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Abstract
Time series analysis is crucial in fields like finance,
transportation, and industry. However, traditional
models often focus solely on temporal features,
limiting their ability to capture underlying informa-
tion. This paper proposes a novel time series multi-
task framework, called LTM, which integrates tem-
poral features with textual descriptions to enhance
analytical and predictive capabilities. LTM com-
bines pre-trained time series model, large language
model (LLM), and knowledge graph to tackle time
series tasks, including forecasting, imputation, and
anomaly detection. LTM achieves improved per-
formance with a few trainable parameters. It is very
efficient and practical.
LTM encodes time series data into patches and
enriches user-provided prompts using knowledge
graphs to generate enhanced prompts. A novel fea-
ture fusion method embeds prompts into each patch
encoding, which is processed by a frozen LLM, fol-
lowed by a feature enhancement module and a time
decoder module. During fine-tuning stage, cosine
similarity between prompts and temporal patches
is integrated into the loss function to boost perfor-
mance. Experiments on benchmark datasets show
that LTM significantly outperforms existing meth-
ods. It provides a robust and versatile solution for
time series tasks.

1 Introduction
Time series tasks, including forecasting, imputation, and
anomaly detection[Liu et al., 2024c], are widely applied
in domains such as traffic management, energy optimiza-
tion, and financial forecasting. Traditional time series mod-
els primarily focus on mining data patterns but often ne-
glect the semantic context and background information of the
task. Their reliance on domain-specific knowledge and task-
specific models limits their generality and efficiency.

In contrast, large language models (LLMs), such as Chat-
GPT [Brown et al., 2020], ChatGLM [GLM et al., 2024],
and LLaMA [Touvron et al., 2023], have demonstrated re-
markable generalization capabilities in natural language pro-
cessing tasks, performing exceptionally well even in few-shot

and zero-shot settings [Radford et al., 2019]. However, their
potential in time series analysis remains largely unexplored.

Recent studies, including Timer [Liu et al., 2024c], Time-
LLM [Jin et al., 2024], and LLM4TS [Chang et al., 2024],
have attempted to introduce LLMs into time series tasks.
However, these approaches primarily focus on feature align-
ment between time series data and language models while
overlooking semantic task descriptions. Consequently, they
fail to fully leverage LLMs’ capabilities and lack adaptability
to multi-task scenarios.

To address these challenges, we propose LTM (Language
Time-series Model), a novel multi-task framework that inte-
grates time series models, LLMs, and knowledge graphs to
handle time series tasks, including forecasting, imputation,
and anomaly detection. LTM first encodes time series data
into multiple temporal patches and enhances user prompts us-
ing knowledge graphs and descriptive insights derived from
the time series itself (e.g., trends and extreme values).

To effectively integrate time series data with textual de-
scriptions, we introduce a feature fusion approach. First, the
time series data is segmented and encoded. Simultaneously,
textual features are embedded via the LLM’s embedding layer
and refined using attention pooling. The pooled text features
are then fused into each temporal segment, with residual con-
nections preserving the integrity of the time series. Finally,
the fused representations are combined with semantic pre-
fixes and fed into the backbone of the LLM, with only the
outputs of the time segments used for downstream tasks. To
optimize performance across different tasks, we employ task-
specific loss functions to guide model training.

Comprehensive evaluations demonstrate that LTM outper-
forms state-of-the-art time series models. By enhancing time
series data through LLMs, LTM provides a robust solution
for multi-task scenarios. The contributions of our paper are
summarized in four folds:

1. We propose a multi-task time series framework (LTM)
that supports multi-modal input and is applicable to a
wide range of time series analysis tasks. Compared
to SOTA methods, LTM achieves superior performance
with fewer parameters and better adaptability. Extensive
experiments on various datasets demonstrate the effec-
tiveness of LTM, with a 4% reduction in average fore-
casting error in time series forecasting tasks.
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2. We propose a new feature fusion method, the Fusion-
Aware Temporal Module (FATM), which enables deep
integration of semantic prompts with time series data.
FATM effectively captures semantic information while
preserving the integrity of time series data. With a sim-
ple yet efficient design, it enhances final forecasting per-
formance.

