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ADformer: A Multi-Granularity Transformer for
EEG-Based Alzheimer’s Disease Assessment

Yihe Wang, Nadia Mammone, Darina Petrovsky,
Alexandros T. Tzallas, Francesco C. Morabito, Xiang Zhang

Abstract—Electroencephalogram (EEG) has emerged as a
cost-effective and efficient method for supporting neurologists
in assessing Alzheimer’s disease (AD). Existing approaches
predominantly utilize handcrafted features or Convolutional
Neural Network (CNN)-based methods. However, the potential of
the transformer architecture, which has shown promising results
in various time series analysis tasks, remains underexplored
in interpreting EEG for AD assessment. Furthermore, most
studies are evaluated on the subject-dependent setup but often
overlook the significance of the subject-independent setup. To
address these gaps, we present ADformer, a novel multi-granularity
transformer designed to capture temporal and spatial features to
learn effective EEG representations. We employ multi-granularity
data embedding across both dimensions and utilize self-attention
to learn local features within each granularity and global features
among different granularities. We conduct experiments across
5 datasets with a total of 525 subjects in setups including
subject-dependent, subject-independent, and leave-subjects-out.
Our results show that ADformer outperforms existing methods in
most evaluations, achieving F1 scores of 75.19% and 93.58% on
two large datasets with 65 subjects and 126 subjects, respectively,
in distinguishing AD and healthy control (HC) subjects under
the challenging subject-independent setup.

Index Terms—Alzheimer’s Disease, Dementia, EEG, Time
Series, Transformers, Deep Learning

I. INTRODUCTION

CUrrently, over 55 million individuals worldwide suffer
from various types of dementia, including Mild Cognitive

Impairment (MCI), Frontotemporal Dementia (FTD), and
Alzheimer’s disease (AD), which present a significant health
challenge [1]. Among these, Alzheimer’s disease is the most
common in the elderly population globally [2]. It is estimated
that AD affects 10–30% of individuals over the age of 65, with
an annual incidence rate of 1–3% [3]. While finding a cure
for AD remains challenging, early assessment and intervention
have proven to temporarily slow the progression of symptoms,
potentially enhancing patients’ quality of life [4], [5]. However,
AD assessment and diagnosis typically depend on expensive
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medical infrastructure and specialist expertise, creating barriers
in many poverty areas. Consequently, there is an urgent need for
a straightforward and affordable assessment method. In contrast
to neuroimaging techniques such as Magnetic Resonance
Imaging (MRI) and Positron Emission Tomography (PET) [6],
[7], electroencephalography (EEG) provides a non-invasive,
portable, and cost-effective alternative for AD assessment,
necessitating further exploration into this method [8], [9].

EEG is a type of medical time series data that captures brain
activity, similar to how an electrocardiogram (ECG) records
heart activity. It is typically collected using a medical helmet
equipped with electrodes, and the data is multivariate, with each
channel representing a specific region of brain activity [10].
Currently, two main research directions are employed to inter-
pret EEG signals for AD assessment. The first direction utilizes
traditional machine learning (ML) methods, which manually
identify features such as statistical [11], [12], spectral [13],
[14], power [15], [16], and complexity features [17], [18]. The
second direction leverages modern deep-learning methods such
as convolutional neural networks (CNN) [9], [19], [20], graph
convolutional networks (GNN) [21], [22], and combinations
of CNN and self-attention modules [23] are commonly used.

However, existing methods for EEG-based AD assessment
have several limitations. Firstly, there is a notable absence
of studies that utilize Transformer architectures specifically
designed for this purpose. Given that EEG data is a type of
time series with intricate dependencies across time points, the
Transformer architecture, known for its superior capability
to capture long-term dependencies, appears well-suited for
EEG feature extraction and potentially offers advantages over
traditional machine learning (ML) and convolutional neural
network (CNN)-based methods in understanding EEG signals.
Secondly, most current studies employ the subject-dependent
setup, in which data is divided into training, validation, and
test sets based on samples [9], [19]. There is a significant gap
in research exploring the subject-independent setup [23], [24],
where data is allocated based on subjects. Different setups
could lead to significant discrepancies in results, potentially
yielding deceptively high performance and limiting the model’s
adaptability to real-world situations. Thirdly, the diversity
and breadth of subjects and datasets examined in existing
studies are limited. Most studies concentrate on a single
EEG-AD dataset, typically using the 19-channel international
standard setup collected during the subjects’ resting state. This
situation underscores the need for more comprehensive research
involving a broader range of subjects and datasets to evaluate
the models’ applicability across various practical settings.
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Fig. 1: Token embedding methods. Vanilla Transformer,
Autoformer, and Informer [25]–[27] employ a single cross-
channel timestamp as a token, while iTransformer [28] utilizes
the whole series of a single channel as a token. PatchTST
and Crossformer [29], [30] adopt a patch of timestamps from
a single channel as a token. For ADformer, we propose one
method that repetitively segments input into patches of varying
lengths, each defined as one granularity, and embeds these
cross-channel patches. Another method repetitively adjusts the
number of channels in EEG data using 1-D convolutions, each
specific target channel number defined as one granularity, and
embeds the whole series of each channel.

To bridge these gaps, we introduce a multi-granularity
transformer named ADformer, specifically tailored for EEG-
based Alzheimer’s disease (AD) assessment. Our approach
incorporates two novel data embedding methods along tem-
poral and spatial dimensions: cross-channel multi-granularity
patch embedding and whole-series multi-granularity channel
embedding. The former method embeds cross-channel patches
of varying lengths to explicitly capture temporal features across
timestamps and implicitly gather spatial features among chan-
nels. Conversely, the latter method employs 1-D convolution to
adjust the number of channels and embeds the entire series of
a single channel, thereby explicitly capturing spatial features
among channels and implicitly handling temporal features
across timestamps. Figure 1 compares our embedding methods
with existing data embedding methods used in time series
transformers [25], [28], [29]. Moreover, we introduce two-
stage intra-inter self-attention mechanisms: multi-granularity
patch self-attention and multi-granularity channel self-attention,
aligned with the two embedding strategies. The intra-granularity
self-attention captures local features within each granularity,
while the inter-granularity self-attention facilitates communi-
cation across different granularities. Additionally, We conduct
experiments on five distinct datasets, involving a total of 525
subjects and 207,851 samples across binary and multi-class
classification tasks with channel numbers of 7, 16, and 19. We

also assess four derived subsets of the large datasets ADFD
and CNBPM, examining scenarios such as reduced class and
channel numbers. We compare our approach with 19 baselines,
including four traditional machine learning methods, four CNN-
based methods, and 11 transformer-based methods. We perform
extensive experimental setups, including subject-dependent,
subject-independent, and leave-subjects-out setups. ADformer
consistently outperforms many other models across various
setups and datasets. For the challenging subject-independent
setup, ADformer achieves F1 scores of 92.96% and 77.97%
on the smaller datasets, ADSZ and APAVA, and 75.19% and
93.58% on the larger datasets, ADFD-Binary and CNBPM-
Binary, respectively. We analyze all results under various setups,
including performances of baseline methods, to identify factors
contributing to the results across different setups.

