuring the effectiveness of the used token dependencies.
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Figure 3. The overall framework of the proposed method.

5. Method
Inspired by Section 4, we propose the Attention Logical Reg-
ularization (Attn-L-Reg) and combine it with Transformer-
based TSF methods. The overall framework of the proposed
method is shown in Fig.3. Based on the discussion in Sec-
tion 4.1, Attn-L-Reg constrains the model to minimize the
used token dependencies when generating new tokens. This
minimization, together with the minimization of the predic-
tion MSE loss, ensures that Tokfi (i = 1..N ) becomes an
atomic formula, thereby enhancing TSF performance.

Specifically, the design of this regularization term addresses
two key considerations: (1) minimality, by constraining the
attention map to be as sparse as possible using L1 regular-
ization, encouraging the model to focus on a minimal set
of token dependencies, and (2) effectiveness, by ensuring
that the model’s performance with the sparse attention map
matches or exceeds that of the original model, thereby con-
firming the relevance of the attended token dependencies.
The effectiveness can be achieved through the original MSE
loss of the method, so the term ensuring effectiveness is
omitted in Attn-L-Reg. Note that we directly constrain the
attention map, where each element emphasizes the impor-
tance of the corresponding token dependency. Compared
to introducing a learnable matrix on the attention map, this
mechanism makes the model more efficient while consid-
ering the importance of token dependencies, and the exper-
iments in Table 9 demonstrate its better performance. To
this end, we add an L1 regularization term to each attention
layer of the encoder to constrain the attention map. Thus,
Attn-L-Reg can be expressed as:

ℓreg(Ξi) =

N∑
q=1

N∑
p=1

|mp,q|,mp,q ∈ Ξi, i = 1, 2, ...L, (7)

where N is the number of input tokens, L is the number of
encoder layers, Ξi is the attention map in the i-th encoder
layer. mp,q is the element of Ξi. The sparse attention map
allows the model to predict using fewer token dependencies.
It is important to note that deeper features tend to have
less noise than shallow features (Zhang et al., 2021), then,
the deeper the layer, the lower the degree of suppression
of token dependencies. The proposed Attn-L-Reg can be

embedded into any Transformer-based TSF methods. By
combining the Eq.7 with the commonly used MSE loss, we
obtain the learning objective:

argmin
θ

ℓpred(fθ(X), Y ) +
∑L

i=1αiℓreg(Ξi), (8)

where θ is the parameters of our model, αi is the hyper-
parameter to adjust the sparsity of the token dependencies
in the i-th encoder layer, ℓpred is used to constrain the pre-
dictions to be as accurate as possible, and it is specifically
implemented using the MSE loss, ℓreg is used to constrain
the attention map to be as sparse as possible, and it is specif-
ically implemented using the L1 norm. X is the input series,
Y is the ground truth. In Section 6 and 7, we show the
effectiveness of our method theoretically and empirically.

6. Theoretical Analysis
In this section, we provide a theoretical analysis to demon-
strate the effectiveness of our method. First, we present
Theorem 6.1 to give the generalization error upper bound
for Transformer-based TSF methods. Then, we use Theo-
rem 6.2 to show that for Transformer-based TSF methods,
applying L1 regularization to constrain the attention map
results in a smaller generalization upper bound.

According to the generalization upper bound for regression
tasks (Eq.13) and Lemma E.4 in the appendix, assuming
the loss function is l-Lipschitz (Definition E.3), then we can
obtain the upper bound of the generalization error for TSF
methods represented by iTransformer and PatchTSF:
Theorem 6.1 (Generalization Bound for Transformer-based
TSF). Assuming that the encoder of the Transformer-based
TSF method has only one layer, the decoder uses a fully
connected layer, and the Feed-Forward Neural Network
(FFN) and the fully connected layer of the decoder are l1-
Lipschitz and l2-Lipschitz, respectively, let xi be the i-th
input series. Then, the upper bound of the generalization
error for this method is:

Rgen(f) ≤ Remp(f)+2l1l2R̂(F1)+3M

√
ln(2/δ)

2m
, (9)

where f1 ∈ F1 and f1(xi) =
[
softmax

[
QK⊤/

√
D
]
V
]
,

Rgen(f) and Remp(f) are the generalization error and
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Table 1. Full results for the TSF task. The look-back length for all baseline models is 96, and the prediction lengths include either
{96, 192, 336, 720} or {12, 24, 48, 96}. Among the 9 baseline methods, except for DSfomer, the data are sourced from the paper of
iTransformer. The data for DSfomer is obtained by conducting experiments on our dataset using the source code and optimal parameters
released by the paper. iTransformer+Attn-L-Reg and PatchTST+Attn-L-Reg are our methods. The results of our methods are the average
outcomes from running five different random seeds, with the corresponding standard deviations provided in Appendix F.

Models iTransformer PatchTST PatchTST iTransformer Crossformer TimesNet DLinear DSformer FEDformer SCINet TIDE
(+Attn-L-Reg) (+Attn-L-Reg) (2023) (2024) (2023) (2023) (2023) (2023) (2022) (2022) (2023)

Metric MSE MAE MSE MAE MSE MAE MSE MAE MSE MAE MSE MAE MSE MAE MSE MAE MSE MAE MSE MAE MSE MAE

E
T

T
h2

96 0.292 0.340 0.301 0.346 0.302 0.349 0.297 0.347 0.745 0.584 0.340 0.374 0.333 0.387 0.319 0.359 0.358 0.397 0.707 0.621 0.400 0.440
192 0.377 0.391 0.385 0.402 0.388 0.400 0.380 0.400 0.877 0.656 0.402 0.414 0.477 0.476 0.400 0.410 0.429 0.439 0.860 0.689 0.528 0.509
336 0.424 0.432 0.425 0.435 0.426 0.433 0.428 0.432 1.043 0.731 0.452 0.452 0.594 0.541 0.462 0.451 0.496 0.487 1.000 0.744 0.643 0.571
720 0.425 0.443 0.426 0.445 0.431 0.446 0.427 0.445 1.104 0.763 0.462 0.468 0.831 0.657 0.457 0.463 0.463 0.474 1.249 0.838 0.874 0.679

