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Abstract

Medical time series data, such as Electroencephalography (EEG) and Electrocar-
diography (ECG), play a crucial role in healthcare, such as diagnosing brain and
heart diseases. Existing methods for medical time series classification primarily
rely on handcrafted biomarkers extraction and CNN-based models, with limited
exploration of transformers tailored for medical time series. In this paper, we
introduce Medformer, a multi-granularity patching transformer tailored specifically
for medical time series classification. Our method incorporates three novel mecha-
nisms to leverage the unique characteristics of medical time series: cross-channel
patching to leverage inter-channel correlations, multi-granularity embedding for
capturing features at different scales, and two-stage (intra- and inter-granularity)
multi-granularity self-attention for learning features and correlations within and
among granularities. We conduct extensive experiments on five public datasets
under both subject-dependent and challenging subject-independent setups. Results
demonstrate Medformer’s superiority over 10 baselines, achieving top averaged
ranking across five datasets on all six evaluation metrics. These findings underscore
the significant impact of our method on healthcare applications, such as diagnosing
Myocardial Infarction, Alzheimer’s, and Parkinson’s disease. We release the source
code at https://github.com/DL4mHealth/Medformer.

1 Introduction

Medical time series refers to sequences of health-related data points recorded at successive times,
tracking various physiological signals over time [1, 2]. Classifying medical time series enables
continuous monitoring and real-time analysis of a patient’s physiological state, allowing for early
detection of abnormalities, accurate diagnosis, timely intervention, and personalized treatment,
enhancing patient outcomes and healthcare efficiency [3, 4]. For instance, Electroencephalography
(EEG) provides insights into a subject’s neurological status [5, 6], while Electrocardiography (ECG)
aids in diagnosing heart conditions [7–9]. Existing works on medical time series classification
mostly utilize handcrafted biomarker extraction [10–12] and CNN-based models [13–16], such as
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EEGNet [17] and TCN [18]. There is a notable absence of effective transformer-based methods for
medical time series classification.

Transformers have proven to be effective in time series representation learning across various
tasks, including forecasting [19–21], classification [22, 23], and anomaly detection [24, 25], with
a predominant focus on forecasting. While these methods can be applied to medical time series
classification, their design motivations and mechanisms may not be ideally suited for this purpose. For
instance, as shown in Figure 1, Autoformer [26] and Informer [27] adopt the token embedding method
from the vanilla transformer [28], embedding a single cross-channel timestamp as an input token.
This approach struggles to capture coarse-grained features along the temporal dimension. Conversely,
iTransformer [29] treats the entire series of one channel as an attention token, often overlooking
fine-grained temporal features and focusing more on multi-channel correlations. Additionally,
PatchTST [30] embeds a sequence of timestamps from one channel as a patch for self-attention,
which limits the model’s ability to learn multi-channel correlations.

These existing methods fail to fully exploit the distinctive characteristics of medical time series
data, including local temporal dynamics, inter-channel correlations, and multi-scale analysis. Firstly,
capturing temporal dynamics requires multi-timestamp input to recognize local temporal patterns
with multi-timestamp input, which have been extensively discussed in literature like PatchTST [30].
Secondly, it is essential to harness cross-channel information. For instance, brain activities are
generally captured by multi-channel EEG (i.e., 32 channels/electrodes), where each channel monitors
a specific brain region. Given that the brain functions as a cohesive unit, the inter-channel correlations
(i.e., brain connectome) are crucial for EEG analysis [31–33]. Thirdly, representation learning across
multiple temporal scales and periods is vital to uncover a broad spectrum of health patterns. Existing
research has shown that some signs of disease only exist in specific frequency bands [10, 12].

Multi-Granularity Attention

Multi-Timestamp
Multi-Channel
Multi-Granularity

Single-Timestamp
Multi-Channel

All-Timestamp
Single-Channel

Multi-Timestamp
Single-Channel

Figure 1: Token embedding methods. Vanilla transformer,
Autoformer, and Informer [28, 26, 27] employ a single cross-
channel timestamp as a token; iTransformer [29] utilizes
an entire channel as a token; and PatchTST and Cross-
former [30, 34] adopt a patch of timestamps from one channel
as a token. For medical time series classification, we propose
Medformer considering inter-channel dependencies (multi-
channel), temporal properties (multi-timestamp), and multi-
faceted scale of temporal patterns (multi-granularity).

To bridge this gap, we propose Med-
former, a multi-granularity patching trans-
former specifically designed for medical
time series classification. Our method
introduces three mechanisms to enhance
learning ability. Firstly, we propose a
novel token embedding approach by im-
plementing cross-channel patching, effec-
tively capturing both multi-timestamp and
multi-channel features. Secondly, instead
of fixed-length patching, we adopt multi-
granularity patching using a list of patch
lengths to capture features at different gran-
ularities. The multi-granularity approach
also simulates different frequency bands
and captures band features without rely-
ing on handcrafted up/downsampling and
band filters. Lastly, we introduce a two-
stage (intra- and inter-granularity) multi-
granularity self-attention to learn features
within specific granularity and the correla-
tions among different granularities. This
allows the model to learn features at various granularities and compel them to integrate and comple-
ment information.

We conduct extensive experiments using ten baselines and five public datasets, including three EEG
datasets and two ECG datasets on detecting Alzheimer’s Disease and cardiovascular diseases, under
both subject-dependent and challenging subject-independent setups (Figure 2). The experimental
results show that Medformer achieves the best average ranking on all six evaluation metrics across
five datasets (Figure 4), demonstrating its superior effectiveness and stability and highlighting its
potential for real-world applications.
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2 Related Work

Medical Time Series. Medical time series are a special type of time series data collected from
the human body, used for disease diagnosis [3, 7], health monitoring [6, 1], and brain-computer
interfaces [2]. Various types of medical time series include EEG [35–37], ECG [7–9], EMG [38, 39],
and EOG [40, 41]. Each type offers unique capabilities for different healthcare applications. For
instance, EEG and ECG can diagnose the health of the brain and heart [35, 7]. Recent research on
brain-computer interfaces explores using EEG to control objects, benefiting disabled individuals [2,
42]. Research on medical time series mainly focuses on decoding signals, which involves classifying
the hidden information in a sequence of medical time series. Existing works rely on identifying
biomarkers and utilizing CNN-based deep-learning models. For example, band features such as
relative band power and band correlations [11, 43] have proven useful for EEG-based Alzheimer’s
disease diagnosis. Deep learning models like EEGNet [17] and TCN [18, 13] have also demonstrated
effectiveness in many medical time series classification tasks.

Table 1: Existing methods do not fully utilize all poten-
tial aspects of features in medical time series.

Models Multi-
Timestamp

Multi-
Channel

Multi-
Granularity

Granularity-
Interaction

Autoformer [26] ✓
Crossformer [34] ✓ ✓
FEDformer [44] ✓
Informer [27] ✓
iTransformer [29] ✓ ✓
MTST [45] ✓ ✓
Nonformer [46] ✓
PatchTST [30] ✓
Pathformer [47] ✓ ✓
Reformer [48] ✓
Transformer [28] ✓
Medformer(Ours) ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Transformers for Time Series. Existing
transformer-based methods for time series
can be categorized into two main directions:
modifying token embedding methods and
self-attention mechanisms, or both. For ex-
ample, PatchTST [30] uses a sequence of
single-channel timestamps as a patch for token
embedding. Methods like Autoformer [26],
Informer [27], Nonformer [46], and FED-
former [44] develop new self-attention mech-
anisms or replace the self-attention module to
improve learning ability and reduce complex-
ity. Crossformer [34] and iTransformer [29]
modify both token embedding methods and
self-attention mechanisms. Patching. Patch embedding has been widely used in time series trans-
formers since the proposal of PatchTST [30]. Existing methods of patching, such as Crossformer [34],
CARD [21], and MTST [45], inherit from PatchTST [30] and utilize a sequence of single-channel
timestamps for patching. This channel-independent patching might benefit learning ability in time
series forecasting but may not be as effective in medical time series classification. Multi-Granularity.
Existing methods such as Pyraformer [19], MTST [45], Pathformer [47], and Scaleformer [49], utilize
multi-granularity embedding to capture features at different scales, allowing models to learn both
fine-grained and coarse-grained patterns. We discuss the differences between our method and existing
multi-granularity approaches in Appendix F.1.