We summarize our key contributions as follows:
• We introduce ADformer, a multi-granularity transformer

specifically designed for EEG-based Alzheimer’s disease
(AD) assessment.

• We present two novel data embedding methods to capture
features along temporal and spatial dimensions, along with
a two-stage intra-inter granularity self-attention mecha-
nism that utilizes local features within each granularity
and global features across different granularities.

• We conduct extensive experiments on five distinct datasets
involving 525 subjects and 207,851 samples, including
four derived subsets of two large datasets for case studies.
We compare 19 baseline methods, including 4 traditional
machine learning methods, 4 CNN-based methods, and 11
transformer-based methods, across various experimental
setups such as subject-dependent, subject-independent,
and leave-subjects-out scenarios.

• We thoroughly analyze the results of our method and
the baselines to understand factors influencing perfor-
mance across different experimental setups, discuss the
limitations of current approaches, and suggest potential
directions for future research on EEG-based Alzheimer’s
disease (AD) assessment.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows: Section II
reviews related works, including existing methods for EEG-
based AD analysis and transformers in time series. Section III
discusses preliminaries of experimental setups and their sig-
nificance and defines the research problem. In Section IV,
we detail the architecture of the proposed method. Section V
provides information on the datasets used and implementation
details. Section VI presents the results and their analysis for our
method and all baselines under different experimental setups.
Finally, we conclude the paper and suggest future works in
Section VII.

II. RELATED WORK

A. EEG-based Alzheimer’s Disease Analysis

In EEG-based analysis for Alzheimer’s Disease (AD),
there are two main research directions. The first direction
involves identifying handcrafted features such as entropy, band-
power, and spectral features, followed by employing standard
classifiers like Multi-Layer Perceptron (MLP) and Support



3

Vector Machine (SVM) to differentiate these features. Examples
include statistical features such as mean, skewness, kurtosis,
standard deviation, max, min, and median [11], [12], [31]–
[35]; spectral features such as phase shift, phase coherence,
bispectrum, bicoherence, spectral centroid, spectral roll-off,
spectral peak, average magnitude, median frequency, and
amplitude modulation [13], [14], [36]–[40]; power features
such as power spectrum density, relative band power, ratio of
EEG rhythms, and energy [15], [16], [32], [41]; and complexity
features such as Shannon entropy, Tsallis entropy, permutation
entropy, spectral entropy, bispectral entropy, and dispersion
entropy [17], [18], [42]–[44].

The second direction employs deep learning techniques to
extract relevant features from EEG data automatically. For
example, a study of [45] integrates a Restricted Boltzmann
Machine (RBM) with an SVM classifier for EEG-based
AD analysis. The method in [19] uses a CNN to extract
dementia features and differentiate AD subtypes using an
MLP. Additionally, some studies transform EEG data into
images to characterize dementia features from frequency and
energy perspectives. These include using power spectrum
density (PSD) across channels and extracting spectrum energy
features [9], transforming EEG sub-bands (theta, alpha, and
beta) into 2D images [46], and converting EEG signals
into time-frequency (TF) images with the short-time Fourier
transform (STFT) for training with a 2D-CNN [20]. Moreover,
some research efforts explore features across both timestamps
and channels. For instance, introducing a spatial-temporal graph
convolutional neural network (GCN) leverages the spatial
topology of functional connectivity and dynamic temporal
information [21] and enhancing node features with PSD
similarity using gated graph convolution enables adaptive
learning of graph structures [22]. Methods employing self-
attention modules are also explored, such as DICE-Net, which
combines PSD and Wavelet transform with a 2D-CNN and a
self-attention module [23]. While most existing works employ
a simple CNN model or a combination of CNN with a graph
neural network or a self-attention module, pure transformer
models utilizing state-of-the-art techniques or architectures
remain under-explored. Importantly, most studies with deep
learning methods evaluate the subject-dependent setup, with a
notable lack of investigations into the challenging but practically
significant subject-independent setting (Analysis in section III).

B. Transformer for Time Series

Time series transformers are primarily focused on three tasks:
forecasting, classification, and anomaly detection. For classifi-
cation, the Gated Transformer integrates two transformers to
learn temporal and spatial information [47] simultaneously;
ViTST converts time series data into images and employs a
vision transformer for irregularly sampled time series [48];
Medformer utilizes cross-channel patching and intra-inter
granularity self-attention for medical time series classifica-
tion [49]. In anomaly detection, Memto introduces a novel
method based on a memory-guided transformer [50]; Anomaly
Transformer proposes an Anomaly-Attention mechanism to
highlight discrepancies [51]. For forecasting, the Informer

designs ProbSparse attention to simplify self-attention and
focuses on one-step forecasting [27]; Pyraformer uses a
pyramidal attention module to enhance long-term dependency
and streamline attention processes [52]; Autoformer replaces
self-attention with auto-correlation and adds a decomposition
feature for analyzing time series [26]. The Non-stationary
Transformer adapts self-attention to manage non-stationary
data [53]; FEDformer applies frequency domain insights to
reform self-attention [54]; Crossformer, PatchTST, and CARD
all employ patching techniques to improve feature learning [29],
[30], [55], with Crossformer and CARD implementing self-
attention across both time and channel dimensions. The
iTransformer emphasizes the efficacy of channel-dimension self-
attention in forecasting tasks [28]. Pathformer and Scaleformer
utilize multi-granularity embedding to capture features at
different scales, enabling models to learn fine-grained and
coarse-grained patterns [56], [57].