Avg 0.380 0.402 0.384 0.407 0.387 0.407 0.383 0.407 0.942 0.684 0.414 0.427 0.559 0.515 0.410 0.421 0.437 0.449 0.954 0.723 0.611 0.550

E
C

L

96 0.133 0.228 0.191 0.284 0.195 0.285 0.148 0.240 0.219 0.314 0.168 0.272 0.197 0.282 0.173 0.269 0.193 0.308 0.247 0.345 0.237 0.329
192 0.151 0.245 0.197 0.287 0.199 0.289 0.162 0.253 0.231 0.322 0.184 0.289 0.196 0.285 0.183 0.280 0.201 0.315 0.257 0.355 0.236 0.330
336 0.165 0.261 0.211 0.307 0.215 0.305 0.178 0.269 0.246 0.337 0.198 0.300 0.209 0.301 0.203 0.297 0.214 0.329 0.269 0.369 0.249 0.344
720 0.194 0.290 0.259 0.341 0.256 0.337 0.225 0.317 0.280 0.363 0.220 0.320 0.245 0.333 0.259 0.340 0.246 0.355 0.299 0.390 0.284 0.373

Avg 0.161 0.256 0.214 0.305 0.216 0.304 0.178 0.270 0.244 0.334 0.192 0.295 0.212 0.300 0.205 0.297 0.214 0.327 0.268 0.365 0.251 0.344

Tr
af

fic

96 0.380 0.259 0.534 0.355 0.544 0.359 0.395 0.268 0.522 0.290 0.593 0.321 0.650 0.396 0.529 0.370 0.587 0.366 0.788 0.499 0.805 0.493
192 0.401 0.269 0.532 0.351 0.540 0.354 0.417 0.276 0.530 0.293 0.617 0.336 0.598 0.370 0.533 0.366 0.604 0.373 0.789 0.505 0.756 0.474
336 0.410 0.275 0.547 0.360 0.551 0.358 0.433 0.283 0.558 0.305 0.629 0.336 0.605 0.373 0.545 0.370 0.621 0.383 0.797 0.508 0.762 0.477
720 0.440 0.290 0.582 0.372 0.586 0.375 0.467 0.302 0.589 0.328 0.640 0.350 0.645 0.394 0.583 0.386 0.629 0.382 0.841 0.523 0.719 0.449

Avg 0.408 0.273 0.549 0.360 0.555 0.362 0.428 0.282 0.550 0.304 0.620 0.336 0.625 0.383 0.548 0.373 0.610 0.376 0.804 0.509 0.760 0.473

W
ea

th
er

96 0.158 0.202 0.175 0.216 0.177 0.218 0.174 0.214 0.158 0.230 0.172 0.220 0.196 0.255 0.162 0.207 0.217 0.296 0.221 0.306 0.202 0.261
192 0.208 0.250 0.222 0.255 0.225 0.259 0.221 0.254 0.206 0.277 0.219 0.261 0.237 0.296 0.211 0.252 0.276 0.336 0.261 0.340 0.242 0.298
336 0.266 0.291 0.275 0.294 0.278 0.297 0.278 0.296 0.272 0.335 0.280 0.306 0.283 0.335 0.267 0.294 0.339 0.380 0.309 0.378 0.287 0.335
720 0.346 0.346 0.356 0.346 0.354 0.348 0.358 0.349 0.398 0.418 0.365 0.359 0.345 0.381 0.343 0.343 0.403 0.428 0.377 0.427 0.351 0.386

Avg 0.244 0.272 0.257 0.278 0.259 0.281 0.258 0.279 0.259 0.315 0.259 0.287 0.265 0.317 0.246 0.274 0.309 0.360 0.292 0.363 0.271 0.320

So
la

r-
E

ne
rg

y 96 0.196 0.226 0.231 0.283 0.234 0.286 0.203 0.237 0.310 0.331 0.250 0.292 0.290 0.378 0.247 0.292 0.242 0.342 0.237 0.344 0.312 0.399
192 0.226 0.254 0.264 0.308 0.267 0.310 0.233 0.261 0.734 0.725 0.296 0.318 0.320 0.398 0.288 0.320 0.285 0.380 0.280 0.380 0.339 0.416
336 0.244 0.269 0.287 0.311 0.290 0.315 0.248 0.273 0.750 0.735 0.319 0.330 0.353 0.415 0.329 0.344 0.282 0.376 0.304 0.389 0.368 0.430
720 0.247 0.274 0.286 0.321 0.289 0.317 0.249 0.275 0.769 0.765 0.338 0.337 0.356 0.413 0.341 0.352 0.357 0.427 0.308 0.388 0.370 0.425

Avg 0.228 0.256 0.268 0.306 0.270 0.307 0.233 0.262 0.641 0.639 0.301 0.319 0.330 0.401 0.301 0.327 0.291 0.381 0.282 0.375 0.347 0.417

PE
M

S0
3 12 0.066 0.170 0.097 0.214 0.099 0.216 0.071 0.174 0.090 0.203 0.085 0.192 0.122 0.243 0.078 0.190 0.126 0.251 0.066 0.172 0.178 0.305