Medformer includes both novel token embedding and self-attention mechanisms. Figure 1 and Table 1
present a comparison of token embedding methods and feature utilization between our method and
existing methods. The components of our method can be easily incorporated into existing methods to
improve classification learning ability. For example, cross-channel multi-granularity patching can
be integrated with methods that modify self-attention mechanisms, such as Autoformer [26] and
Informer [27], for token embedding. Similarly, the two-stage multi-granularity self-attention can
be combined with existing multi-granularity methods, like MTST [45], to enhance the learning of
inter-granularity features.

3 Preliminaries and Problem Formulation

Medical time series typically exhibit multiple data levels, including subject, session, trial, and sample
levels [13]. In medical time series collected for disease diagnosis tasks, each subject is usually
assigned a data label, such as indicating the presence or absence of Alzheimer’s disease. Multiple
labels assigned to one subject are also possible if the subject has different diseases. Long sequences
of time series(Trial/Session) data from each subject are often segmented into multiple shorter samples
for deep learning tasks. Thus, each sample of medical time series generally includes a class label
indicating the disease type and a subject ID specifying its origin subject. Given the ultimate goal
of diagnosing whether a subject has a particular disease, experimental setups must be meticulously
designed to align with real-world medical applications. Diverse experimental setups can yield
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significantly different results, potentially leading to erroneous conclusions. Here, we introduce two
widely employed setups in medical time series classification and highlight their distinctions. Figure 2
provides a simple illustration of these two setups.

Subject-Dependent. In this setup, the division into training, validation, and test sets is based on
time series samples. All samples from various subjects are randomly shuffled and then allocated into
the respective sets. Consequently, samples with identical subject IDs may be present in the training,
validation, and test sets. This scenario potentially introduces “information leakage," wherein the
model could inadvertently learn the distribution specific to certain subjects during the training phase.
This setup is typically employed for assessing whether a dataset exhibits cross-subject features and
has limited applications under real-world medical time-series-based disease diagnosis scenarios. The
reason is simple: we cannot know the label of unseen subjects and their corresponding samples during
training. Generally, the results of the subject-dependent setup tend to be notably higher than those
from the subject-independent setup, often showing the upper limit of a dataset’s learning capability.

Training Testing

Subject-
Dependent

Subject-
Independent

Figure 2: Subject-dependent/independent se-
tups (adopted from [13]). In the subject-
dependent setup, samples from the same subject
can appear in both the training and test sets, caus-
ing information leakage. In a subject-independent
setup, samples from the same subject are exclu-
sively in either the training or test set, which is
more challenging and practically meaningful but
less studied.

Subject-Independent. In this setup, the division into
training, validation, and test sets is based on sub-
jects. Each subject and their corresponding samples
are exclusively distributed into one of the training,
validation, or test sets. Consequently, samples with
identical subject IDs can only be present in one of
these sets. This setup holds significant importance
in disease diagnosis tasks as it closely simulates real-
world scenarios. It enables us to train a model on
subjects with known labels and subsequently eval-
uate its performance on unseen subjects; in other
words, evaluate if a subject has a specific disease.
However, this setup poses significant challenges in
medical time series classification tasks. Due to the
variability in data distribution and the potential pres-
ence of unknown noise within each subject’s data,
capturing general features across subjects becomes
challenging [50, 13, 51, 52]. Even if subjects share
the same label, the personal noise inherent in each
subject’s data may obscure these common features.
Developing a method that effectively captures com-
mon features among subjects while disregarding indi-
vidual noise remains an unsolved problem.

In this work, we evaluate our model mainly in subject-independent setup to better align with real-
world applications, and draw the attention of time series researchers to focus on the significant
challenges posed by subject-independence. Although this work is not specifically designed for subject-
independent problems, our model comprehensively integrates multi-timestamp, multi-channel, and
multi-granularity information from each subject. We aim to minimize information loss and enable the
model to freely exploit subject-invariant representations. Consequently, our model is well-equipped
to tackle the subject-independent challenge to a certain extent, and our results (Section 5) confirm
such capability of Medformer.

Next, we present the problem formulation in the context of multivariate medical time series classifica-
tion for disease diagnosis.

Problem (Medical Time Series Classification). Consider an input medical time series sample
xin ∈ RT×C , where T represents the number of timestamps and C represents the number of channels.
We aim to learn a representation h, which can be used to predict the corresponding label y ∈ RK .
Here, K denotes the number of classes that have medical meanings, such as different disease types.

4 Method

In this section, we first describe the cross-channel multi-granularity patching mechanism for learning
spatial-temporal features at different granularities. Next, we analyze the two-stage multi-granularity
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a) c)

b)

Figure 3: Overview of Medformer. a) Workflow. b) For the input sample xin, we apply n different patch
lengths in parallel to create patched features x(i)

p , where i ranges from 1 to n. Each patch length represents a
different granularity. These patched features are then linearly transformed into x

(i)
e , which are subsequently

augmented into x̃
(i)
e . c) We obtain the final patch embedding x(i) by fusing augmented x̃

(i)
e with the positional

embedding Wpos and the granularity embedding W
(i)
gr . Additionally, we design a granularity-specific router

u(i) to capture integrated information for its respective granularity. We compute both intra-granularity attention,
which concentrates within individual granularities, and inter-granularity attention, which leverages the routers to
focus across different granularities, for extensive representation learning.

self-attention mechanism, which leverages features within the same granularity and correlations
among different granularities. The architecture of the proposed Medformer is illustrated in Figure 3.

Cross-Channel Multi-Granularity Patch Embedding. From a medical perspective, the brain or
heart functions as a cohesive unit, suggesting a naive assumption that there are inherent correlations
among different channels in medical time series [31–33].. Motivated by the above assumption, we
reasonably propose multi-channel patching for token embedding, which is different from existing
patch embedding methods that embed patches in a channel-independent manner and fail to capture
inter-channel correlations [30, 34, 21]. Figure 1 provides an overview comparison of existing token
embedding methods and ours. Additionally, existing research on EEG biomarker extraction has
shown that certain features are linked to different frequency bands, such as α, β, and γ bands [10, 12].
This motivates us to embed patch tokens in a multi-granularity way. Instead of using traditional
methods like up/downsampling or handcrafted band filtering, multi-granularity patching automatically
corresponds to different sampling frequencies, which can simulate different frequency bands and
capture band-related features.

Given the above rationales, we propose a novel token embedding approach: cross-channel multi-
granularity patching. Given an input multivariate time series sample xin ∈ RT×C , and a list of
different patch lengths {L1, L2, . . . , Ln}. For the i-th patch length Li denoting granularity i, we
segment the input sample into Ni cross-channel non-overlapping patches x(i)

p ∈ RNi×(Li·C). Zero
padding is applied to ensure that the number of timestamps T is divisible by Li, making Ni = ⌈T/Li⌉.
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The patches are mapped into latent embeddings space using a linear projection: x(i)
e = x

(i)
p W (i),

where x
(i)
e ∈ RNi×D and W (i) ∈ R(Li·C)×D. Inspired by the augmented views contrasting in the

contrastive learning framework [53, 13, 54], we further apply data augmentations such as masking
and jittering on x

(i)
e to obtain augmented embeddings x̃(i)

e ∈ RNi×D. We assume the augmentation
can improve the learning ability in the following inter-granularity self-attention stage by forcing
different granularities to learn and complement information from each other.