III. PRELIMINARIES AND PROBLEM DEFINITION

A. EEG-Based Disease Assessment

EEG time series data, a type of medical time series, typically
exhibits multiple data levels, including subject, session, trial,
and sample levels [24]. In EEG data collected for disease
diagnosis or assessment tasks, each subject usually receives
a data label indicating the presence or absence of specific
brain diseases, such as various types of dementia. It is also
possible for multiple labels to be assigned to one subject if
they have multiple diseases. Long sequences of time series
data (Trial/Session) from each subject are often segmented into
multiple shorter samples to enhance memory and computational
efficiency for deep learning tasks. Consequently, each sample of
EEG time series generally includes a class label indicating the
disease type and a subject ID specifying its origin. 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 experimen-
tal setups can yield significantly different results, potentially
leading to erroneous conclusions. Here, we introduce three
widely employed setups in medical time series classification [9],
[23], [49] and highlight their distinctions. Figure 2 adopted
from [24]) provides a simple illustration of two setups: subject-
dependent and subject-independent.

B. 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
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Fig. 2: Subject-dependent/independent setups (Figure adopt
from [24]). In the subject-dependent setup, samples from
the same subject can appear in both the training and test sets,
causing information leakage. In the subject-independent setup,
samples from the same subject are exclusively in either the
training or test set, which is more challenging and practically
meaningful but less studied.

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.

C. Subject-Independent

In this setup, the division into training, validation, and test
sets is based on subjects. 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 evaluate
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
presence of unknown noise within each subject’s data, capturing
general features across subjects becomes challenging [24], [58]–
[60]. 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 common
features among subjects while disregarding individual noise
remains an unsolved problem.

D. Leave-Subjects-Out

This setup can be viewed as a variant of the subject-
independent approach used in medical tasks [23]. Typically,
medical data is both valuable and limited in quantity. To
maximize the use of this data, researchers often leave several
subjects (or just one, known as leave-one-out) as validation
and test sets, while the remaining subjects are used to train the
model. Researchers can either cycle through all the subjects
or use a random seed to select different subjects as validation
and test sets, computing average results across various seeds.

This setup is akin to a combination of k-fold validation and
subject-independent methods, aiming to utilize all available
data for training and testing to develop a robust model. Due
to the inherent variance of subjects, the results usually suffer
from high standard deviation.

E. Problem Definition

EEG-based Alzheimer’s Disease (AD) Assessment Con-
sider an input EEG 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 is the number of classes that have medical
meanings, including labels such as Healthy Control (HC), Mild
Cognitive Impairment (MCI), Alzheimer’s Disease(AD), and
Frontotemporal Dementia (FTD).

IV. METHOD

A. Overview

Our method incorporates two branches to leverage features
across temporal and spatial dimensions. The patch branch con-
sists of a cross-channel multi-granularity patch embedding and
multi-granularity patch self-attention for explicitly extracting
temporal features and implicitly extracting spatial features.
In contrast, the channel branch comprises a whole-series
multi-granularity channel embedding and multi-granularity
channel self-attention, explicitly extracting spatial features and
implicitly extracting temporal features. The architecture of
the proposed ADformer is depicted in Figure 3. The input
time series data is transformed into augmented views for each
granularity by randomly selecting augmentation methods from
an augmentation bank. In the cross-channel multi-granularity
patch embedding, we repeatedly segment the augmented
views into patches of varying lengths, defined as different
granularities, and embed these differently sized patches into
patch embeddings. In the whole-series multi-granularity
channel embedding, we perform dimension transformations
to increase or decrease the channel numbers of the augmented
views, also defined as different granularities, and then embed
the entire series of each channel into channel embeddings. The
multi-granularity patch self-attention and multi-granularity
channel self-attention involve both intra and inter-granularity
self-attention. The intra-granularity self-attention enables the
model to identify intrinsic local features at different scales.
Inter-granularity self-attention facilitates communication be-
tween different granularities through router mechanisms to
learn global features. Inspired by contrastive learning, the
augmentation step before data embedding encourages different
granularities to learn mutual information and complement each
other. Note that two branches are computed in parallel.

B. Augmentation Bank

Data augmentation is applied before data embedding to
foster mutual information learning among different granularities
during the inter-granularity self-attention stage. We select
augmentation methods beneficial for time series classification
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a)

b)c)

e) d)

Fig. 3: Overview of ADformer. a) Workflow. b) For the i-th patch length Li denoting granularity i and input sample xin,
we apply data augmentation to generate the augmented view x̃

(i)
in and segment this view into cross-channel non-overlapping

patches x
(i)
p . These patches are mapped into latent space and are combined with granularity and positional embeddings to

produce the final patch embedding x(i). c) For the j-th target channel number Fj denoting granularity j and input sample xin,
we apply data augmentation to generate the augmented view x̃

(j)
in and perform dimension transformation using 1-d convolution

on the transposed augmented input (x̃(j)
in )T to adjust the number of channels. The entire series of channels are mapped into

latent space and combined with the granularity embedding to produce the final channel embedding x(j). d) and e) We compute
intra-granularity self-attention, which captures features within individual granularities, and inter-granularity self-attention,
allowing for the exchange and learning of information across different granularities. A router mechanism is employed during
inter-granularity self-attention to reduce time and space complexity.

tasks [24], [61], [62]. (1) Temporal Flipping: We reverse
the EEG data along the temporal dimension. The likelihood
of applying this augmentation is controlled by a parameter
prob, with a default value of 0.5. (2) Channel Shuffling: We
randomly shuffle the order of EEG channels. The probability
of applying channel shuffling is controlled by the parameter
prob, also set by default to 0.5. (3) Frequency Masking:
First introduced in [63] for contrastive learning, this method
involves converting the EEG data into the frequency domain,
randomly masking some frequencies, and then converting it
back. The proportion of frequencies masked is controlled by
the parameter ratio, with a default value of 0.1. (4) Jittering:
Random noise, ranging from 0 to 1, is added to the raw data.
The intensity of the noise is adjusted by the parameter scale,
which is set by default to 0.1. (5) Drop Out: Similar to the
dropout layer in neural networks, this method randomly drops
some values. The proportion of values dropped is controlled
by the parameter ratio, with a default setting of 0.1.