3. We develop a new prompt enhancement module,
Knowledge-Driven Temporal Prompt (KDTP). By in-
corporating knowledge graphs, KDTP generates high-
quality temporal prompts, further enriching semantic
understanding. This module is plug-and-play and can be
seamlessly integrated into other multi-modal time series
frameworks in the future.

2 Related Work

2.1 Traditional Time Series Analysis Methods

Traditional time series methods, such as ARIMA [Box et al.,
2015], exponential smoothing [Billah et al., 2006], and state-
space models [Kalman, 1960], perform well under specific
conditions but require stringent assumptions like stationar-
ity or extensive preprocessing. These limitations hinder their
ability to capture complex nonlinear relationships and long-
term dependencies, reducing their effectiveness for intricate
tasks. In contrast, deep learning has revolutionized time se-
ries analysis by leveraging sequence models to address these
challenges. RNN [Rumelhart et al., 1986], LSTM[Hochre-
iter, 1997], and GRU[Cho et al., 2014]effectively model
long-term dependencies and have achieved significant suc-
cess across diverse tasks. More recently, Transformer-based
architectures, including Temporal Fusion Transformer [Lim
et al., 2021],SDformer[Zhou et al., 2024] ETSformer[Woo
et al., 2022], Informer[Zhou et al., 2021], Autoformer[Wu et
al., 2021], and TimesNet[Wu et al., 2022] have demonstrated
superior predictive performance. However, these models of-
ten depend on large-scale labeled datasets and face challenges
in interpreting complex semantics, particularly in low-data or
few-shot scenarios.

2.2 Large Time Series Models

LLM, such as GPT[Radford et al., 2019] and LLaMA[Tan
et al., 2024] have significantly advanced natural language
processing, opening new avenues for time series analysis.
Emerging research on LTSM primarily focuses on leverag-
ing LLMs for time series tasks, such as feature alignment
(e.g., LLM4TS [Chang et al., 2024], TIME-FFM[Liu et al.,
2024a] and AutoTimes[Liu et al., 2024b]), and pretraining on
large-scale time series data for tasks like prediction, comple-
tion, and anomaly detection (e.g., Timer [Liu et al., 2024c],
LPTM[Kamarthi and Prakash, 2023]and TTM [Ekambaram
et al., 2024] ). Despite progress, as Tan et al.[Tan et al.,
2024]point out, these approaches often underutilize LLM ca-
pabilities, focusing mainly on feature alignment and neglect-
ing semantic information, which limits model generalizabil-
ity and applicability.

2.3 Knowledge Graphs in Time Series
Knowledge graphs (KGs), as structured representations, cap-
ture complex entity relationships and aid contextual under-
standing of time series data. Recent studies [Cai et al., 2022;
Gravina et al., 2024; Deng and Hooi, 2021] leverage KGs for
prediction and anomaly detection by integrating entity and
relationship data. However, most approaches treat KGs as
auxiliary information, lacking deep integration of temporal
and textual features. Manual KG construction also imposes
high costs and scalability challenges, limiting their utility in
multimodal temporal tasks.

3 Method
Tan et al.[Tan et al., 2024] found that existing LLM-based
methods primarily focus on time series feature alignment,
with limited performance gains attributable to LLM capabili-
ties. Moreover, due to the scarcity of multimodal time series
data, current pretraining approaches are confined to the time
series modality, restricting their generalization.

To address these limitations, we propose an efficient
modality fusion framework to fully exploit the capabilities
of LLMs. Additionally, we integrate knowledge graphs to
reduce semantic noise and enhance time series semantic rep-
resentation. Our framework, shown in Figure 1, leverages
large foundational language models (e.g., LLaMA [Touvron
et al., 2023], BERT [Kenton and Toutanova, 2019], and GPT-
2[Radford et al., 2019] as boosters for time series tasks. The
core of our framework includes a Knowledge-Driven Tem-
poral Prompt (KDTP) for extracting task-relevant semantics
and a Fusion-Aware Temporal Module (FATM) to optimize
instruction guidance.