24 0.085 0.191 0.141 0.257 0.142 0.259 0.093 0.201 0.121 0.240 0.118 0.223 0.201 0.317 0.119 0.236 0.149 0.275 0.085 0.198 0.257 0.371
48 0.119 0.231 0.208 0.317 0.211 0.319 0.125 0.236 0.202 0.317 0.155 0.260 0.333 0.425 0.216 0.329 0.227 0.348 0.127 0.238 0.379 0.463
96 0.155 0.264 0.267 0.367 0.269 0.370 0.160 0.270 0.262 0.367 0.228 0.317 0.457 0.515 0.357 0.431 0.348 0.434 0.178 0.287 0.490 0.539

Avg 0.106 0.214 0.178 0.289 0.180 0.291 0.113 0.221 0.169 0.281 0.147 0.248 0.278 0.375 0.193 0.297 0.213 0.327 0.114 0.224 0.326 0.419

empirical error, R̂ is Rademacher complexities. M is the
maximum value of the loss function. m is the total number
of training examples. δ is the confidence level.

This theorem provides a generalization bound for
Transformer-based TSF methods, assuming a one-layer
encoder and certain Lipschitz properties for FFN and
the decoder. It establishes that the generalization error
can be bounded by the empirical error, a term involving
Rademacher complexities, and an additional complexity
term dependent on the training size and confidence level.
According to Theorem 6.1, we can further deduce that:
Theorem 6.2 (Better Generalization Error Upper Bound).
Let Rgen(f), Rl1

gen(f) denote the upper bounds of the gen-
eralization error for the models without and with L1 regu-
larization on the attention map, respectively. Then for any
hypothesis of f , f

′
in finite set F , it holds that:

Rl1
gen(f) ≤ Rgen(f). (10)

Theorem 6.2 shows that L1 regularization tightens the gen-
eralization upper bound of Transformer-based TSF by con-
straining the attention map. See Appendix E for proof.

7. Experiments
This section validates our method through experiments, de-
tailing the setup (Section 7.1), results on six benchmarks
(Section 7.2), and visual analysis (Section 7.3). Prediction
visualizations and ablation studies are in Appendices G, H.

7.1. Experimental Settings

Datasets: We use six real-world datasets, including ECL,
ETTh2, Traffic, Weather in (Liu et al., 2023), Solar-Energy
dataset in (Lai et al., 2018), and PEMS03 in (Liu et al.,
2022). We use the same train-validation-test split as in (Liu
et al., 2023). See Appendix B for details.
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Baselines: We compare with nine classic TSF methods,
including transformer-based approaches (FEDformer (Zhou
et al., 2022), PatchTST (Nie et al., 2023), iTransformer (Liu
et al., 2023), Crossformer (Zhang & Yan, 2023), DSformer
(Yu et al., 2023)), CNN-based methods (TimesNet (Wu et al.,
2023) and SCINet (Liu et al., 2022)) and MLP-based meth-
ods (DLinear and TIDE (Das et al., 2023)).

Implementation Details: We apply the proposed Attn-L-
Reg to two representative Transformer-based TSF methods
(iTransformer (Liu et al., 2023) and PatchTST (Nie et al.,
2023)). The reasons for choosing these two methods are
twofold: first, both methods have simple structures that
easily integrate with Attn-L-Reg; second, they are highly
versatile, and many other methods (Zhang & Yan, 2023;
Jiang et al., 2023; Yu et al., 2023) are built upon these two
approaches. The successful application of Attn-L-Reg on
these two methods suggests that it can be utilized in more
models based on these two methods. The proposed models
are trained using an NVIDIA 4090 GPU. MSE and MAE are
employed as evaluation metrics. Due to space limitations,
the value of αi(i = 1...L) in Eq.8 is shown in Appendix
C. The other hyperparameters and training methods are
consistent with iTransformer and PatchTST.

7.2. Comparative Experimental Results

Table 1 shows the prediction results. The best results are in
red, and the second-best in blue. Lower MSE/MAE values
indicate more accurate predictions. “iTransformer+Attn-L-
Reg” and “PatchTST+Attn-L-Reg” are our methods. Com-
pared to other TSF models, “iTransformer+Attn-L-Reg”
achieves the best average performance on each benchmark
dataset. The improvement of “PatchTST+Attn-L-Reg” over
PatchTST is limited due to PatchTST merging multiple time
points into a single token, reducing the number of input
tokens. However, more input tokens allow for more redun-
dant token dependencies, making our method more suit-
able for such cases. For example, in the Traffic dataset,
“iTransformer+Attn-L-Reg” uses over 800 input tokens,
showing a significant performance boost over iTransformer.

Table 2. The sparsity and MSE comparison of iTransformer and
iTransformer+Attn-L-Reg on different datasets.

Dataset iTransformer’s Sparsity / MSE iTransformer+Attn-L-Reg’s Sparsity / MSE

ECL 1.2% / 0.148 54.0% / 0.133
Traffic 19.5% / 0.395 51.4% / 0.380

7.3. Visualization Analysis

In the first visualization experiment, we compare the sparsity
of attention maps between “iTransformer+Attn-L-Reg” and
the original iTransformer on the ECL and Traffic datasets.
Sparsity is defined as the proportion of elements less than
1e-05 in the normalized attention map, with higher sparsity
indicating fewer token dependencies used for prediction.
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Figure 4. The visualized redundant dependencies. The method,
dataset, and MSE are shown at the top of each image. The colors
follow Fig.2. Due to the space limitations, only dependencies
among 50 tokens are displayed in this figure.

We calculate the sparsity for the encoder’s first layer at-
tention maps with a look-back and prediction length of 96.
The results shown in Table 2 indicate that our method uses
fewer token dependencies and outperforms iTransformer,
suggesting that iTransformer’s reliance on excessive token
dependencies harms its prediction performance.