C. Cross-Channel Multi-Granularity Patch Embedding

From a medical perspective, the brain functions as a cohesive
unit, suggesting a naive assumption that there are inherent

correlations among different channels in EEG data [64]–[66].
Motivated by the above assumption, we reasonably propose
cross-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 [29], [30], [55]. Figure 1 provides an overview
comparison of existing token embedding methods and ours.
The upper part of our embedding method denotes cross-channel
multi-granularity patch embedding. Additionally, the presence
of EEG biomarkers hidden in certain frequency bands [15],
[16], [41] further motivates us to employ multi-granularity
patching. Unlike traditional methods such as up/downsampling
or handcrafted band filtering, multi-granularity patching au-
tomatically simulates different frequency bands and captures
band-related features.

Given the above rationales, we propose a novel token
embedding approach: cross-channel multi-granularity patching.
Given an input multivariate EEG 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 first apply
data augmentations to obtain augmented views x̃

(i)
in ∈ RT×C .

Inspired by the contrastive learning framework [24], [67],



6

[68], we believe these augmentations enhance learning in the
subsequent inter-granularity self-attention stage by encouraging
different granularities to learn and complement information
from each other.

We then segment the augmented view x̃
(i)
in 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⌉. 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.

A fixed positional embedding Wpos ∈ RG×D is generated
for positional encoding [25], where G is a very large number.
We add Wpos[1 : Ni] ∈ RNi×D, the first Ni rows of the
positional embedding Wpos, along with 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 facilitate communication among granularities and reduce

time and space complexity, we initiate a router for the later
multi-granularity patch self-attention:

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 utilized not for positional embedding but to inform the router
about the number of patches at the current granularity Li, and
W

(i)
gr carries 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)
}

corresponding to different patch
lengths {L1, L2, . . . , Ln}. These embeddings are then fed into
the two-stage multi-granularity patch self-attention.

D. Multi-Granularity Patch Self-Attention

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

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

}
into a large patch embed-

ding X ∈ R(
∑n

i=1 Ni)×D and perform self-attention on this
new embedding, where n denotes the number of different
granularities. However, this approach leads to a time complexity
of O

(
(
∑n

i=1 Ni)
2
)

, which is impractical for a large n.
To reduce the computational complexity, we introduce a

router mechanism and divide the self-attention process into
two distinct stages: a) intra-granularity and b) inter-granularity
self-attention. The intra-granularity stage focuses on performing
self-attention within the same granularity, allowing the model to
capture the unique features of each granularity. Conversely, the
inter-granularity stage facilitates self-attention across different
granularities, promoting the learning of mutual information and
enhancing the complementarity of features among granularities.

1) Intra-Granularity Patch Self-Attention: For the i-th patch
length Li denoting granularity i, we 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. Self-attention is then
performed on z(i) for both the patch and router embeddings:

x(i) ←AttnIntra_t
(
x(i), z(i), z(i)

)
u(i) ←AttnIntra_t

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

) (4)

where AttnIntra_t (Q,K,V ) refers to the scaled dot-product
attention mechanism described in [25]. The router embedding
u(i) is updated simultaneously with the patch embedding x(i)

to ensure consistency. This update allows the router embedding
to summarize features at the current training step within the
same granularity, while the patch embeddings receive global
information from the router. The intra-granularity self-attention
mechanism helps the model to capture features within the
same granularity, facilitating the extraction of local features
and correlations among timestamps of the same scale.

2) Inter-Granularity Patch Self-Attention: We concatenate
all router embeddings

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

}
to form a se-

quence of routers U t ∈ Rn×D:

U t =
[
u(1)∥u(2)∥ . . . ∥u(n)

]
(5)

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

u(i) ←AttnInter_t
(
u(i),U t,U t

)
(6)

This process allows each router, incorporating local infor-
mation from its respective granularity through intra-granularity
self-attention, to exchange and learn information across dif-
ferent granularities. This inter-granularity self-attention effec-
tively captures features across various scales. Moreover, the
router mechanism significantly reduces the time complexity
compared to 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 the two-stage multi-granularity patch self-
attention becomes O

(
nT 2 + n2

)
.

E. Whole-Series Multi-Granularity Channel Embedding

When discussing cross-channel patch embedding, this token
embedding method implicitly learns channel correlations by
embedding all channels together and applying self-attention to
the temporal dimension. We could also explicitly leverage chan-
nel correlations by performing self-attention along the channel
dimension. Existing work, such as the iTransformer [28], has
demonstrated the effectiveness of embedding the entire series
of a single channel as a token to learn effective representations.
Moreover, as previously discussed, multi-granularity embedding
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methods benefit from learning features at different scales.
Could we also apply this technique to whole-series channel
embedding?

Given these insights, we propose a novel token embedding
method: whole-series multi-granularity channel embedding,
which aims to represent the data better and capture complex
channel interactions at various granularity levels. The lower part
of our embedding method in Figure 1 illustrates this embedding
method. Given an input multivariate EEG sample xin ∈ RT×C ,
and a list of target channel number {F1, F2, . . . , Fm}. For the
j-th target channel number Fj denoting granularity j, we first
apply data augmentations to obtain augmented input x̃(j)

in ∈
RT×C . Again, the data augmentation is intended to enhance
learning during the inter-granularity self-attention stage by
encouraging different granularities to learn mutual information.

We then perform dimension transformation using 1-d con-
volution to the transposed augmented input (x̃(j)

in )T ∈ RC×T

to adjust the number of channels. For target channel number
Fj , we obtain xj

d ∈ RFj×T , where a higher channel number
Fj is defined as finer granularity, and a lower channel number
as coarser granularity. From a medical perspective of EEG
data, each channel represents activities from a specific brain
region; the finer granularity of embedding extracts more latent
information from raw data and better represents the whole brain.
Then, the xj

d is further mapped into latent embeddings using a
linear projection: x(j)

e = x
(j)
d W (j), where x

(j)
e ∈ RFj×D and

W (j) ∈ RT×D.
Positional embedding is unnecessary here since self-attention

is performed along the channel dimension. We only add the
learnable granularity embedding W

(j)
gr ∈ R1×D here to help

distinguish the j-th granularity from others, resulting in the
final channel embedding:

x(j) = x̃(j)
e +W (j)

gr , (7)

where x(j) ∈ RFj×D. The granularity embedding W
(j)
gr is

broadcasted to all Fj channels during addition. We also enable
a router mechanism here to reduce complexity and facilitate
inter-granularity self-attention later. The router embedding is
initialized as:

u(j) = W (j)
gr , (8)

where u(j) ∈ R1×D. Again, the granularity embedding
W

(j)
gr is aimed to make different granularity distinguishable

from each other.
Finally, we obtain a list of channel embeddings{
x(1),x(2), . . . ,x(m)

}
and router embeddings{

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

of different target channel numbers
{F1, F2, . . . , Fm}. We feed the embeddings to the two-stage
multi-granularity channel self-attention.