A fixed positional embedding Wpos ∈ RG×D is generated for positional encoding [28], where G is a
very large number. We add Wpos[1 : Ni] ∈ RNi×D, the first Ni rows of the positional embedding
Wpos, and a learnable granularity embedding W

(i)
gr ∈ R1×D for the i-th patch length Li, to obtain

the final patch embedding:

x(i) = x̃(i)
e +Wpos[1 : Ni] +W (i)

gr , (1)

where x(i) ∈ RNi×D. Note that the granularity embedding W
(i)
gr is broadcasted to all Ni embeddings

during addition.

To reduce time and space complexity, we initialize a router for multi-granularity self-attention (as
described later):

u(i) = Wpos[Ni + 1] +W (i)
gr , (2)

where u(i),Wpos[Ni + 1],W
(i)
gr ∈ R1×D. Here, Wpos[Ni + 1] is not used for positional embedding

but to inform the router about the number of patches with the current Li granularity, and W
(i)
gr

contains the granularity information. Both components help distinguish the routers from one another.

Finally, we obtain a list of patch embeddings
{
x(1),x(2), . . . ,x(n)

}
and router embeddings{

u(1),u(2), . . . ,u(n)
}

of different patch lengths {L1, L2, . . . , Ln}. We feed the embeddings to
the two-stage multi-granularity self-attention.

Multi-Granularity Self-Attention. Our goal is to learn multi-granularity features and granularity
interactions during self-attention. A naive approach to achieve this goal is to concatenate all the patch
embeddings

{
x(1),x(2), . . . ,x(n)

}
into a large patch embedding X ∈ R(N1+N2+...+Nn)×D and

perform self-attention on this new embedding, where n denotes the number of different granularities.
However, this results in a time complexity of O

(
(
∑n

i=1 Ni)
2
)

, which is impractical for a large n.

To reduce the time complexity, we propose a router mechanism and split the self-attention module
into two stages: a) intra-granularity and b) inter-granularity self-attention. The intra-granularity
stage performs self-attention within the same granularity to capture the distinctive features of each
granularity. The inter-granularity stage performs self-attention across different granularities to capture
their correlations.

a) Intra-Granularity Self-Attentiona) Intra-Granularity Self-Attentiona) Intra-Granularity Self-Attentiona) Intra-Granularity Self-Attentiona) Intra-Granularity Self-Attentiona) Intra-Granularity Self-Attentiona) Intra-Granularity Self-Attentiona) Intra-Granularity Self-Attentiona) Intra-Granularity Self-Attentiona) Intra-Granularity Self-Attentiona) Intra-Granularity Self-Attentiona) Intra-Granularity Self-Attentiona) Intra-Granularity Self-Attentiona) Intra-Granularity Self-Attentiona) Intra-Granularity Self-Attentiona) Intra-Granularity Self-Attentiona) Intra-Granularity Self-Attention. For the i-th patch length Li denoting granularity i, we verti-
cally concatenate the patch embedding x(i) ∈ RNi×D and router embedding u(i) ∈ R1×D to form
an intermediate sequence of embeddings z(i) ∈ R(Ni+1)×D:

z(i) =
[
x(i)∥u(i)

]
(3)

where [·∥·] denotes concatenation. We perform self-attention on the new z(i) for both the patch
embedding x(i) and the router embedding u(i):

x(i) ←AttnIntra
(
x(i), z(i), z(i)

)
u(i) ←AttnIntra

(
u(i), z(i), z(i)

) (4)

where Attn (Q,K,V ) denotes the scaled dot-product attention mechanism in [28]. Note that
the router embedding u(i) is updated in the same way as the patch embedding x(i) to maintain
consistency, ensuring that the router can summarize temporal features within the same granularity
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while the patch embeddings receive global information from the router. The intra-granularity self-
attention mechanism enables the model to capture temporal features within the same granularity,
facilitating the extraction of local features and correlations among timestamps of the same scale.

Moreover, unlike existing multi-granularity methods such as MTST [45] and Pathformer [47] that
use different attention blocks for different granularities, we use a shared attention block for all
granularities. This greatly reduces the model’s space complexity and memory consumption, making
our method more efficient and scalable.

b) Inter-Granularity Self-Attentionb) Inter-Granularity Self-Attentionb) Inter-Granularity Self-Attentionb) Inter-Granularity Self-Attentionb) Inter-Granularity Self-Attentionb) Inter-Granularity Self-Attentionb) Inter-Granularity Self-Attentionb) Inter-Granularity Self-Attentionb) Inter-Granularity Self-Attentionb) Inter-Granularity Self-Attentionb) Inter-Granularity Self-Attentionb) Inter-Granularity Self-Attentionb) Inter-Granularity Self-Attentionb) Inter-Granularity Self-Attentionb) Inter-Granularity Self-Attentionb) Inter-Granularity Self-Attentionb) Inter-Granularity Self-Attention. We concatenate all router embeddings
{
u(1),u(2), . . . ,u(n)

}
to form a sequence of routers U ∈ Rn×D:

U =
[
u(1)∥u(2)∥ . . . ∥u(n)

]
(5)

where n is the number of different granularities. For granularity i with patch length Li, we apply
self-attention to the router embedding u(i) ∈ R1×D with all the routers U :

u(i) ←AttnInter
(
u(i),U ,U

)
(6)

Each router contains global information specific to one granularity by doing intra-granularity self-
attention. By performing self-attention among routers, information can be exchanged and learned
across different granularities, effectively capturing features across various scales. Additionally, the
use of the router mechanism successfully reduces the time complexity of the naive approach from
O
(
(
∑n

i=1 Ni)
2
)

to O
(∑n

i=1 N
2
i + n2

)
. Given that Ni ≤ T , the worst-case time complexity for

our self-attention mechanism is O
(
nT 2 + n2

)
. However, a reasonable choice of patch lengths as a

power series, i.e., Li = 2i, leads to a time complexity of O(T 2). See appendix E for more details
about complexity analysis.

Summary. Our method utilizes the standard transformer architecture shown in Figure 3. For given
sample xin, after M layers of self-attention learning, we obtain a list of updated patch embeddings{
x(1),x(2), . . . ,x(n)

}
, which we concatenate them to form a final representation h that can be used

to predict label y ∈ RK in a downstream classification task. Note that although we discuss multi-
granularity here, our method is flexible and can be easily adapted to variants such as single-granularity
or even repetitive same granularities. See Appendix D.2 for more details.

5 Experiments

We compare our Medformer with 10 baselines across 5 datasets, including 3 EEG datasets and
2 ECG datasets. Our method is evaluated under two setups (Section 3): subject-dependent and
subject-independent. In the subject-dependent setup, training, validation, and test sets are split based
on samples, while in the subject-independent setup, they are split based on subjects.

Datasets. (1) APAVA [55] has 23 subjects and 5,967 16-channel multivariate EEG samples. Each
sample consists of a one-second time sequence with 256 timestamps, sampled at a rate of 256Hz. A
binary label indicating whether the subject has Alzheimer’s disease is assigned to each sample. (2)
TDBRAIN [56] has 72 subjects and 6,240 33-channel multivariate EEG samples. Each sample is a
one-second time sequence with 256 timestamps, sampled at 256Hz. A binary label indicating whether
the subject has Parkinson’s disease is assigned to each sample. (3) ADFD [57, 58] has 88 subjects
and 69,762 19-channel multivariate EEG samples. Each sample is a one-second time sequence with
256 timestamps, sampled at 256Hz. A three-class label indicating whether the subject is Healthy,
Dementia, or Alzheimer’s disease is assigned to each sample. (4) PTB [59] has 198 subjects and
64,356 15-channel multivariate ECG samples. Each sample is a heartbeat with 300 timestamps,
sampled at a rate of 250Hz. A binary label indicating whether the subject has Myocardial Infarction is
assigned to each sample. (5) PTB-XL [60] has 17,596 subjects and 191,400 12-channel multivariate
ECG samples. Each sample is a one-second time sequence with 250 timestamps, sampled at a rate
of 250Hz. A five-class label indicating different heart situations is assigned to each sample. For
more details regarding data information, train-validation-test split under different setups, and data
preprocessing, please refer to Appendix B.
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Table 2: Results of Subject-Dependent Setup. The training, validation, and test sets are split based on samples
according to a predetermined ratio. Results of the ADFD dataset under this setup are presented here.