In the second experiment, we visualize the proportion of
redundant dependencies, which improve model performance
when removed (purple area in Fig.2 and Fig.4). Using the
same datasets and algorithms as the first experiment, we
focus on the attention map of the encoder’s final layer. By
removing each token dependency from a trained model and
evaluating its performance on 100 data points, we find that
our method significantly reduces redundant dependencies
(purple area) compared to iTransformer, resulting in a lower
MSE and demonstrating its superiority.

8. Conclusion
Through empirical analysis, this paper identifies a com-
monly overlooked issue in existing Transformer-based TSF
methods: the effectiveness of token dependencies varies
across different forecasting scenarios. Ignoring this fact can
lead to a decline in prediction performance. To address this
issue, we define effective token dependencies from a logical
perspective and design a plug-and-play method, Attn-L-Reg,
to constrain the model and focus on fewer but more effec-
tive dependencies. Both theoretical and experimental results
confirm the effectiveness of the proposed method.
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Impact Statement
This paper presents work whose goal is to advance the field
of Machine Learning and Time Series Forecasting. There
are many potential societal consequences of our work, none
of which we feel must be specifically highlighted here.
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Appendix
The appendix provides supplemental information and additional details to support the main findings and the method
presented in this paper.

A. Table of Notations
We list the definitions of all notations from the main text in Table 3.

Table 3. The definitions of notations.
Notations Definition

Notations of Data

X = {x1, . . . ,xT } ∈ RT×N The input series
Y = {xT+1, . . . ,xT+S} ∈ RS×N The output series

T The look-back length
N The number of variables in the input/output series
S The prediction length

X:,n The entire input time series of each variable indexed by n
D The data domain

Notations of Model

θ The parameters of the model
femb The embedding function

Tokn, n = 1, 2, ... The input token
Tok = {Tok1, T ok2, ...} All the input tokens

Q The Query of the attention module
K The Key of the attention module
V The Value of the attention module
Ξ The attention map

mp,q The element in the p-th row and q-th column of Ξ.
softmax The softmax function
FFN The feed-forward network
Toknew The new generated tokens

Tokf = {Tokf1 , T ok
f
2 , ...} The final tokens

semj The i-th semantic information of Tokfi
h The decoder of the model
D The dimension of tokens

Notations of Logic

L The logic
FL The set of all formulas of L
ML The class of possible situations
mngL The meaning function
|=L The validity relation of L
L The logic

Notations of Theory

Rgen(f) The generalization error
Remp(f) The empirical error

R̂ The Rademacher complexities
M The maximum value of the loss function
m The total number of training examples
δ The confidence level

Rl1
gen(f) The upper bounds of the generalization error for the models with L1 regularization on the attention map

Rgen(f) The upper bounds of the generalization error for the models without L1 regularization on the attention map

Other

MSE(., .) The mean squared error between two series
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B. Dataset Descriptions
In this paper, we performed tests using six real-world datasets. These include: (1) ETTh2 (Li et al., 2021), which encompasses
seven variables related to electricity transformers, gathered hourly from July 2016 to July 2018. (2) Weather (Wu et al.,
2021), covering 21 meteorological variables, was recorded at 10-minute intervals in 2020 by the Max Planck Institute for
Biogeochemistry’s Weather Station. (3) ECL (Wu et al., 2021), detailing the hourly electrical usage of 321 customers. (4)
Traffic (Wu et al., 2021), which compiles data on the hourly occupancy rates of roads, monitored by 862 sensors in the
San Francisco Bay area’s freeways, spanning from January 2015 to December 2016. (5) Solar-Energy (Lai et al., 2018),
documenting the solar energy output from 137 photovoltaic (PV) plants in 2006, with data points every 10 minutes. (6)
PEMS03 (Liu et al., 2022), which includes data on California’s public traffic network, collected in 5-minute intervals.

We follow the same data processing and train-validation-test set split protocol used in iTransformer (Liu et al., 2023), where
the train, validation, and test datasets are strictly divided according to chronological order to make sure there are no data
leakage issues. As for the forecasting settings, the lookback length for datasets ETTh2, Weather, ECL, Solar-Energy, and
Traffic is set to 96, while their prediction length varies in {96, 192, 336, 720}. For PEMS03, the lookback length is set to
96, and their prediction length varies in {12, 24, 36, 48} which is the same as SCINet (Liu et al., 2022). The details of the
datasets are provided in Table 4.

Table 4. Detailed Dataset Descriptions. Dim Denotes the Variate Number of Each Dataset. Dataset Size Denotes the Total Number of
Time Points in (Train, Validation, Test) Split Respectively. Prediction Length Denotes the Future Time Points to be Predicted and Four
Prediction Settings are Included in Each Dataset. Frequency Denotes the Sampling Interval of Time Points.

Dataset Dim Prediction Length Dataset Size Frequency Information
ETTh2 7 {96, 192, 336, 720} (8545, 2881, 2881) Hourly Electricity

Weather 21 {96, 192, 336, 720} (36792, 5271, 10540) 10min Weather

ECL 321 {96, 192, 336, 720} (18317, 2633, 5261) Hourly Electricity

Traffic 862 {96, 192, 336, 720} (12185, 1757, 3509) Hourly Transportation

Solar-Energy 137 {96, 192, 336, 720} (36601, 5161, 10417) 10min Energy

PEMS03 358 {12, 24, 48, 96} (15617,5135,5135) 5min Transportation

C. Implementation Details
This section provides the values of αi (i=1...L) for both “iTransformer+Attn-L-Reg” and “PatchTST+Attn-L-Reg” on
different datasets (Table 5). The values are presented as a list, where the i-th entry corresponds to the value of αi for the
model.