F. Multi-Granularity Channel Self-Attention

Like multi-granularity patch self-attention, we enable a router
mechanism to facilitate communication among granularities
and reduce complexity in multi-granularity channel self-
attention. This process is divided into intra-granularity and

inter-granularity self-attention stages. In the intra-granularity
stage, self-attention is performed within the same granularity
among channel tokens to capture channel-wise correlations. In
the inter-granularity stage, self-attention is performed across
different granularities to enforce mutual information learning
between them.

1) Intra-Granularity Channel Self-Attention: For the j-
th target channel number Fj denoting granularity j, we
concatenate the channel embedding x(j) ∈ RFj×D and the
router embedding u(j) ∈ R1×D to form an intermediate
embedding z(j) ∈ R(Fj+1)×D:

z(j) =
[
x(j)∥u(j)

]
(9)

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

x(j) ←AttnIntra_c
(
x(j), z(j), z(j)

)
u(j) ←AttnIntra_c

(
u(j), z(j), z(j)

) (10)

where Attn (Q,K,V ) denotes the scaled dot-product at-
tention mechanism in [25]. Again, the router embedding u(j)

is updated simultaneously with the channel embedding x(j)

to maintain consistency. This ensures that the router can
summarize channel correlations within the same granularity
while the channel embeddings receive global information
from the router. The intra-granularity self-attention mechanism
enables the model to capture channel correlations within the
same granularity, facilitating the extraction of local features at
that granularity.

2) Inter-Granularity Channel Self-Attention: We concate-
nate all router embeddings

{
u(1),u(2), . . . ,u(m)

}
to form a

sequence of routers U c ∈ Rm×D:

U c =
[
u(1)∥u(2)∥ . . . ∥u(m)

]
(11)

where m is the number of different granularities. For
granularity j with target channel number Fj , we apply self-
attention to the router embedding u(j) ∈ R1×D with all the
routers U c:

u(j) ←AttnInter_c
(
u(j),U c,U c

)
(12)

Through intra-granularity self-attention, each router con-
tains local information specific to a particular granularity.
By performing self-attention among routers, the information
can be exchanged and learned across different granularities,
effectively capturing features more robustly. By using the
router mechanism, the time complexity of the two-stage multi-
granularity channel self-attention is O

(∑n
j=1 F

2
j +m2

)
.

G. Summary

Our method employs the standard Transformer architecture
depicted in Figure 1. The two embedding techniques, shown
in areas b) and c), are computed in parallel, as are the
two self-attention mechanisms in areas d) and e). Both the
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TABLE I: Processed Data. The information for the processed datasets is presented in two tables. The first table shows the
confidentiality level, number of subjects, samples, classes, channels, sampling rate, sample timestamps, and file size. Here,
#-Timestamps indicates the number of timestamps per sample. The second table shows the number of samples allocated to the
training, validation, and test sets under different setups, including subject-dependent, subject-independent, and leave-subjects-out.
The symbol - indicates no data, signifying that we do not evaluate this dataset under the specified setup, and the symbol ∼
indicates the approximate number.

Dataset Name Confidentiality Level #-Subject #-Sample #-Class #-Channel #-Timestamps Sampling Rate File Size

ADSZ Public 24+24=48 768 2 19 128 128Hz 14.2MB
APAVA Public 12+11=23 5,967 2 16 256 256Hz 103MB
ADFD Public 36+23+29=88 69,752 3 19 256 256Hz 2.52GB
ADFD-Binary Public 36+29=65 53,182 2 19 256 256Hz 1.92GB
ADFD-Binary-7C Public 36+29=65 69,752 2 7 256 256Hz ∼724MB
CNBPM Private 63+63+63=189 70,064 3 19 256 256Hz 2.53GB
CNBPM-Binary Private 63+63=126 46,305 2 19 256 256Hz 1.36GB
CNBPM-Binary-7C Private 63+63=189 46,305 2 7 256 256Hz ∼513MB
Cognision-ERP Private 90+87=177 61,300 2 7 149 125Hz 487MB

Subject-Dependent Subject-Independent Leave-Subjects-Out

Dataset Name #-Training #-Validation #-Test #-Training #-Validation #-Test #-Training #-Validation #-Test

ADSZ 460 154 154 420 166 182 – – –
APAVA 3,579 1,194 1,194 3,123 1,431 1,413 – – –
ADFD 41,850 13,951 13,951 40,446 14,658 14,648 – – –
ADFD-Binary – – – 31,294 10,416 11,472 ∼40,000 ∼6,500 ∼6,500
ADFD-Binary-7C – – – 31,294 10,416 11,472 – – –
CNBPM 42,038 14,013 14,013 37,389 15,361 17,314 – – –
CNBPM-Binary – – – 25,438 9,990 10,877 ∼32,000 ∼7,500 ∼6,500
CNBPM-Binary-7C – – – 25,438 9,990 10,877 – – –
Cognision-ERP 36,780 12,260 12,260 35,100 13,200 13,000 – – –

patch embedding and channel embedding branches include
their respective layer norm and feed-forward layers, and the
computations for each are performed concurrently. Each branch
shares layer normalization and feedforward networks across
different granularities, which saves memory and computing
resources.

For a given sample xin, after M layers of self-attention
processing, we obtain a list of updated patch embed-
dings x(1),x(2), . . . ,x(n), and a list of channel embeddings
x(1),x(2), . . . ,x(m). We then concatenate these embeddings to
form a final representation h, which is used to predict the label
y ∈ RK using a projection layer in downstream classification
tasks. Note that although we discuss multi-granularity here, our
method is flexible and can be easily adapted to variants such
as single-granularity, repetitive granularities, or using only one
of the embedding branches: patch or channel.