Datasets Models Accuracy Precision Recall F1 score AUROC AUPRC

ADFD
(3-Classes)

Autoformer 87.83±1.62 87.63±1.66 87.22±1.97 87.38±1.79 96.59±0.88 93.82±1.64

Crossformer 89.35±1.32 89.00±1.44 88.79±1.37 88.88±1.40 97.52±0.58 95.45±1.03

FEDformer 77.63±2.37 76.76±2.17 76.68±2.48 76.60±2.46 91.67±1.34 84.94±2.11

Informer 90.93±0.90 90.74±0.71 90.50±1.14 90.60±0.94 98.19±0.27 96.51±0.49

iTransformer 64.90±0.25 62.53±0.27 62.21±0.26 62.25±0.33 81.52±0.29 68.87±0.49

MTST 65.08±0.69 63.85±0.80 62.71±0.64 63.03±0.58 81.36±0.56 69.34±0.89

Nonformer 96.12±0.47 95.94±0.56 95.99±0.38 95.96±0.47 99.59±0.09 99.08±0.16

PatchTST 66.26±0.40 65.08±0.41 64.97±0.51 64.95±0.42 83.07±0.45 71.70±0.61

Reformer 91.51±1.75 91.15±1.79 91.65±1.56 91.14±1.83 98.85±0.35 97.88±0.60

Transformer 97.00±0.43 96.87±0.53 96.86±0.36 96.86±0.44 99.75±0.04 99.42±0.07

Medformer (Ours) 97.62±0.34 97.53±0.33 97.48±0.40 97.50±0.36 99.83±0.05 99.62±0.12

Baselines. We compare with 10 state-of-the-art time series transformer methods: Autoformer [26],
Crossformer [34], FEDformer [44], Informer [27], iTransformer [29], MTST [45], Nonformer [46],
PatchTST [30], Reformer [48], and vanilla Transformer [28].

Implementation. We employ six evaluation metrics: accuracy, precision (macro-averaged), recall
(macro-averaged), F1 score (macro-averaged), AUROC (macro-averaged), and AUPRC (macro-
averaged). The training process is conducted with five random seeds (41-45) on fixed training,
validation, and test sets to compute the mean and standard deviation of the models. All experiments
are run on an NVIDIA RTX 4090 GPU and a server with 4 RTX A5000 GPUs.

For data augmentations in our method, we choose to use masking, jittering, and scaling—three widely
used methods in time series augmentation [61, 54]. For more details about these three methods, see
Appendix A. For the parameter tuning in our method and all baselines, we employ 6 layers for the
encoder, set the dimension D to 128, and the hidden dimension of feed-forward networks to 256. We
utilize the Adam optimizer with a learning rate of 1e-4. The batch size is set to {32,32,128,128,128}
for datasets APAVA, TDBrain, ADFD, PTB, and PTB-XL, respectively. The training epoch is set
to 100, with early stopping triggered after 10 epochs without improvement in the F1 score on the
validation set. We save the model with the best F1 score on the validation set and evaluate it on the
test set. See Appendix C for any additional implementation details of our method and all baselines.

5.1 Results of Subject-Dependent

Setup. In this setup, the training, validation, and test sets are split based on samples. All samples
from all subjects are randomly shuffled and distributed into the training, validation, and test sets
according to a predetermined ratio, allowing samples from the same subject to appear in three sets
simultaneously. As discussed in the Preliminaries section 3, this setup has limited applicability for
medical time-series-based disease diagnosis in real-world scenarios. However, it can be utilized to
evaluate whether the dataset exhibits cross-subject features quickly. The results obtained from this
setup are typically much higher than those from the subject-independent setup, showing a dataset’s
upper limit of learnability.

Results. We evaluate the EEG dataset ADFD using this setup to provide a direct comparison of results
with the subject-independent setup. The results are presented in Table 2. Our method outperforms all
the baselines, achieving the top-1 results in all six evaluations, with an impressive F1 score of 97.50%.
Notably, baseline methods like Informer, Nonformer, Reformer, and Transformer also demonstrate
strong performance, achieving F1 scores exceeding 90%. The overall results indicate the presence of
discernible and learnable features related to Alzheimer’s Disease within this dataset.

5.2 Results of Subject-Independent

Setup. In this setup, the training, validation, and test sets are split based on subjects. All subjects and
their corresponding samples are distributed into the training, validation, and test sets according to a
predetermined ratio or subject IDs. Samples from the same subjects should exclusively appear in
one of these three sets. This setup simulates real-world medical time-series-based disease diagnosis,
wherein the aim is to train a model on subjects with known labels and then test it on unseen subjects
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Table 3: Results of Subject-Independent Setup. The training, validation, and test sets are distributed based on
subjects according to a predetermined ratio/IDs. Results of the APAVA, TDBrain, ADFD, PTB, and PTB-XL
datasets under this setup are presented here.

Datasets Models Accuracy Precision Recall F1 score AUROC AUPRC

APAVA
(2-Classes)

Autoformer 68.64±1.82 68.48±2.10 68.77±2.27 68.06±1.94 75.94±3.61 74.38±4.05

Crossformer 73.77±1.95 79.29±4.36 68.86±1.70 68.93±1.85 72.39±3.33 72.05±3.65

FEDformer 74.94±2.15 74.59±1.50 73.56±3.55 73.51±3.39 83.72±1.97 82.94±2.37

Informer 73.11±4.40 75.17±6.06 69.17±4.56 69.47±5.06 70.46±4.91 70.75±5.27

iTransformer 74.55±1.66 74.77±2.10 71.76±1.72 72.30±1.79 85.59±1.55 84.39±1.57
MTST 71.14±1.59 79.30±0.97 65.27±2.28 64.01±3.16 68.87±2.34 71.06±1.60

Nonformer 71.89±3.81 71.80±4.58 69.44±3.56 69.74±3.84 70.55±2.96 70.78±4.08

PatchTST 67.03±1.65 78.76±1.28 59.91±2.02 55.97±3.10 65.65±0.28 67.99±0.76

Reformer 78.70±2.00 82.50±3.95 75.00±1.61 75.93±1.82 73.94±1.40 76.04±1.14

Transformer 76.30±4.72 77.64±5.95 73.09±5.01 73.75±5.38 72.50±6.60 73.23±7.60

Medformer (Ours) 78.74±0.64 81.11±0.84 75.40±0.66 76.31±0.71 83.20±0.91 83.66±0.92

TDBrain
(2-Classes)

Autoformer 87.33±3.79 88.06±3.56 87.33±3.79 87.26±3.84 93.81±2.26 93.32±2.42

Crossformer 81.56±2.19 81.97±2.25 81.56±2.19 81.50±2.20 91.20±1.78 91.51±1.71

FEDformer 78.13±1.98 78.52±1.91 78.13±1.98 78.04±2.01 86.56±1.86 86.48±1.99

Informer 89.02±2.50 89.43±2.14 89.02±2.50 88.98±2.54 96.64±0.68 96.75±0.63

iTransformer 74.67±1.06 74.71±1.06 74.67±1.06 74.65±1.06 83.37±1.14 83.73±1.27

MTST 76.96±3.76 77.24±3.59 76.96±3.76 76.88±3.83 85.27±4.46 82.81±5.64

Nonformer 87.88±2.48 88.86±1.84 87.88±2.48 87.78±2.56 97.05±0.68 96.99±0.68
PatchTST 79.25±3.79 79.60±4.09 79.25±3.79 79.20±3.77 87.95±4.96 86.36±6.67