D. Details of the Logical Framework for Time Series Forecasting
This section first strictly aligns the definition of logic with Transformer-based TSF methods. It then discusses the conditions
under which logic exhibits better generalization ability. Following that, an example is provided to intuitively explain these
conditions. Finally, based on these conditions, it presents the design concept of the proposed method.

Defining logic is similar to defining a language (Andréka et al., 2017). For example, to define English, three key elements
must be specified: (1) the syntax, which explains which strings of symbols are English sentences and which are not (for
instance, “Nice to meet you” is an English sentence, whereas “Der Tisch ist rot” is not); (2) a class of possible situations M ,
or in other words,“possible world” in which our English sentences are interpreted; (3) the meaning function mng(φ,M)
which assigns meanings to symbol strings φ in M .

Logic is a language equipped with a validity relation and a provability relation (Andréka et al., 2017). Introducing a validity
relation to a language means designating certain texts as true in specific situations. The provability relation allows us to
evaluate which texts are true or false based on the validity relation and inference rules. For the sake of simplicity, the
definition of logic in (Andréka et al., 2017) typically omits the provability relation. Specifically, the definition of logic in
(Andréka et al., 2017) is as follows:

12
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Table 5. The values of αi (i=1...L).

Dataset Prediction Length iTransformer+Attn-L-Reg PatchTST+Attn-L-Reg

ECL 96 [0.01, 0.007, 0.0049] [0.01, 0.003, 0.009]
192 [0.01, 0.008, 0.0064] [0.01, 0.003, 0.009]
336 [0.01, 0.009, 0.0081] [0.01, 0.003, 0.009]
720 [0.01, 0.004, 0.0016] [0.01, 0.003, 0.009]

ETTh2 96 [0.8, 0.4] [0.007, 0.0042, 2e-4]
192 [0.07, 0.056] [0.007, 0.0032, 2e-4]
336 [0.1, 0.03] [0.007, 0.0031, 1e-4]
720 [0.001, 3e-5] [0.004, 0.0032, 2e-4]

solar 96 [5e-4, 3e-4] [0.02, 0.01, 2e-4]
192 [0.1, 0.03] [0.02, 0.005, 0.001]
336 [0.1, 0.09] [0.02, 0.008, 0.001]
720 [0.1, 0.04] [0.02, 0.008, 0.002]

traffic 96 [0.01, 0.03, 0.009, 2.7e-4] [0.01, 0.003, 9e-4, 2.7e-4]
192 [0.01, 0.003, 9e-4, 2.7e-4] [0.01, 0.003, 9e-4, 2.7e-4]
336 [0.01, 0.003, 9e-4, 2.7e-4] [0.01, 0.003, 9e-4, 2.7e-4]
720 [0.01, 0.003, 9e-4, 2.7e-4] [0.01, 0.003, 9e-4, 2.7e-4]

Weather 96 [0.007, 0.0021, 6.3e-4] [0.01, 0.003, 9e-4]
192 [0.007, 0.0021, 6.3e-4] [0.01, 0.003, 9e-4]
336 [0.007, 0.0021, 6.3e-4] [0.01, 0.003, 9e-4]
720 [0.006, 0.0018, 5.4e-4] [0.001, 0.003, 9e-5]

PEMS03 96 [0.003, 0.0021, 0.00147, 0.001029] [0.01, 0.003, 9e-4]
192 [0.003, 0.0021, 0.00147, 0.001029] [0.01, 0.003, 9e-4]
336 [0.003, 0.0021, 0.0017, 0.0012] [0.01, 0.003, 9e-4]
720 [0.003, 0.0021, 0.0016, 0.001] [0.01, 0.001, 9e-4]

13
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Definition D.1 (Logic). Following (Andréka et al., 2017), a logic L is a four-tuple in the form:

L = ⟨FL,ML,mngL, |=L⟩, (11)

where:

• FL is the set of all formulas of L. In the language domain, FL represents the finite set of sentences that can be
expressed in the language L. In the Transformer-based TSF method, FL is the token representation set obtained
through the encoder of the model.

• ML is the class of possible situations. In the language domain, ML represents the possible scenarios in which the
sentences can be interpreted. In TSF, ML is considered as different domains D of input series X .

• mngL is the meaning function, whose domain of definition is FL ×ML. For any φ ∈ FL, M ∈ ML, mngL(φ,M)
represents the meaning of formula φ in the context of M . In the language domain, mngL is used to interpret the
meaning of sentences. In the Transformer-based TSF method, mngL represents the decoder of the model, which
decodes the token sequence representation φ into the final output.

• |=L is a binary relation, |=L⊆ ML ×FL, called the validity relation of L. Intuitively, |=L is used to indicate which
formulas in the language L are true in the situation ML. In TSF, assuming the visible data distribution is Ds, the visible
input sequence is Xs, the encoder is g and the visible output sequence is Ys, it is evident that ⟨Ds, (g(Xs), Ys)⟩ ∈|=L.

According to (Andréka et al., 2017), when all the formulas in the set FL are atomic formulas, the logic L exhibits better
generalization, meaning the logic can be flexibly extended to other scenarios, tasks, or contexts. An atomic formula is a
basic unit in logic, representing a simple statement that cannot be further decomposed. An atomic formula does not contain
any logical connectives (e.g., ∧, ∨, etc.), and its truth value is clear. The counterpart to an atomic formula is a composite
formula, meaning that if a formula is not an atomic formula, it must be a composite formula. According to ??, the specific
definition of the atomic formula and composite formula is as follows:
Definition D.2 (Atomic Formula and Composite Formula). An atomic formula is a basic formula with a definite truth
value that cannot be further decomposed into smaller formulas. Specifically, if any element (such as logical connectives,
predicates, or objects) is removed from an atomic formula, it will no longer be a valid formula, or its truth value will become
indeterminate. In other words, an atomic formula is the simplest indivisible unit of a formula, serving as the foundation for
constructing composite formulas. If a formula is not an atomic formula, it must be a composite formula.