Our framework processes user-provided instructions by
generating discrete time series tokens and augmenting initial
instructions with knowledge graph-enhanced semantics. Dur-
ing training stage, only lightweight modules, such as feature
fusion and output projection layers, are updated, while both
the LLM and LTSM backbones remain frozen. This approach
ensures efficiency, requiring minimal parameter updates com-
pared to vision-language or multimodal models that often
rely on paired cross-modal data for fine-tuning. Additionally,
our framework is resource-efficient, which avoids the need to
train large domain-specific models from scratch or perform
extensive fine-tuning. Techniques like quantization and com-
pression [Zhu et al., 2024] can further reduce memory usage,
enabling streamlined deployment without compromising per-
formance. The resulting model demonstrates strong versa-
tility across diverse time series tasks with minimal resource
constraints.

3.1 Input Embedding Module
First, the input xenc is normalized, by means of z-score.
Next, the sequence is divided into consecutive overlapping
or non-overlapping segments.This segmentation serves three
purposes: (1) Aggregating temporal information from multi-
ple time steps within each segment preserves local temporal
patterns; (2) Each segment fuses temporal and semantic infor-
mation more effectively; (3) As a tokenization step, it com-
pacts the input sequence, reducing computational complexity.



Figure 1: The framework of LTM. (1)Input Embedding Module: Converts time series into discrete tokens; (2)Knowledge-Driven Tem-
poral Prompt (KDTP):Generates semantic-rich instructions using task-specific documents; (3)Fusion-Aware Temporal Module (FATM):
Fuses temporal and textual features for better task alignment; (4)Frozen Pre-trained LLM Module: Utilizes a frozen LLM backbone for
efficient processing; (5)Feature Enhancement Module: Refines fused features to improve downstream task performance; (6)Pre-trained
LTSM: Augments temporal modeling without additional training overhead.

3.2 Fusion-Aware Temporal Module (FATM)
This module deeply integrates natural language and time se-
ries modalities to enhance the model’s ability to learn com-
plex temporal patterns. By leveraging multimodal comple-
mentarity, the model achieves improved representation, gen-
eralization, interpretability, and robustness. A common ap-
proach is to guide LLM to process time series via prompting,
suitable for simple sequences with short time steps. For in-
stance, LLMTime [Gruver et al., 2024] processes time series
data as text, utilizing LLMs’ reasoning abilities, while meth-
ods like Auto-TTE [Chung et al., 2023] convert time series
into discrete representations for feature extraction.

However, these methods face limitations with complex
multimodal data. To address this, we propose a multi-scale
fine-grained feature fusion strategy. Figure 2(a) illustrates
the incorporation of natural language prompts (e.g., ”Next
week may see a peak in electricity consumption”) into local
time series data. This integration enhances the model’s under-
standing of specific scenarios and improves prediction accu-
racy. First, natural language prompt embeddings P , undergo
mean pooling to generate a global prompt representation, as
shown in Figure 2(b):

Pmean =
1

Tp

Tp∑
t=1

softmax(PW + b)t ·Pt (1)

where Tp is the prompt length. This reduces redundancy by
summarizing global information. The pooled representation
is then repeated to align with the time series length n :

Pr = Repeat(Pmean, n) (2)

This alignment method makes the prompt embedding
match each time step of the time series in the time dimen-
sion, ensuring that the natural language prompt information
can be effectively fused with the time series features.

Next, multi-scale convolutional operations extract time se-
ries features at different temporal scales [Cui et al., 2016].
This structure enables the model to observe time series repre-
sentations across various scales: smaller scales capture local
patterns (e.g., daily variations), while larger scales highlight
global trends (e.g., weekly or monthly changes). As illus-
trated in Figure 2(c), we employ convolution kernels of differ-
ent sizes to extract features from diverse temporal windows,
enabling comprehensive feature representation.

The fused features integrate representations from both lan-
guage prompts and time series through a linear transforma-
tion, achieving an efficient combination of the two. A learn-
able weight dynamically balances their contributions, allow-
ing the model to effectively capture complex temporal pat-
terns while maintaining an understanding of natural language.
This approach significantly enhances the model’s ability to
address intricate time series tasks.