Reformer 87.92±2.01 88.64±1.40 87.92±2.01 87.85±2.08 96.30±0.54 96.40±0.45

Transformer 87.17±1.67 87.99±1.68 87.17±1.67 87.10±1.68 96.28±0.92 96.34±0.81

Medformer (Ours) 89.62±0.81 89.68±0.78 89.62±0.81 89.62±0.81 96.41±0.35 96.51±0.33

ADFD
(3-Classes)

Autoformer 45.25±1.48 43.67±1.94 42.96±2.03 42.59±1.85 61.02±1.82 43.10±2.30

Crossformer 50.45±2.31 45.57±1.63 45.88±1.82 45.50±1.70 66.45±2.03 48.33±2.05

FEDformer 46.30±0.59 46.05±0.76 44.22±1.38 43.91±1.37 62.62±1.75 46.11±1.44

Informer 48.45±1.96 46.54±1.68 46.06±1.84 45.74±1.38 65.87±1.27 47.60±1.30

iTransformer 52.60±1.59 46.79±1.27 47.28±1.29 46.79±1.13 67.26±1.16 49.53±1.21

MTST 45.60±2.03 44.70±1.33 45.05±1.30 44.31±1.74 62.50±0.81 45.16±0.85

Nonformer 49.95±1.05 47.71±0.97 47.46±1.50 46.96±1.35 66.23±1.37 47.33±1.78

PatchTST 44.37±0.95 42.40±1.13 42.06±1.48 41.97±1.37 60.08±1.50 42.49±1.79

Reformer 50.78±1.17 49.64±1.49 49.89±1.67 47.94±0.69 69.17±1.58 51.73±1.94
Transformer 50.47±2.14 49.13±1.83 48.01±1.53 48.09±1.59 67.93±1.59 48.93±2.02

Medformer (Ours) 53.27±1.54 51.02±1.57 50.71±1.55 50.65±1.51 70.93±1.19 51.21±1.32

PTB
(2-Classes)

Autoformer 73.35±2.10 72.11±2.89 63.24±3.17 63.69±3.84 78.54±3.48 74.25±3.53

Crossformer 80.17±3.79 85.04±1.83 71.25±6.29 72.75±7.19 88.55±3.45 87.31±3.25

FEDformer 76.05±2.54 77.58±3.61 66.10±3.55 67.14±4.37 85.93±4.31 82.59±5.42

Informer 78.69±1.68 82.87±1.02 69.19±2.90 70.84±3.47 92.09±0.53 90.02±0.60

iTransformer 83.89±0.71 88.25±1.18 76.39±1.01 79.06±1.06 91.18±1.16 90.93±0.98
MTST 76.59±1.90 79.88±1.90 66.31±2.95 67.38±3.71 86.86±2.75 83.75±2.84

Nonformer 78.66±0.49 82.77±0.86 69.12±0.87 70.90±1.00 89.37±2.51 86.67±2.38

PatchTST 74.74±1.62 76.94±1.51 63.89±2.71 64.36±3.38 88.79±0.91 83.39±0.96

Reformer 77.96±2.13 81.72±1.61 68.20±3.35 69.65±3.88 91.13±0.74 88.42±1.30

Transformer 77.37±1.02 81.84±0.66 67.14±1.80 68.47±2.19 90.08±1.76 87.22±1.68

Medformer (Ours) 83.50±2.01 85.19±0.94 77.11±3.39 79.18±3.31 92.81±1.48 90.32±1.54

PTB-XL
(5-Classes)

Autoformer 61.68±2.72 51.60±1.64 49.10±1.52 48.85±2.27 82.04±1.44 51.93±1.71

Crossformer 73.30±0.14 65.06±0.35 61.23±0.33 62.59±0.14 90.02±0.06 67.43±0.22
FEDformer 57.20±9.47 52.38±6.09 49.04±7.26 47.89±8.44 82.13±4.17 52.31±7.03

Informer 71.43±0.32 62.64±0.60 59.12±0.47 60.44±0.43 88.65±0.09 64.76±0.17

iTransformer 69.28±0.22 59.59±0.45 54.62±0.18 56.20±0.19 86.71±0.10 60.27±0.21

MTST 72.14±0.27 63.84±0.72 60.01±0.81 61.43±0.38 88.97±0.33 65.83±0.51

Nonformer 70.56±0.55 61.57±0.66 57.75±0.72 59.10±0.66 88.32±0.36 63.40±0.79

PatchTST 73.23±0.25 65.70±0.64 60.82±0.76 62.61±0.34 89.74±0.19 67.32±0.22

Reformer 71.72±0.43 63.12±1.02 59.20±0.75 60.69±0.18 88.80±0.24 64.72±0.47

Transformer 70.59±0.44 61.57±0.65 57.62±0.35 59.05±0.25 88.21±0.16 63.36±0.29

Medformer (Ours) 72.87±0.23 64.14±0.42 60.60±0.46 62.02±0.37 89.66±0.13 66.39±0.22
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to determine if they have a specific disease. The challenges associated with this setup are discussed
in section 3. All five datasets are evaluated using this setup.
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Figure 4: Average Rank of Subject-Independent Setup.
The heatmap table shows the average rank of Medformer
and 10 baselines across 5 datasets using the subject-
independent setup. A lower number indicates better re-
sults. The average rank is calculated across the 5 datasets
to obtain the overall average rank.

Results. Table 3 presents the results of
the subject-independent setup. Our method
achieves the top-1 F1 scores on 4 out of 5
datasets. Overall, our method achieves 15 top-
1 and 30 top-3 rankings out of 30 evaluations
conducted across 5 datasets and 10 baselines,
considering 6 different metrics. Figure 4 pro-
vides an overview heatmap table of average
rank across 5 datasets on 6 metrics for all meth-
ods. Lower rank numbers indicate better re-
sults, with rank 1 representing the best perfor-
mance among all methods. Our method demon-
strates the best average rank among all meth-
ods across the 6 metrics. Additionally, it is
notable that the result for ADFD is a 50.65%
F1 score under the subject-independent setup,
which is significantly lower than the 97.50%
F1 score achieved under the subject-dependent
setup. This comparison highlights the chal-
lenge of the subject-independent setup, which
better simulates real-world scenarios.

Ablation Study. 1) Module Study: We conduct
a module study to evaluate the effectiveness of
each proposed mechanism in our method (Appendix D.1). 2) Patch Length Study: We perform
parameter tuning on the list of patch lengths to evaluate the effectiveness of multi-granularities.
(Appendix D.2).

6 Conclusion

This paper introduces Medformer, a multi-granularity patching transformer designed for medical time
series classification. We develop three novel mechanisms to leverage the unique characteristics of
medical time series, such as channel correlations and frequency band biomarkers. These mechanisms
include cross-channel patching to learn multi-timestamp and multi-channel features, multi-granularity
embedding to capture features at different scales, and two-stage multi-granularity self-attention
to capture features within and among granularities. Results on five datasets, compared with ten
baselines under a subject-independent setup, demonstrate the effectiveness and stability of our
method, highlighting its potential for real-world applications. The limitations and future works of
our method are discussed in Appendix F.2.
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Appendix A Data Augmentation Banks

In the embedding stage, we apply data augmentation to the patch embeddings. We utilize a bank
of data augmentation techniques to enhance the model’s robustness and generalization. During the
forward pass in training, each patch will pick one augmentation from available augmentation options
with equal probability. The data augmentation techniques include masking, jittering, scaling, and can
be further expanded to more choices. We provide a detailed description of each technique below.

A.1 Masking

Masking is a common data augmentation technique in sequence modeling tasks. It randomly masks a
portion of the input sequence to encourage the model to learn from the remaining information. In our
implementation, we randomly mask each element of x(i)

emb with a probability of pmask. The masked
elements are replaced with zeros. The masking probability pmask is a hyperparameter that controls the
masking rate.