To intuitively understand why the logic exhibits better generalization when all the formulas in FL are atomic formulas, let
us consider an intuitive example. Suppose in the logic L1, FL1

= {P1, P2, P3}, and in the logic L2, FL2
= {P1, P2 ∧ P3},

where P1, P2, and P3 are atomic formulas. Clearly, L1 and L2 contain the same formulas P1, P2, and P3, but all the
formulas in FL1

are atomic, whereas in FL2
, this is not the case. Suppose the meaning function mngL outputs the truth

value of a formula. Then, we need these two logics to infer the truth value of a new formula P4 = P1 ∧ P2. Clearly, for L1,
the truth value of P4 can be easily obtained through the following formula:

mngL1
(P4) = mngL1

(P1 ∧ P2) = mngL1
(P1) ∧mngL1

(P2). (12)

However, for L2, the truth value of P4 can only be estimated through mngL2(P1 ∧P2 ∧P3) = mngL2(P4 ∧P3), and there
is redundancy (P3) in the reasoning equation. Therefore, the reasoning for the truth value of P4 in L1 is more accurate than
in L2. From this example, we can intuitively see that when all elements in FL are atomic formulas, the logic is better able to
handle unseen formulas like P4, offering better generalization.

The goal of this paper is to constrain Transformer-based TSF methods such that the tokens (elements in FL) obtained by its
encoder are as atomic formulas as possible, thereby enhancing its generalization ability.

E. Details of Theoretical Analysis
E.1. Related Definitions

This subsection provides the relevant definitions required for the theoretical analysis. Since we need to analyze the upper
bound of the generalization error in regression tasks and the generalization error upper bound is related to the empirical
error, we first present the definitions of generalization error and empirical error in the regression problems:

14
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Definition E.1 (Generalization Error in Regression Problem). The generalization error in a regression problem is the
expected loss between the predicted outputs and the true outputs over the distribution of all possible input-output pairs.
Mathematically, it is defined as:

Rgen(f) = E(x,y)∼P

[
L
(
f(x), y

)]
,

where:

• f is the regression function or model,

• L is a loss function (e.g., mean squared error),

• x represents input variables,

• y is the true output variable,

• P denotes the true but unknown joint distribution of (x, y).

Definition E.2 (Empirical Error in Regression Problem). The empirical error (also known as the training error) in a
regression problem is the average loss calculated over the training dataset. It measures how well the model fits the observed
data. Mathematically, it is defined as:

Remp(f) =
1

m

m∑
i=1

L
(
f(xi), yi

)
,

where:

• xi represents the input variables of the i-th training example,

• yi is the true output variable of the i-th training example,

• m is the total number of training examples.

In analyzing the upper bound of the generalization error, we need to assume that the loss function is a Lipschitz function for
the theorem derivation. Therefore, we define the Lipschitz function here:

Definition E.3 (Lipschitz Function). A function f : Rn1 → Rn2 is said to be l-Lipschitz or a Lipschitz function if there
exists a constant l ≥ 0 such that for all x, y ∈ Rn1 , the following holds:

|f(x)− f(y)| ≤ l|x− y|,

where | · | denotes the L1 norm.

E.2. Upper Bound of Generalization Error Analysis

According to (Mohri, 2018), in regression tasks, the upper bound of the generalization error Rgen(f) is given by:

Rgen(f) ≤ Remp(f) + 2R̂n(L ◦ F) + 3M

√
ln(2/δ)

2m
. (13)

M is the maximum value of the loss function L. F is the class of functions for the prediction function f . m is the total
number of training examples. δ is the confidence level. The upper bound in Eq.13 holds with a probability of 1 − δ.
R̂n(L ◦ F) is the Rademacher complexities, expressed as:

R̂n(L ◦ F) =
1

m
Eσ

[
sup
f∈F

1

n

n∑
i=1

σiL(f(xi))

]
, (14)

where σ1, σ2, ..., σn is the Rademacher random variables. The first and third terms of the generalization upper bound in
Eq.13 are generally fixed, and we primarily analyze the second term. To simplify the second term, we introduce Talagrand’s
Lemma in (Mohri, 2018):
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Lemma E.4 (Talagrand’s Lemma). Let Φ1, . . . ,Φm be l-Lipschitz functions and σ1, . . . , σm be Rademacher random
variables. Then, for any hypothesis set H of real-valued functions, the following inequality holds:

1

m
Eσ

[
sup
h∈H

m∑
i=1

σi(Φi ◦ h)(xi)

]
≤

l

m
Eσ

[
sup
h∈H

m∑
i=1

σih(xi)

]
= lR̂(H).

(15)

In particular, if Φi = Φ for all i ∈ [m], then the following holds:

R̂(Φ ◦ H) ≤ lR̂(H). (16)

According to Lemma E.4, assuming the loss function is l-Lipschitz, then we can obtain the upper bound of the generalization
error for TSF methods represented by iTransformer and PatchTSF (Theorem 6.1). A detailed proof of Theorem 6.1 can be
found in Appendix E.4. According to Theorem 6.1, we can further deduce Theorem 6.2. A detailed proof can be found in
Appendix E.5.