Figure 2: Fusion-Aware Temporal Module.

3.3 Knowledge-Driven Temporal Prompt (KDTP)
In this module, a graph structure based on GraphRAG [Edge
et al., 2024] combines the user’s initial instruction with docu-
ments retrieved from an external knowledge database to gen-
erate enriched instructions. The RAG framework includes
two components: retrieval, which identifies relevant docu-
ments using algorithms like cosine similarity and Euclidean
distance, and generation, which integrates retrieved informa-
tion with the query to refine instructions. Formally, the frame-
work is defined as:

M = (G,R = (I, S)) (3)

The data indexer I processes the external database D and con-
verts it into an indexed form D̂ for efficient retrieval, that is,
D̂ = I(D). The generation module G generates the final out-
put based on the input query P and the results of retrieved
documents D. The process from query to generation can be
defined as:

M(P ;D) = G(P, S(P ; D̂)) (4)

The knowledge graph M integrates task relevant documents
from external sources such as social media, weather forecasts,
and user-provided files. As shown in Figure 3, keywords from
the user’s query (e.g., predict, weekend, Central Avenue) are
used for content-based retrieval. The retrieved documents,
relevant to the time series context, are enriched with features
such as trends, periodicity, and outliers. The generation mod-
ule G then utilizes this information to produce task specific
guidance for time series analysis.

3.4 Feature Enhancement Module
After processing the enhanced prompt and time series data
with the frozen LLM, the prefix prompt is discarded. The
outputs are then mapped and enhanced through dimensional-
ity reduction before being fed into the time series decoder to
generate the final predictions, as illustrated in Figure 2.

3.5 Multi-Task Learning
LTM supports diverse time-series tasks, including forecast-
ing, imputation, and anomaly detection.

Forecasting: The forecasting task is framed as a next-token
prediction problem. During fine-tuning, an autoregressive
objective is used, where the time series length L is divided

into T tokens. The model predicts the next token sequence
{ŷ1, ŷ2, . . . , ŷT }, and the loss is computed using MSE:

Lforecasting =
1

T

T∑
t=1

(ŷt − yt)
2 (5)

During inference, predictions are iteratively generated by
appending each predicted token to the input sequence until
the desired length L+His reached.

Imputation: Missing values are treated as masked tokens.
The input time series Xis combined with a mask matrix
Mask ∈ {0, 1} to form Xinp = X ⊙Mask. The model
generates predictions for masked positions, minimizing re-
construction error:

Limputation =
1

∥Maskm∥0

∑
Maskm ⊙ (X− X̂)2 (6)

where Maskm = 1−Mask and ∥Maskm∥0 is the count of
masked elements.

Anomaly Detection: Anomalies are detected by comparing
predicted future segments to actual observations. Let the ob-
served segment Xobs = {xt−k, . . . , xt−1} predict the future
segment X̂pred = {x̂t, . . . , x̂t+m} using the model fθ , which
learns the conditional distribution P (Xpred|Xobs) :

X̂pred = fθ(Xobs) (7)

The reconstruction error between the predicted and true val-
ues of the masked segment is calculated as:

Lanomaly =
1

T

T∑
t=1

(x̂t − xt)
2 (8)

Anomaly scores are defined as St = d(X̂pred,Xtrue), where
d is the MSE. If St > τ (threshold), xt is flagged as an
anomaly:

Anomaly(t) =
{
1, if St > τ,

0, otherwise.
(9)

This approach formulates anomaly detection as a next-token
prediction task, making it well-suited for real-time monitor-
ing of time series data. To enhance the model’s understand-
ing of time series data, we incorporate a penalty loss based



Figure 3: Instruction-Enhanced Framework.

on cosine similarity between prompts and time-series patches
during fine-tuning:

Ltotal = Lreg + λ ·

(
1− 1

n

n∑
i=1

CosSim(Pi, Fi)

)
(10)

where λ is a hyperparameter with a range of 0 ⩽ λ ⩽ 1.
This range allows for flexible adjustment of the influence of
the penalty loss term. A smaller λ gives more weight to the
primary loss function Lreg, while a larger λ emphasizes the
importance of the cosine similarity based penalty loss. Lreg

represents the primary loss function for different tasks:

Lreg =


Lforecasting, forecasting task,
Limputation, imputation task,
Lanomaly, anomaly detection task.