A.2 Jittering

Jittering is also a common data augmentation technique by adding random noise to the input sequence.
It helps the model to learn robust features by introducing variations in the input data. In our
implementation, we add Gaussian noise to each element of x(i)

emb with a mean of 0 and a standard
deviation of σjitter. The jittering standard deviation σjitter is a hyperparameter that controls the noise
level.

A.3 Scaling

Scaling is yet another data augmentation technique that rescales the input sequence by a random
factor. It helps the model to learn invariant features by adjusting the input data’s scale. In our
implementation, we multiply each element of x

(i)
emb by a random scaling factor sampled from a

Gaussian distribution with a mean of 1 and a standard deviation of σscale. The scaling standard
deviation σscale is a hyperparameter that controls the scaling level.

Appendix B Data Preprocessing

B.1 APAVA Preprocessing

The Alzheimer’s Patients’ Relatives Association of Valladolid (APAVA) dataset*, referenced in
the paper [55], is a public EEG time series dataset with 2 classes and 23 subjects, including 12
Alzheimer’s disease patients and 11 healthy control subjects. On average, each subject has 30.0 ±
12.5 trials, with each trial being a 5-second time sequence consisting of 1280 timestamps across 16
channels. Before further preprocessing, each trial is scaled using the standard scaler. Subsequently,
we segment each trial into 9 half-overlapping samples, where each sample is a 1-second time sequence
comprising 256 timestamps. This process results in 5,967 samples. Each sample has a subject ID
to indicate its originating subject. For the training, validation, and test set splits, we employ the
subject-independent setup. Samples with subject IDs {15,16,19,20} and {1,2,17,18} are assigned to
the validation and test sets, respectively. The remaining samples are allocated to the training set.

B.2 TDBrain Preprocessing

The TDBrain dataset*, referenced in the paper [56], is a large permission-accessible EEG time series
dataset recording brain activities of 1274 subjects with 33 channels. Each subject has two trials:
one under eye open and one under eye closed setup. The dataset includes a total of 60 labels, with
each subject potentially having multiple labels indicating multiple diseases simultaneously. In this
paper, we utilize a subset of this dataset containing 25 subjects with Parkinson’s disease and 25
healthy controls, all under the eye-closed task condition. Each eye-closed trial is segmented into

*https://osf.io/jbysn/
*https://brainclinics.com/resources/
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non-overlapping 1-second samples with 256 timestamps, and any samples shorter than 1-second are
discarded. This process results in 6,240 samples. Each sample is assigned a subject ID to indicate its
originating subject. For the training, validation, and test set splits, we employ the subject-independent
setup. Samples with subject IDs {18,19,20,21,46,47,48,49} are assigned to the validation set, while
samples with subject IDs {22,23,24,25,50,51,52,53} are assigned to the test set. The remaining
samples are allocated to the training set.

B.3 ADFD Preprocessing

The Alzheimer’s Disease and Frontotemporal Dementia (ADFD) dataset*, referenced in the pa-
pers [57, 58], is a public EEG time series dataset with 3 classes, including 36 Alzheimer’s disease
(AD) patients, 23 Frontotemporal Dementia (FD) patients, and 29 healthy control (HC) subjects.
The dataset has 19 channels, and the raw sampling rate is 500Hz. Each subject has a trial, with trial
durations of approximately 13.5 minutes for AD subjects (min=5.1, max=21.3), 12 minutes for FD
subjects (min=7.9, max=16.9), and 13.8 minutes for HC subjects (min=12.5, max=16.5). A bandpass
filter between 0.5-45Hz is applied to each trial. We downsample each trial to 256Hz and segment
them into non-overlapping 1-second samples with 256 timestamps, discarding any samples shorter
than 1 second. This process results in 69,752 samples. For the training, validation, and test set splits,
we employ both the subject-dependent and subject-independent setups. For the subject-dependent
setup, we allocate 60%, 20%, and 20% of total samples into the training, validation, and test sets,
respectively. For the subject-independent setup, we allocate 60%, 20%, and 20% of total subjects
with their corresponding samples into the training, validation, and test sets, respectively.

B.4 PTB Preprocessing

The PTB dataset*, referenced in the paper [59], is a public ECG time series recording from 290
subjects, with 15 channels and a total of 8 labels representing 7 heart diseases and 1 health control.
The raw sampling rate is 1000Hz. For this paper, we utilize a subset of 198 subjects, including patients
with Myocardial infarction and healthy control subjects. We first downsample the sampling frequency
to 250Hz and normalize the ECG signals using standard scalers. Subsequently, we process the data
into single heartbeats through several steps. We identify the R-Peak intervals across all channels
and remove any outliers. Each heartbeat is then sampled from its R-Peak position, and we ensure
all samples have the same length by applying zero padding to shorter samples, with the maximum
duration across all channels serving as the reference. This process results in 64,356 samples. For the
training, validation, and test set splits, we employ the subject-independent setup. Specifically, we
allocate 60%, 20%, and 20% of the total subjects, along with their corresponding samples, into the
training, validation, and test sets, respectively.

B.5 PTB-XL Preprocessing

The PTB-XL dataset*, referenced in the paper [60], is a large public ECG time series dataset recorded
from 18,869 subjects, with 12 channels and 5 labels representing 4 heart diseases and 1 healthy
control category. Each subject may have one or more trials. To ensure consistency, we discard
subjects with varying diagnosis results across different trials, resulting in 17,596 subjects remaining.
The raw trials consist of 10-second time intervals, with sampling frequencies of 100Hz and 500Hz
versions. For our paper, we utilize the 500Hz version, then we downsample to 250Hz and normalize
using standard scalers. Subsequently, each trial is segmented into non-overlapping 1-second samples
with 250 timestamps, discarding any samples shorter than 1 second. This process results in 191,400
samples. For the training, validation, and test set splits, we employ the subject-independent setup.
Specifically, we allocate 60%, 20%, and 20% of the total subjects, along with their corresponding
samples, into the training, validation, and test sets, respectively.

*https://openneuro.org/datasets/ds004504/versions/1.0.6
*https://physionet.org/content/ptbdb/1.0.0/
*https://physionet.org/content/ptb-xl/1.0.3/
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Appendix C Implementation Details

We implement our method and all the baselines based on the Time-Series-Library project* from
Tsinghua University [62], which integrates all methods under the same framework and training
techniques to ensure a relatively fair comparison. The 10 baseline time series transformer methods are
Autoformer [26], Crossformer [34], FEDformer [44], Informer [27], iTransformer [29], MTST [45],
Nonformer [46], PatchTST [30], Reformer [48], and vanilla Transformer [28].

For all methods, we employ 6 layers for the encoder, with the self-attention dimension D set to 128
and the hidden dimension of the feed-forward networks set to 256. The optimizer used is Adam,
with a learning rate of 1e-4. The batch size is set to {32,32,128,128,128} for the datasets APAVA,
TDBrain, ADFD, PTB, and PTB-XL, respectively. Training is conducted for 100 epochs, with early
stopping triggered after 10 epochs without improvement in the F1 score on the validation set. We save
the model with the best F1 score on the validation set and evaluate it on the test set. We employ six
evaluation metrics: accuracy, precision (macro-averaged), recall (macro-averaged), F1 score (macro-
averaged), AUROC (macro-averaged), and AUPRC (macro-averaged). Both subject-dependent and
subject-independent setups are implemented for different datasets. Each experiment is run with 5
random seeds (41-45) and fixed training, validation, and test sets to compute the average results and
standard deviations.