E.3. Proof of Lemma E.4

Proof. First we fix a sample S = (x1, . . . , xm), then, by definition,

1

m
Eσ

[
sup
h∈H

m∑
i=1

σi(Φm ◦ h)(xi)

]
=

1

m
Eσ1,...,σm−1

[
Eσm

[
sup
h∈H

um−1(h) + σm(Φm ◦ h)(xm)

]]
,

(17)

where um−1(h) =
∑m−1

i=1 σi(Φi ◦ h)(xi). By definition of the supremum, for any ϵ > 0, there exist h1, h2 ∈ H such that

um−1(h1) + (Φm ◦ h1)(xm) ≥
(1− ϵ) sup

h∈H
um−1(h) + (Φm ◦ h)(xm) (18)

and

um−1(h2)− (Φm ◦ h2)(xm) ≥
(1− ϵ) sup

h∈H
um−1(h)− (Φm ◦ h)(xm). (19)

Thus, for any ϵ > 0, by definition of Eσm
,

(1− ϵ)Eσm

[
sup
h∈H

um−1(h) + σm(Φm ◦ h)(xm)

]
= (1− ϵ)

[
1

2
sup
h∈H

(um−1(h) + (Φm ◦ h)(xm))

+
1

2

[
sup
h∈H

um−1(h)− (Φm ◦ h)(xm)

]]
≤ 1

2
(um−1(h1) + (Φm ◦ h1)(xm))

+
1

2
(um−1(h2)− (Φm ◦ h2)(xm)) .

(20)
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Let s = sgn(h1(xm)− h2(xm)). Then, the previous inequality implies

(1− ϵ)Eσm

[
sup
h∈H

um−1(h) + σm(Φm ◦ h)(xm)

]
(Lipschitz property)

≤ 1

2
[um−1(h1) + um−1(h2) + sl(h1(xm)− h2(xm))]

(rearranging)

=
1

2
[um−1(h1) + slh1(xm)] +

1

2
[um−1(h2)− slh2(xm)]

(definition of sup)

≤ 1

2
sup
h∈H

[um−1(h) + slh(xm)] +

1

2
sup
h∈H

[um−1(h)− slh(xm)]

(definition of Eσm )

= Eσm

[
sup
h∈H

um−1(h) + σmlh(xm)

]
.

(21)

Since the inequality holds for all ϵ > 0, we have

Eσm

[
sup
h∈H

um−1(h) + σm(Φm ◦ h)(xm)

]
≤ Eσm

[
sup
h∈H

um−1(h) + σmlh(xm)

]
.

(22)

Proceeding in the same way for all other σi (i ̸= m) proves the lemma.

E.4. Proof of Theorem 6.1

Proof. According to Lemma E.4, assuming the loss function is l-Lipschitz, then:

R̂n(L ◦ F) ≤ lR̂(F). (23)

Assuming the number of encoding layers in the Transformer is 1 and its decoder is a fully connected layer, f(xi) can be
expressed as:

f(xi) =FCoutFFN[
softmax

[
FCQ(xi)FCK(xi)

⊤/
√
d
]
FCV (xi)

]
,

(24)

where f ∈ F , FCout/FCQ/FCK/FCV stand for the fully connected layer to generate the output/Query/Key/Value,
FFN is the Feed-Forward Neural Network in Transformer. Assuming FCout and FNN are l1-Lipschitz and l2-Lipschitz,
respectively, then:

R̂(F) ≤ l1l2R̂(F1). (25)

where f1 ∈ F1 and
f1(xi) =

[
softmax

[
FCQ(xi)FCK(xi)

⊤/
√
d
]
FCV (xi)

]
. (26)

By substituting Eq.25 into Eq.13, we can obtain:

Rgen(f) ≤ Remp(f) + 2l1l2R̂(F1) + 3M

√
ln(2/δ)

2m
, (27)
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E.5. Proof of Theorem 6.2

Proof. According to Theorem 6.1, the generalization error upper bounds for the models with and without L1 regularization
on the attention map are as follows:

Rl1
gen(f) = Remp(f) + 2l1l2R̂(F

′

1) + 3M

√
ln(2/δ)

2m
,

Rgen(f) = Remp(f) + 2l1l2R̂(F1) + 3M

√
ln(2/δ)

2m
.

(28)

Let:
Anorm = softmax

[
FCQ(xi)FCK(xi)

⊤/
√
d
]
. (29)

Then:
f1(xi) = Anorm FCV (xi). (30)

We can regard Anorm as a weight matrix, but this weight matrix depends on the input xi. When we apply L1 regularization
to constrain FCQ(xi)FCK(xi)

⊤/
√
d, it is equivalent to applying L1 regularization on A. After L1 regularization, a new

model class F ′
1 is formed. According to (Mohri, 2018), due to the impact of the regularization, the new F ′

1 only contains a
subset of the functions from the original model class F1. This means that:

F ′
1 ⊆ F1. (31)

Since F ′
1 is a subset of F1, according to the properties of Rademacher complexity:

R̂(F ′
1) ≤ R̂(F1). (32)

Therefore:
Rl1

gen(f) ≤ Rgen(f). (33)

F. Robustness of Our Method
We report the standard deviation of our method’s performance under five runs with different random seeds in Table 6 and 7,
which exhibits that the performance of our method is stable.

Table 6. The mean and standard deviation of the results from five random seed experiments of ‘iTransformer+Attn-L-Reg”.