(11)

The term 1 − CosSim(P, F ) encourages the alignment
between the Prompt and the fused features, enhancing the
model’s perception of both prompt guidance and time series
characteristics.

4 Experiment
4.1 Dataset and Experimental Setup
Datasets For time series forecasting, we used widely rec-
ognized benchmark datasets: Weather, Traffic, Electricity,
and four Electric Transformer Temperature (ETT) datasets
as detailed in [Wu et al., 2022]. For anomaly detection, we
adopted the UCR Anomaly Archive dataset [Wu and Keogh,
2021], containing 250 tasks. For imputation experiments, we
used the PEMS series dataset [Liu et al., 2023]. Appendix A
provides detailed statistics for these datasets.

Baseline Models We adopted GPT-2[Radford et al., 2019]
as the backbone architecture for LTM, illustrated in Figure 1.
To comprehensively evaluate performance, we compared our
model with state-of-the-art time series models, referencing
reported results from [Cao et al., 2023]. The baseline models
included: (1) LLM-based methods: TIME-LLM [Jin et al.,
2024] and TEMPO [Cao et al., 2023]. (2) Transformer-based
models: PatchTST [Nie et al., 2022] and FEDformer [Zhou
et al., 2022]. (3) Linear model: DLinear [Zeng et al., 2023].

(4) Generalized 2D models: TimesNet [Wu et al., 2022]. To
ensure fairness under resource constraints, both TIME-LLM
and our backbone employed GPT-2 as the underlying archi-
tecture.

4.2 Long-Term Forecasting
Setups We evaluated long-term forecasting performance on
benchmark datasets following [Wu et al., 2022]. Details
about datasets and implementation can be found in the ap-
pendix.

Results Our results, summarized in table 1, show that LTM
outperforms all baseline models in most cases, demonstrating
notable advantages. In particular, LTM achieved average per-
formance improvements of 3.8% and 4.9% over Time-LLM
[Jin et al., 2024] and TEMPO, respectively. Time-LLM, a
recent method leveraging LLM reprogramming, has shown
strong results in long-term forecasting, yet LTM still sur-
passes it significantly. Additionally, compared to traditional
models like DLinear, LTM delivered improvements exceed-
ing 10%.

4.3 Few-Shot Forecasting
Setups To evaluate LTM’s performance under few-shot
conditions, we adopted the setup from [Zhou et al., 2023],
using only 5% of the training time steps.

Results Table 2 shows the few-shot forecasting results us-
ing 5% of the training data. LTM significantly outperforms all
baseline methods, with particularly strong results on the ECL
and Traffic datasets. This highlights LTM’s ability to activate
and effectively utilize the latent knowledge of large models.
Under the few-shot setting, LTM’s average MAE and MSE
decrease by only 0.037 and 0.011, respectively, surpassing
Time-LLM and other baseline methods.This demonstrates the
adaptability of LTM in scenarios of extreme data scarcity.

4.4 Time Series Imputation
Setup We followed the setup from Yong Liu et al. [Liu et
al., 2024c] and conducted experiments on the PEMS series
datasets with missing rates of 12.5%, 25%, 37.5%, and 50%.
The models are evaluated by MSE between the imputed and
ground-truth sequences.