V. EXPERIMENTAL SETUPS

A. Datasets

To evaluate the performance of our method, we utilize 5 raw
EEG Dementia datasets: ADSZ [69], APAVA [70], ADFD [71],
CNBPM [72], [73], and Cognision-ERP [74], which include
three public and two private datasets. The ADSZ, APAVA,
ADFD, and CNBPM are resting EEG data, while Cognision-
ERP is event-related potential data. These datasets include
types of dementia such as Mild Cognitive Impairment (MCI),
Frontotemporal Dementia (FTD), and Alzheimer’s Disease
(AD). Altogether, these datasets comprise 525 distinct subjects
and a total of 207,851 samples. One dataset has 7 channels,
another 16 channels, and the remaining three have 19 channels.

Additionally, we use subsets of ADFD and CNBPM for
more case studies by removing subjects with specific classes
or reducing channel utilization, which generates 4 derived
datasets: ADFD-Binary, ADFD-Binary-7C, CNBPM-Binary,
and CNBPM-Binary-7C. The first tabular in table I presents
the details of 9 processed datasets. For more details of raw
data and data processing steps, see Appendix S.I.

B. Implementation Details

The differences and importance of the three evaluation setups
are discussed in Section III. For the subject-dependent setup,
after randomly shuffling the samples using seed 42, we divided
them into training, validation, and test sets, allocating 60%,
20%, and 20% of total samples, respectively. Five processed
datasets, including ADSZ, APAVA, ADFD, CNBPM, and
Cognision-ERP, are evaluated under this setup. For the subject-
independent setup, all the processed datasets are utilized, and
the sample allocation strategy varies by dataset. For the ADSZ,
ADFD, ADFD-Binary, ADFD-Binary-7C, and Cognision-ERP
datasets, we distributed 60%, 20%, and 20% of the subjects
and their corresponding samples into the training, validation,
and test sets. Notice that for the CNBPM, CNBPM-Binary,
and CNBPM-Binary-7C datasets, we randomly shuffle the
subjects before splitting due to fewer samples from the final
20% of subjects in the raw order. For the APAVA dataset, we
specifically allocated samples from subjects with IDs 1, 2, 17,
and 18 to the validation set and those from subjects with IDs 15,
16, 19, and 20 to the test set, with the remaining samples going
to the training set. For leave-subjects-out, we only evaluate on
ADFD-Binary and CNBPM-Binary datasets. For ADFD-Binary,



9

TABLE II: Subject-Dependent: All Complete Datasets. The results of using the subject-dependent setup are presented here.
The training, validation, and test sets are divided based on samples that have been randomly shuffled and then allocated
according to predetermined ratios. More details about this setup can be found in Section III-B. For reference, the number of
classes, channels, and subjects for each dataset is listed under the dataset name. The first tabular in Table I provides more
details about each dataset.

Datasets
ADSZ

(2 Classes, 19 Channels)
(48 Subjects)

APAVA
(2 Classes, 19 Channels)

(23 Subjects)

ADFD
(3 Classes, 19 Channels)

(88 Subjects)

CNBPM
(3 Classes, 19 Channels)

(189 Subjects)

Cognision-ERP
(2 Classes, 7 Channels)

(177 Subjects)

Models
Metrics Accuracy F1 Score Accuracy F1 Score Accuracy F1 Score Accuracy F1 Score Accuracy F1 Score

Statistical 91.56±1.42 91.56±1.42 98.44±0.40 98.37±0.42 61.22±0.76 57.45±0.92 68.12±0.40 62.16±0.75 65.46±0.45 65.38±0.46
Spectral 98.18±0.86 98.18±0.86 99.38±0.23 99.35±0.24 61.01±1.11 57.94±1.07 70.75±0.45 67.46±0.33 66.15±0.14 66.07±0.15
Power 93.38±1.32 93.37±1.33 98.56±0.17 98.49±0.18 59.13±2.06 56.79±1.58 69.07±0.62 65.85±0.69 61.78±1.08 61.48±0.84
Complexity 91.95±1.95 91.94±1.96 96.85±0.42 96.71±0.44 47.52±1.55 43.80±1.54 57.21±1.27 52.32±1.06 56.42±0.83 56.18±0.71

EEGNet 91.17±2.16 91.16±2.17 99.46±0.19 99.44±0.20 80.79±0.71 78.99±1.13 86.18±0.51 84.03±0.57 72.11±0.19 72.00±0.18
TCN 98.05±0.82 98.05±0.82 99.28±0.34 99.25±0.35 81.39±0.46 80.33±0.37 85.51±0.25 83.25±0.22 73.06±0.21 72.96±0.12
MICN 69.22±4.04 69.18±4.06 98.96±0.25 98.91±0.26 76.13±0.44 75.09±0.33 82.17±0.37 79.53±0.33 68.52±0.28 68.32±0.27
TimesNet 98.31±0.88 98.31±0.88 99.82±0.11 99.81±0.12 93.74±0.62 93.52±0.62 91.20±0.37 89.93±0.41 75.59±0.41 75.50±0.40

Autoformer 95.71±2.45 95.71±2.45 98.91±0.36 98.87±0.38 87.83±1.62 87.38±1.79 81.29±4.44 78.41±5.01 70.64±0.80 70.55±0.85
Crossformer 87.14±87.14 87.07±2.73 97.07±0.18 96.94±0.19 89.35±1.32 88.88±1.40 88.38±0.92 86.59±1.07 68.30±0.36 68.09±0.37
FEDformer 91.82±1.46 91.81±1.47 93.55±0.38 93.24±0.41 77.63±2.37 76.60±2.46 77.98±0.62 74.67±0.74 66.35±0.44 66.22±0.54
Informer 95.45±0.71 95.45±0.71 99.03±0.33 98.99±0.34 90.93±0.90 90.60±0.94 88.42±0.37 86.80±0.39 76.10±0.57 75.99±0.59
iTransformer 81.43±2.48 81.24±2.57 92.50±0.52 92.19±0.56 64.90±0.25 62.25±0.33 71.17±0.47 66.15±0.45 66.13±0.29 66.06±0.29
MTST 88.96±1.42 88.96±1.42 98.58±0.32 98.52±0.33 65.08±0.69 63.03±0.58 73.35±0.51 69.87±0.63 67.91±0.17 67.83±0.17
Nonformer 97.14±0.32 97.14±0.32 99.51±0.06 99.49±0.07 96.12±0.47 95.96±0.47 92.86±0.45 91.77±0.55 77.46±0.64 77.35±0.64
PatchTST 89.87±1.67 89.87±1.68 97.76±0.54 97.66±0.56 66.26±0.40 64.95±0.42 73.92±0.49 70.30±0.33 68.84±0.40 68.79±0.41
Pyraformer 97.14±0.88 97.14±0.88 98.91±0.23 98.86±0.24 94.81±0.77 94.57±0.81 91.83±0.24 90.52±0.37 67.87±5.63 67.49±6.16
Reformer 97.01±1.13 97.01±1.13 99.30±0.23 99.27±0.24 91.51±1.75 91.14±1.83 88.71±0.48 87.08±0.53 75.49±0.30 75.40±0.30
Transformer 97.14±0.52 97.14±0.52 99.18±0.19 99.14±0.20 97.00±0.43 96.86±0.44 93.27±0.20 92.25±0.25 77.62±0.46 77.48±0.44
ADformer (Ours) 98.31±1.08 98.31±1.08 99.73±0.07 99.72±0.07 97.95±0.15 97.84±0.15 94.13±0.82 93.21±0.91 77.94±0.67 77.87±0.67