Prediction Length ETTh2 Weather ECL Traffic Solar-Energy PEMS03

MSE MAE MSE MAE MSE MAE MSE MAE MSE MAE MSE MAE

96 0.292±0.003 0.340±0.001 0.158±0.000 0.202±0.002 0.133±0.001 0.228±0.002 0.380±0.002 0.259±0.003 0.196±0.003 0.226±0.001 0.066±0.002 0.170±0.001
192 0.377±0.002 0.391±0.002 0.208±0.003 0.250±0.002 0.151±0.001 0.245±0.002 0.401±0.003 0.269±0.002 0.226±0.004 0.254±0.001 0.085±0.003 0.191±0.001
336 0.424±0.000 0.432±0.003 0.266±0.002 0.291±0.001 0.165±0.002 0.261±0.001 0.410±0.003 0.275±0.004 0.244±0.001 0.269±0.003 0.119±0.002 0.231±0.003
720 0.425±0.002 0.443±0.004 0.346±0.003 0.346±0.003 0.194±0.004 0.290±0.005 0.440±0.003 0.290±0.004 0.247±0.002 0.274±0.003 0.155±0.001 0.264±0.004

Table 7. The mean and standard deviation of the results from five random seed experiments of “PatchTST+Attn-L-Reg”.

Prediction Length ETTh2 Weather ECL Traffic Solar-Energy PEMS03

MSE MAE MSE MAE MSE MAE MSE MAE MSE MAE MSE MAE

96 0.301±0.002 0.346±0.002 0.175±0.003 0.216±0.001 0.191±0.002 0.284±0.001 0.534±0.002 0.355±0.003 0.231±0.001 0.283±0.002 0.097±0.002 0.214±0.003
192 0.385±0.002 0.402±0.003 0.222±0.002 0.255±0.001 0.197±0.003 0.287±0.004 0.532±0.001 0.351±0.002 0.264±0.003 0.308±0.002 0.141±0.001 0.257±0.003
336 0.425±0.002 0.435±0.003 0.275±0.003 0.294±0.002 0.211±0.002 0.307±0.003 0.547±0.004 0.360±0.002 0.287±0.002 0.311±0.003 0.208±0.001 0.317±0.004
720 0.426±0.005 0.445±0.002 0.356±0.004 0.346±0.003 0.259±0.004 0.341±0.005 0.582±0.003 0.372±0.004 0.286±0.003 0.321±0.001 0.267±0.004 0.367±0.002

G. Visualization of Prediction
To provide a clear comparison among different models, we list the prediction showcases of three representative datasets in
Fig.5, 6 and 7, which are given by the following methods: Our method (“iTransformer+Attn-L-Reg”), iTransfomrer (Liu
et al., 2023), PatchTST (Nie et al., 2023). Among the various models, our method predicts the most precise future series
variations and exhibits superior performance.
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Our iTransformer+Attn-L-Reg iTransformer PatchTST

Figure 5. Visualization of input-96-predict-96 results on the Traffic dataset.

Our iTransformer+Attn-L-Reg iTransformer PatchTST

Figure 6. Visualization of input-96-predict-96 results on the Weather dataset.

H. Ablation Study
In this section, we analyze the rationale behind the design of the proposed method through ablation experiments. In the
first experiment, we validate the necessity of using a gradually decreasing α in Eq.8. We train and evaluate the model on
multiple datasets, comparing it with a setting that does not decrease α. The results, shown in Table 8, demonstrate that
gradually decreasing α significantly improves the predictive performance of the model. In the second experiment, we show
that directly applying L1 regularization to enforce sparsity in the attention map outperforms using a sparse learnable matrix
to element-wise multiply the attention map for sparsity. The results, presented in Table 9, confirm that L1 regularization is
more effective.

I. Discussion: Equal Dependency Handling in Transformer
The Transformer model treats all token dependencies equally through its self-attention mechanism (Vaswani et al., 2017).
Specifically, the Transformer uses a global self-attention mechanism, allowing each token to interact with all other tokens in
the sequence, regardless of their positions or order. The Transformer achieves this interaction by computing the relevance
(i.e., attention score) between each token and the other tokens. This means that when calculating its representation, each
token can equally consider the information from other tokens in the sequence, without giving more weight or importance to
tokens that are closer to the current position (Vaswani et al., 2017).

This mechanism gives the Transformer an advantage in capturing long-range dependencies and modeling complex relation-
ships, as it is not limited by the local dependencies in traditional sequence models (such as RNNs or LSTMs), allowing it
to more comprehensively handle the relationships between all tokens (Vaswani et al., 2017). However, current methods
overlook that this mechanism also leads to the introduction of excessive redundant token dependencies during prediction,
which negatively impacts the model’s performance. In this paper, we first demonstrate this issue experimentally (as shown
in Fig.2), and then address it from a logical perspective, thereby improving the model’s predictive performance.
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Table 8. Ablation Experiments for α

Dataset Prediction Length α Not Decreasing α Decreasing
MSE/MAE MSE/MAE

ECL 96 0.133 / 0.228 0.156 / 0.242
192 0.151 / 0.245 0.167 / 0.259
336 0.165 / 0.261 0.179 / 0.274
720 0.194 / 0.290 0.215 / 0.314

Traffic 96 0.380 / 0.259 0.397 / 0.269
192 0.401 / 0.269 0.421 / 0.282
336 0.410 / 0.275 0.431 / 0.288
720 0.440 / 0.290 0.462 / 0.301

Table 9. Ablation Experiment for Sparsification Methods.

Dataset Prediction Length Using L1 Using Sparse Learnable Matrix
MSE/MAE MSE/MAE

ECL 96 0.133 / 0.228 0.146 / 0.236
192 0.151 / 0.245 0.161 / 0.253
336 0.165 / 0.261 0.172 / 0.267
720 0.194 / 0.290 0.207 / 0.307

Traffic 96 0.380 / 0.259 0.387 / 0.261
192 0.401 / 0.269 0.415 / 0.276
336 0.410 / 0.275 0.421 / 0.282
720 0.440 / 0.290 0.452 / 0.296
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Our iTransformer+Attn-L-Reg iTransformer PatchTST

Figure 7. Visualization of input-96-predict-96 results on the ECL dataset.
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