Methods LTM TimeLLM TEMPO FEDformer PatchTST DLinear TimesNet

Metric MAE/MSE MAE/MSE MAE/MSE MAE/MSE MAE/MSE MAE/MSE MAE/MSE

ETTh1 0.376/0.406 0.403/0.428 0.400/0.406 0.509/0.502 0.570/0.518 0.414/0.421 0.407/0.423
ETTh2 0.288/0.342 0.324/0.373 0.301/0.353 0.385/0.426 0.379/0.412 0.334/0.389 0.315/0.362
ETTm1 0.284/0.343 0.328/0.373 0.438/0.424 0.698/0.553 0.733/0.554 0.624/0.522 0.518/0.470
ETTm2 0.176/0.256 0.250/0.310 0.185/0.267 0.665/0.634 0.273/0.345 0.264/0.352 0.202/0.290
Weather 0.151/0.197 0.162/0.216 0.211/0.254 0.292/0.346 0.247/0.301 0.212/0.275 0.247/0.295
ECL 0.130/0.221 0.158/0.266 0.178/0.276 0.300/0.399 0.489/0.546 0.195/0.292 0.293/0.369
Traffic 0.371/0.277 0.440/0.329 0.476/0.343 0.835/0.564 1.023/0.641 0.609/0.424 0.585/0.401
Avg 0.254/0.292 0.295/0.328 0.313/0.332 0.526/0.489 0.531/0.474 0.379/0.382 0.367/0.373

Table 1: Long-term forecasting results on time series benchmark datasets. The forecasting length is 96.

Datasets ECL Traffic Weather

Metric MAE/MSE MAE/MSE MAE/MSE

LTM 0.140/0.237 0.391/0.297 0.233/0.262
TimeLLM 0.179/0.258 0.421/0.298 0.259/0.309
TEMPO 0.190/0.290 0.560/0.411 0.217/0.268
FEDformer 0.352/0.425 0.901/0.611 0.292/0.339
PatchTST 0.509/0.571 1.051/0.674 0.291/0.340
DLinear 0.205/0.304 0.626/0.446 0.227/0.283
TimesNet 0.503/0.527 0.832/0.558 0.286/0.326

Table 2: Few-shot prediction results based on 5% of training data.

Results Figure 4 illustrates that LTM consistently outper-
forms baseline methods, including TimesNet and Timer,
across all missing rates and datasets. By incorporating sce-
nario description information and multi-scale feature fusion,
LTM substantially improves imputation accuracy. LTM sig-
nificantly enhances imputation accuracy. Under missing rates
of 12.5%, 25%, 37.5%, and 50%, LTM achieves lower MSE
than TimesNet and Timer, demonstrating strong adaptability
to varying levels of data missingness.

4.5 Anomaly Detection
Setups We followed the setup in Yong Liu et al. [Liu et
al., 2024c] using the UCR Anomaly Archive dataset [Wu and
Keogh, 2021], which comprises 250 tasks. Each task pro-
vides a normal time series for training, and the model identi-
fies anomalies in test sequences. After training on the normal
sequences, LTM calculates the MSE between predicted and
observed values in the test set. Segments with MSE exceed-
ing the α-quantile threshold are flagged as potential anoma-
lies.
Results As shown in Figure 5, LTM outperformed well-
known models like TimesNet and Anomaly Transformer [Xu,
2021], detecting more anomalies under the same thresh-
old. Furthermore, LTM slightly surpassed the state-of-the-
art Timer model, demonstrating the benefits of incorporating
temporal descriptive information.

4.6 Model Analysis
Variants of Language Models. We analyzed the impact of
different Transformer architectures on time series tasks by

Figure 4: Comparison of the MSE of imputed sequences across dif-
ferent models under varying missing rates on the PEMS datasets.

comparing three common structures: encoder-only models
(e.g., BERT [Kenton and Toutanova, 2019]), decoder-only
(e.g., the GPT series[Radford et al., 2019]), and encoder-
decoder (e.g., BART and T5[Lewis, 2019; Raffel et al.,
2020]). The specific models used are detailed in Appendix C.
Decoder-only models excel in zero-shot and few-shot learn-
ing, encoder-only models are ideal for processing entire in-
put sequences, and encoder-decoder models perform better in
complex tasks due to their separation of input and output. As
shown in Table 3 and Figure 6, the decoder-only GPT-2 model
outperformed other architectures across various time series
tasks, achieving the lowest MAE and MSE. This demon-
strates the compatibility between the decoder-only structure
and time series tasks, as its generative modeling aligns natu-
rally with the autoregressive nature of time series data.