Medformer (Our Method) We use a list of patch lengths in patch embedding to generate patches
with different granularities. Instead of flattening the patches and mapping them to dimension D
during patch embedding, we use a conv2d network to directly map patches into a 1-D representation
with dimension D. These patch lengths can vary, including different numbers of patch lengths
such as {2, 4, 8, 16}, repetitive numbers such as {8, 8, 8, 8}, or a mix of different and repetitive
lengths such as {8, 8, 8, 16, 16, 16}. It is also possible to use only one patch length, such as
{8}, which indicates a single granularity. The patch lists used for the datasets APAVA, TDBrain,
ADFD, PTB, and PTB-XL are {2, 2, 2, 4, 4, 4, 16, 16, 16, 16, 32, 32, 32, 32, 32}, {8, 8, 8, 16, 16, 16},
{2, 4, 8, 8, 16, 16, 16, 16, 32, 32, 32, 32, 32, 32, 32, 32}, {2, 4, 8, 8, 16, 16, 16, 32, 32, 32, 32, 32},
and {2, 4, 8, 8, 16, 16, 16, 16, 32, 32, 32, 32, 32, 32, 32, 32}, respectively. The data augmentations
are randomly chosen from a list of four possible options: none, jitter, scale, and mask. The number
following each augmentation method indicates the degree of augmentation. Detailed descriptions
of these methods can be found in Appendix A. The augmentation methods used for the datasets
APAVA, TDBrain, ADFD, PTB, and PTB-XL are {none, mask0.35}, {none, mask0.25}, {mask0.5},
{mask0.5}, and {jitter0.2, scale0.2, mask0.5}, respectively.

Autoformer Autoformer [26] employs an auto-correlation mechanism to replace self-attention for
time series forecasting. Additionally, they use a time series decomposition block to separate the time
series into trend-cyclical and seasonal components for improved learning. The raw source code is
available at https://github.com/thuml/Autoformer.

Crossformer Crossformer [34] designs a single-channel patching approach for token embedding.
They utilize two-stage self-attention to leverage both temporal features and channel correlations. A
router mechanism is proposed to reduce time and space complexity during the cross-dimension stage.
The raw code is available at https://github.com/Thinklab-SJTU/Crossformer.

FEDformer FEDformer [44] leverages frequency domain information using the Fourier transform.
They introduce frequency-enhanced blocks and frequency-enhanced attention, which are computed
in the frequency domain. A novel time series decomposition method replaces the layer norm
module in the transformer architecture to improve learning. The raw code is available at https:
//github.com/MAZiqing/FEDformer.

Informer Informer [27] is the first paper to employ a one-forward procedure instead of an autoregres-
sive method in time series forecasting tasks. They introduce ProbSparse self-attention to reduce com-
plexity and memory usage. The raw code is available at https://github.com/zhouhaoyi/Informer2020.

iTransformer iTransformer [29] questions the conventional approach of embedding attention tokens
in time series forecasting tasks and proposes an inverted approach by embedding the whole series of
channels into a token. They also invert the dimension of other transformer modules, such as the layer
norm and feed-forward networks. The raw code is available at https://github.com/thuml/iTransformer.

*https://github.com/thuml/Time-Series-Library

3

https://github.com/thuml/Autoformer
https://github.com/Thinklab-SJTU/Crossformer
https://github.com/MAZiqing/FEDformer
https://github.com/MAZiqing/FEDformer
https://github.com/zhouhaoyi/Informer2020
https://github.com/thuml/iTransformer
https://github.com/thuml/Time-Series-Library


MTST MTST [45] uses the same token embedding method as Crossformer and PatchTST. It high-
lights the importance of different patching lengths in forecasting tasks and designs a method that
can take different sizes of patch tokens as input simultaneously. The raw code is available at
https://github.com/networkslab/MTST.

Nonformer Nonformer [46] analyzes the impact of non-stationarity in time series forecasting tasks
and its significant effect on results. They design a de-stationary attention module and incorporate
normalization and denormalization steps before and after training to alleviate the over-stationarization
problem. The raw code is available at https://github.com/thuml/Nonstationary_Transformers.

PatchTST PatchTST [30] embeds a sequence of single-channel timestamps as a patch token to
replace the attention token used in the vanilla transformer. This approach enlarges the receptive field
and enhances forecasting ability. The raw code is available at https://github.com/yuqinie98/PatchTST.

Reformer Reformer [48] replaces dot-product attention with locality-sensitive hashing. They also
use a reversible residual layer instead of standard residuals. The raw code is available at https:
//github.com/lucidrains/reformer-pytorch.

Transformer Transformer [28], commonly known as the vanilla transformer, is introduced in the
well-known paper "Attention is All You Need." It can also be applied to time series by embedding
each timestamp of all channels as an attention token. The PyTorch version of the code is available at
https://github.com/jadore801120/attention-is-all-you-need-pytorch.

Appendix D Ablation Study

D.1 Module Study

To assess the efficacy of our proposed mechanisms—inter-granularity self-attention, embedding
augmentation, and multi-channel patching—we conduct ablation studies on five datasets across
three distinct settings: without inter-granularity attention, without embedding augmentation, and
with single-channel patching. We maintain the other two modules intact in each setting and fix all
hyperparameters as described in the implementation details C. Table 4 presents a comparison between
our full Medformer model and these three variants. The complete Medformer model secures 28 top-1
and 30 top-2 rankings across 30 evaluations, demonstrating robust performance. We observe that
each module significantly enhances performance: on average, across the datasets, inter-granularity
attention contributes to a 3.64% improvement in F1 score, embedding augmentation leads to a
4.46% increase and multi-channel patching results in a 6.10% enhancement in F1 score. We find
multi-channel patching particularly beneficial for results, especially in EEG data. Overall, these
results underscore the critical role of each component in our design.

D.2 Patch Length Study

To investigate the effects of multi-granularity and computational complexity, we conduct an empirical
analysis using various patch lengths on the APAVA dataset. Table 5 presents the evaluation results for
different combinations of patch lengths. Initially, we compare the performance of models using a
single patch length against models using five identical patch lengths (e.g., {8} vs {8, 8, 8, 8, 8}). Our
findings indicate that using repetitive patch lengths generally enhances performance, except when
L = 2, suggesting that additional identical patch lengths can capture more information, analogous to
multi-head attention mechanisms.

Furthermore, we assess the performance of a manually selected combination of varying patch lengths,
specifically {2, 2, 4, 16, 32}. This configuration achieves the highest performance across all evaluated
metrics, underscoring the effectiveness of our designed attention module in accommodating multi-
granularity patches. However, it is worth noting that mixing different patch lengths does not guarantee
improved performance. See F for more detailed discussion.

Appendix E Complexity Analysis

Let the number of timestamps T , and patch list {L1, L2, . . . , Ln} be given, where the i-th patch
length Li produce Ni = ⌈T/Li⌉ number of patches. During intra-granularity attention, we perform
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Table 4: Module Study.
Datasets Models Accuracy Precision Recall F1 score AUROC AUPRC

APAVA
No Inter-Attention 76.90±1.50 78.08±2.12 73.87±1.48 74.59±1.58 80.29±3.75 81.32±3.37

No Augmentation 75.21±2.94 76.69±3.41 71.72±3.22 72.30±3.46 77.05±5.22 78.15±5.42

Single-Channel Patching 73.08±1.34 76.43±1.46 68.6±1.93 68.68±2.37 69.54±0.64 69.43±1.36

Medformer 78.74±0.64 81.11±0.84 75.40±0.66 76.31±0.71 83.20±0.91 83.66±0.92

TDBrain
No Inter-Attention 88.17±0.72 88.27±0.72 88.17±0.72 88.16±0.72 96.06±0.40 96.18±0.39

No Augmentation 88.56±0.66 88.67±0.61 88.56±0.66 88.55±0.66 96.11±0.39 96.20±0.39

Single-Channel Patching 80.94±0.95 81.84±1.55 80.94±0.95 80.81±0.92 89.65±0.85 89.48±0.91

Medformer 89.62±0.81 89.68±0.78 89.62±0.81 89.62±0.81 96.41±0.35 96.51±0.33

ADFD
No Inter-Attention 52.14±1.11 51.13±2.57 46.15±0.86 45.59±1.18 67.99±1.77 49.68±2.05