based on the current random seed, we randomly select 4 AD
(Alzheimer’s Disease) and 4 HC (Healthy Controls) subjects
for the validation set, and another 4 AD and 4 HC subjects for
the test set; all remaining subjects are allocated to the training
set. In the CNBPM-Binary dataset, this number increases to 10
AD and 10 HC subjects each for both the validation and test
sets. These varying allocation ratios aim to maintain a balanced
distribution of samples across the training, validation, and test
sets. The detailed numbers of samples for each dataset under
different setups are provided in the second tabular of Table I.
All samples were normalized to standardize the channel data.

We compare our ADformer with 19 widely-used or state-of-
art models, which include: 1) 4 traditional machine learning
methods categorized in the review [8]: Statistical Features
(Mean, Skewness, Kurtosis, Standard Deviation, Interquar-
tile Range, Maximum, Minimum, and Median) [11], [12],
[31]–[35], Spectral Features (Phase Shift, Phase Coherence,
Bispectrum, Bicoherence, Spectral Centroid, Spectral Roll-
off, Spectral Peak, Average Magnitude, Median Frequency,
and Amplitude Modulation) [13], [14], [36]–[40], Power
Features (Power Spectrum Density, Relative Band Power,
Ratio of EEG Rhythm, and Energy) [15], [16], [32], [41],
and Complexity Features (Shannon entropy, Tsallis Entropy,
Permutation Entropy, Spectral Entropy, Bispectral Entropy, and
Dispersion entropy) [17], [18], [42]–[44]; 2) 4 CNN-based
methods: EEGNet [75], TCN [76], MICN [77], TimesNet [78];
and 3) 11 transformer-based methods: Autoformer [26], Cross-
former [30], FEDformer [54], Informer [27], iTransformer [28],
MTST [79], Nonformer [53], PatchTST [29], Pyraformer [52],
Reformer [80], and Vanilla Transformer [25].

All CNN and transformer-based methods are implemented

based on the Time-Series-Library GitHub project1. All tra-
ditional methods are manually implemented, and training is
done under the same framework as deep-learning methods.
We use accuracy, macro-averaged F1 score, macro-averaged
AUROC, and macro-averaged AUPRC as evaluation metrics.
For all the setups, we save the model with the best F1 score
on the validation set and test it on the test set to get the
final result. Experiments are conducted using five different
seeds (41-45) based on the same train-val-test data split
in subject-dependent/subject-independent setups and different
train-val-test data split in the leave-subjects-out setup, with
results reported as mean and standard deviation. Half of the
experiments are performed on NVIDIA RTX 4090, and the
other half that require more CUDA memory are run on a
cluster with four RTX A5000 GPUs. We employ 6 layers
for the encoder of all transformer methods, 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. Stochastic weight
averaging (SWA) [81] is enabled in subject-independent and
leave-subjects-out setups to benefit cross-subjects learning.
Batch size is set to {32, 32, 128, 128, 32} to ADSZ, APAVA,
ADFD, CNBPM, and Cognision-ERP, respectively. More
implementation details and method-specific parameters, such as
patch length list, are presented in the Supplement Materials S.II
and the script files in our project’s GitHub repository.
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TABLE III: Subject-Independent: All Complete Datasets. The results of using the subject-independent train-validation-test
split are presented here. In this setup, the training, validation, and test sets are divided based on subjects, ensuring that samples
from a single subject appear exclusively in one of the three sets. More details about this setup can be found in Section III-C.
For reference, the number of classes, channels, and subjects for each dataset is listed under the dataset name. More details
about each dataset are in the Table I.

Datasets
ADSZ

(2 Classes, 19 Channels)
(48 Subjects)

APAVA
(2 Classes, 19 Channels)

(23 Subjects)

ADFD
(3 Classes, 19 Channels)

(88 Subjects)

CNBPM
(3 Classes, 19 Channels)

(189 Subjects)

Cognision-ERP
(2 Classes, 7 Channels)

(177 Subjects)

Models
Metrics Accuracy F1 Score Accuracy F1 Score Accuracy F1 Score Accuracy F1 Score Accuracy F1 Score

Statistical 76.26±2.56 76.14±2.61 78.73±2.23 76.05±2.86 49.31±0.60 43.84±0.43 57.14±0.30 49.08±0.78 56.11±0.29 56.07±0.32
Spectral 87.58±1.72 87.36±1.69 74.48±0.57 69.42±0.97 43.16±3.28 41.43±2.30 56.01±1.59 51.86±0.77 54.87±0.34 54.71±0.34
Power 83.74±2.19 83.23±2.36 72.63±3.42 66.77±5.00 44.28±3.43 41.55±2.07 54.60±2.44 50.67±3.56 52.22±0.83 51.67±1.38
Complexity 81.43±2.77 81.11±2.87 66.83±5.57 60.99±7.22 37.05±3.43 36.91±2.93 46.91±0.95 43.19±1.43 52.03±1.31 51.08±2.70

EEGNet 86.81±1.84 86.65±1.91 71.81±3.67 65.26±5.86 51.78±0.93 47.49±0.85 66.69±0.32 60.02±0.61 56.30±0.52 56.04±0.55
TCN 88.90±0.64 88.80±0.62 84.71±1.25 83.69±1.25 50.17±1.37 47.29±1.30 66.19±0.35 60.38±0.55 54.11±0.58 53.73±0.89
MICN 60.55±2.01 60.49±2.04 79.45±1.81 75.93±2.61 47.00±2.01 43.43±1.25 65.04±1.12 60.02±0.80 54.65±0.23 54.56±0.33
TimesNet 92.75±1.57 92.65±1.56 76.30±4.02 72.89±5.34 48.81±1.12 47.69±1.04 67.81±1.35 62.40±1.98 52.97±1.06 52.60±1.10