Ablation Study To evaluate the contribution of each LTM
component and the effectiveness of LLM in time series
forecasting, we performed ablation studies on the Weather,
ETTh1, and ETTm1 datasets. We independently removed



Figure 5: Comparison of the number of anomalies detected by dif-
ferent models at a given confidence quantile on the UCR Anomaly
Detection Archive.

Figure 6: Performance of different transformer models on time se-
ries imputation and anomaly detection tasks.

Fusion-Aware Temporal Module, Knowledge-Driven Tempo-
ral Prompt, and LLM. appendix D visualizes features before
and after fusion. w/o FATM: Concatenates time-series de-
scription and time-series features without mean-pooling fu-
sion. w/o KDTP: Inputs only time-series features, exclud-
ing descriptive enhancements. w/o LLM: Replaces the LLM
with a fully connected network.

Methods BERT GPT2 T5

Metric MAE MSE MAE MSE MAE MSE

ETTh1 0.381 0.410 0.376 0.406 0.385 0.410
ETTh2 0.320 0.370 0.288 0.342 0.323 0.371
ETTm1 0.290 0.349 0.284 0.343 0.280 0.340
ETTm2 0.174 0.257 0.176 0.256 0.180 0.258
Weather 0.146 0.188 0.151 0.197 0.153 0.198
ECL 0.132 0.229 0.130 0.221 0.133 0.225
Traffic 0.378 0.281 0.371 0.277 0.380 0.289
Avg 0.260 0.298 0.254 0.292 0.262 0.299

Table 3: Performance comparison of different transformer models
across datasets.

Table 4 shows that the complete LTM outperforms all ab-

Methods LTM w/o FATM w/o KDTP w/o LLM

Metric MAE/MSE MAE/MSE MAE/MSE MAE/MSE

ETTh1 0.376/0.406 0.395/0.425 0.406/0.428 0.390/0.412
ETTm1 0.284/0.343 0.331/0.376 0.335/0.380 0.330/0.376
Weather 0.151/0.197 0.171/0.213 0.179/0.222 0.169/0.210
Avg 0.260/0.298 0.299/0.338 0.307/0.343 0.296/0.333

Table 4: Results of the ablation study across different LLM modes.

lated versions, confirming the significance of each module.
Removing FATM reduces MAE by 3.9%, demonstrating the
importance of mean-pooling fusion for feature interaction.
Excluding KDTP causes a 3% MAE drop on ETTh1, under-
lining the value of descriptive features. Although the impact
of removing LLM is smaller, it still improves prediction.

Model Efficiency To evaluate LTM’s efficiency in fine-
tuning resource consumption and inference speed, we com-
pared it with TIME-LLM, the second-best model in predic-
tive performance, as shown in Table 5. LTM activates LLM
for time series analysis with fewer than 11 million trainable
parameters, representing approximately 7% of the total model
size. Its inference speed is nearly twice that of TIME-LLM.
Removing the LLM further improves inference efficiency,
highlighting that LTM’s overall efficiency is largely deter-
mined by its base language model.

Methods Param(M) Train.Param(M) Speed(s/iter)

Time-LLM 132.9635 51.0509 1.3218
LTM 145.8957 11.5430 0.9342
w/o LLM 11.5430 11.5430 0.5632

Table 5: Efficiency analysis when forecasting on the ETTh1 dataset.

5 Conclusion

This paper proposes LTM, a multi-task time series frame-
work integrating LLMs, pre-trained time series models, and
knowledge graphs for deep fusion of temporal and semantic
features. Specifically, we introduce the Fusion-Aware Tem-
poral Module to integrate semantic prompts with time se-
ries representations, preserving temporal integrity while en-
hancing semantic expressiveness. Additionally, we propose
the Knowledge-Driven Temporal Prompt module, leverag-
ing knowledge graphs to generate high-quality time-aware
prompts, enriching contextual understanding in time series
tasks. These innovations empower LTM to handle forecast-
ing, imputation, and anomaly detection with enhanced adapt-
ability and efficiency. Extensive experiments on multiple
benchmark datasets demonstrate that LTM outperforms the
SOTA methods while maintaining high computational effi-
ciency. Future research will explore LTM’s scalability to
large scale real world applications and further optimize its
real-time processing capabilities.
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