No Augmentation 49.99±6.86 48.21±6.16 44.88±4.59 44.07±4.75 65.03±6.12 47.11±5.64

Single-Channel Patching 47.09±1.22 45.42±1.30 43.94±0.80 44.11±0.84 62.07±0.86 44.57±0.95

Medformer 53.27±1.54 51.02±1.57 50.71±1.55 50.65±1.51 70.93±1.19 51.21±1.32

PTB
No Inter-Attention 78.02±2.70 80.96±1.39 68.65±4.58 69.97±5.27 92.94±0.86 90.19±1.12

No Augmentation 77.64±1.65 81.03±1.60 67.88±2.61 69.31±3.22 92.19±0.71 89.37±0.96

Single-Channel Patching 79.02±1.62 81.14±1.59 70.43±2.47 72.24±2.76 85.74±1.59 82.23±1.48

Medformer 83.50±2.01 85.19±0.94 77.11±3.39 79.18±3.31 92.81±1.48 90.32±1.54

PTB-XL
No Inter-Attention 72.51±0.16 63.61±0.28 59.75±0.30 61.25±0.22 89.48±0.08 65.74±0.26

No Augmentation 72.68±0.19 63.99±0.62 59.73±0.41 61.26±0.34 89.49±0.05 66.00±0.22

Single-Channel Patching 72.79±0.35 64.80±0.51 59.57±0.44 61.43±0.38 88.97±0.19 65.91±0.34

Medformer 72.87±0.23 64.14±0.42 60.60±0.46 62.02±0.37 89.66±0.13 66.39±0.22

Table 5: Patch Length Study
Datasets Models Accuracy Precision Recall F1 score AUROC AUPRC

APAVA

{2} 71.82 ±8.13 73.23 ±8.91 69.69 ±6.31 69.95 ±7.08 69.34 ±4.72 69.18 ±5.17

{4} 75.72 ±3.73 78.15 ±5.84 72.14 ±3.39 72.83 ±3.64 72.75 ±4.76 73.84 ±5.08

{8} 71.29 ±3.02 72.83 ±2.73 67.38 ±4.25 67.17 ±4.98 76.12 ±4.25 76.74 ±4.29

{12} 69.77 ±4.01 69.72 ±5.65 67.09 ±3.34 67.36 ±3.53 75.19 ±3.00 75.36 ±3.48

{16} 70.92 ±1.99 71.46 ±3.09 67.67 ±2.26 67.81 ±2.45 76.97 ±2.53 77.21 ±2.87

{24} 71.68 ±2.44 74.26 ±3.49 67.14 ±2.55 67.13 ±2.85 79.07 ±3.34 78.73 ±3.32

{32} 72.55 ±1.51 75.74 ±1.49 68.38 ±2.99 68.19 ±3.23 79.17 ±2.17 78.44 ±2.40

{2,2,2,2,2} 65.52 ±8.24 65.97 ±7.41 64.14 ±6.06 63.71 ±7.23 63.15 ±3.43 61.84 ±4.81

{4,4,4,4,4} 76.91 ±1.72 78.66 ±3.20 73.71 ±1.26 74.46 ±1.42 74.90 ±3.21 76.36 ±3.12

{8,8,8,8,8} 71.81 ±3.81 74.25 ±6.34 67.72 ±3.45 67.89 ±3.68 74.95 ±5.34 75.59 ±5.63

{12,12,12,12,12} 71.17 ±3.85 72.18 ±5.97 67.65 ±3.27 67.96 ±3.48 76.71 ±4.82 77.27 ±4.91

{16,16,16,16,16} 71.13 ±3.33 72.14 ±5.69 67.82 ±2.45 68.13 ±2.58 76.34 ±4.52 76.39 ±4.94

{24,24,24,24,24} 73.18 ±2.15 75.72 ±3.46 68.98 ±2.11 69.27 ±2.33 81.10 ±2.61 81.20 ±2.68

{32,32,32,32,32} 74.34 ±2.20 78.92 ±1.57 69.66 ±2.80 69.80 ±3.42 81.11 ±1.10 80.69 ±1.02

{2,2,4,16,32} 78.21 ±2.60 80.82 ±4.30 74.92 ±2.07 75.78 ±2.31 80.73 ±2.34 81.38 ±2.38

self-attention among the patch embeddings within the same granularity. The total complexity is
O
(∑n

i=1 N
2
i

)
. During intra-granularity attention, we perform self-attention among n routers, with a

time complexity of O(n2). Therefore, the total time complexity is O
(
n2 +

∑n
i=1 N

2
i

)
.

One potentially useful patch list is the power series {21, 22, . . . 2n}, where 2n < T . In this case, the
complexity of intra-granularity attention reduces as follows:
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3
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)
= O(T 2)

The complexity of inter-granularity attention is O(n2) ≤ O(log2 T ). Therefore, the total time
complexity of the two-stage multi-granularity self-attention module is O(T 2), which is the same
complexity as the vanilla transformer. This analysis demonstrates our model’s ability to incorporate
different granularities without significantly increasing computational overhead.
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Appendix F Discussion

F.1 Comparision with Other Multi-Granularity Methods

MTST [45] and Pathformer [47] differ from our Medformer in three significant aspects: (1) Patch-
ing & Embedding MTST and Pathformer utilize single-channel patching, presupposing channel
independence. In contrast, Medformer employs multi-channel patching to capture potential chan-
nel correlations. (2) Architecture Structure MTST and Pathformer adopt a parallel multi-branch
architecture, where each branch comprises independent attention modules tailored to specific gran-
ularities. Conversely, Medformer utilizes a shared attention module across different granularities,
thereby significantly reducing model complexity. (3) Granularity Interactions MTST assimilates
multi-granularity information by concatenating outputs from different branches, while Pathformer
uses adaptive pathways for weighted aggregation of these outputs without any inter-granularity
interactions within the attention modules. In contrast, Medformer introduces a novel inter-granularity
attention mechanism specifically designed for granularity interaction, thereby effectively integrating
multi-granularity information.

Scaleformer [49] operates as a model-agnostic structural framework that employs variable down-
sampling and upsampling rates on embeddings outside of attention modules. Although it integrates
seamlessly with non-patching methods like Autoformer and FEDformer, its incorporation into
patching methods is not straightforward and may result in sub-optimal patch representations [45].
Consequently, the design objectives of Scaleformer are largely orthogonal to ours, which concentrate
on multi-granularity patching and attention mechanisms.

F.2 Limitations and Future Works

The design of Medformer enables the input of various patch lengths, offering both benefits and
challenges. The ability to choose variable patch lengths suggests the potential for discovering
configurations that outperform those with uniform lengths, as evidenced by our experiments (See
Appendix D.2 and Appendix C). Nonetheless, not all combinations of patch lengths yield optimal
results; some configurations may perform worse than uniform patch lengths. Consequently, this
flexibility necessitates meticulous tuning of patch lengths as hyperparameters. Future research could
explore the development of mechanisms that automatically select the most effective patch lengths,
optimizing for the most relevant granularities. Additionally, investigating the performance of large
medical time series models across different datasets is also an interesting direction.

Appendix G Broader Impacts

Our proposed model demonstrates performance comparable to or surpassing state-of-the-art baselines
on medical time series classification tasks. The model’s design, which includes specialized patch-
ing and self-attention mechanisms, specifically targets channel correlations and multi-granularity
information. We anticipate our findings will encourage further research into effective strategies for
capturing multi-scale information in medical time series data. Additionally, this work could broaden
interest in medical time series classification, an area that remains less explored compared to time
series forecasting.

Besides, different experiment setups based on medical perspectives, such as subject-dependent and
subject-independent, are evaluated to simulate real-world applications. On a societal level, our model
has potential applications in healthcare, such as facilitating the diagnosis of diseases using medical
time series data. For instance, it could be employed to detect neurological disorders through EEG
data. However, practitioners should be cognizant of the model’s limitations.
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