Autoformer 91.43±4.63 91.36±4.60 68.64±1.82 68.06±1.94 45.25±1.48 42.59±1.85 61.25±2.32 56.60±3.25 53.86±0.30 53.72±0.33
Crossformer 84.51±2.47 84.39±2.40 73.77±1.95 68.93±1.85 50.45±2.31 45.50±1.70 59.76±1.56 51.42±2.66 55.71±0.80 55.45±0.95
FEDformer 90.44±2.90 90.37±2.88 74.94±2.15 73.51±3.39 46.30±0.59 43.91±1.37 62.48±0.70 56.95±0.96 55.29±0.59 55.18±0.68
Informer 90.22±1.53 90.12±1.53 73.11±4.40 69.47±5.06 48.45±1.96 45.74±1.38 63.42±1.79 58.35±1.45 50.39±0.59 50.28±0.46
iTransformer 78.79±1.72 78.60±1.65 74.55±1.66 72.30±1.79 52.60±1.59 46.79±1.13 58.42±0.55 48.89±0.67 55.31±0.76 55.29±0.75
MTST 76.15±3.49 76.09±3.47 71.14±1.59 64.01±3.16 45.60±2.03 44.31±1.74 54.34±2.02 49.43±1.35 54.41±0.67 53.81±0.79
Nonformer 90.44±0.82 90.36±0.79 71.89±3.81 69.74±3.84 49.95±1.05 46.96±1.35 70.36±1.79 65.78±2.19 50.95±1.08 50.66±1.12
PatchTST 79.12±1.97 78.09±2.36 67.03±1.65 55.97±3.10 44.37±0.95 41.97±1.37 58.02±1.67 51.83±1.66 53.12±0.30 53.05±0.32
Pyraformer 90.77±1.22 90.62±1.19 79.54±1.30 76.36±2.05 51.52±0.77 47.13±1.95 69.23±0.46 64.26±0.39 52.72±0.25 52.65±0.27
Reformer 89.56±1.87 89.48±1.86 78.70±2.00 75.93±1.82 50.78±1.17 47.94±0.69 66.11±1.29 61.47±1.79 52.58±0.54 52.40±0.48
Transformer 89.45±2.24 89.39±2.21 76.30±4.72 73.75±5.38 50.47±2.14 48.09±1.59 67.60±2.44 62.18±3.30 50.22±0.67 49.57±0.99
ADformer (Ours) 93.08±1.43 92.96±1.43 80.00±2.52 77.97±2.46 55.21±0.54 51.97±0.88 70.58±0.92 65.85±1.28 56.70±0.38 56.66±0.36

VI. EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS

A. Subject-Dependent

In this setup, we randomly shuffle all the subjects’ samples
and divide them into training, validation, and test sets according
to a predetermined ratio. A more detailed discussion of this
setup can be found in the preliminary section III-B. After
splitting, the number of samples for each dataset is listed in
the second tabular in Table I. The subject-dependent setup is
designed to verify the effectiveness of a dataset and assess
its cross-subject features. However, its real-world applications
in EEG-based dementia diagnosis are limited, as the label
of an unseen subject is unknown during the training phase.
Typically, the results of this setup are much better than the
subject-independent setup, showing the potential upper bound
results achievable of a dataset with the subject-independent
setup.

1) All Complete Datasets: We evaluated our ADformer and
all baselines across five complete datasets: ADSZ, APAVA,
ADFD, CNBPM, and Cognision-ERP. Table II presents the
overall results under this setup. Our method achieves com-
parable or superior performance to the baselines in terms of
accuracy and F1 score. Deep-learning methods demonstrate
significantly stronger learning capabilities than traditional
methods, especially on the larger datasets ADFD and CNBPM.
The overall results indicate the presence of learnable features
associated with different types of dementia across all datasets.
Many methods, such as TimesNet, Nonformer, Pyraformer,
and Transformer, can easily achieve over 90% F1 perfor-
mance on various datasets. We hope the results under the

1https://github.com/thuml/Time-Series-Library

subject-dependent setup provide a clear impression to future
researchers of how different setups could yield deceptively high
performance, leading to training models that are ineffective in
real-world applications. We aim to draw the attention of time
series researchers to the significant challenges posed by the
subject-independent setup in EEG-based disease diagnosis.

B. Subject-Independent

In this setup, we exclusively divide all subjects and their
corresponding samples into training, validation, and test sets
based on a predetermined ratio or specific subject IDs. The
preliminary section III-C provides a more detailed discussion
of this setup. After the division, the number of samples for
each dataset is displayed in the second table in Table I. The
outcomes of this setup are crucial as they reflect real-world
applicability. For dementia diagnosis, it is essential to have
a model that performs well on samples from unseen subjects
to assess whether these subjects have dementia accurately. In
this context, the labeled samples from these unseen subjects
must not appear during the training phase (note that in some
scenarios, unlabeled samples from unseen subjects might be
used during training for domain adaptation, which is beyond
the scope of our paper and is not discussed further). The
unique distribution and noise inherent in each subject’s data
can obscure generalizable features across subjects, making it
challenging to develop a model that performs well on unseen
subjects. Typically, the subject-independent setup results are
significantly worse than those from the subject-dependent setup.

1) All Complete Datasets: We evaluated our method and all
baselines across five complete datasets: ADSZ, APAVA, ADFD,
CNBPM, and Cognision-ERP. Table III presents the overall

https://github.com/thuml/Time-Series-Library
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results under this setup. Our method achieves top-1 results
in 8 out of 10 evaluations and top-2 in all 10 evaluations.
For the relatively small datasets ADSZ and APAVA, CNN-
based methods achieve comparable or even better results than
transformer-based methods, which is intuitive. TCN achieves
the best F1 score on APAVA. For the larger datasets, ADFD and
CNBPM, the best and second-best results are all achieved by
transformer-based methods. However, the overall performance
on these two large datasets is not very impressive, with even
the best results only reaching an F1 score of around 50%
on a three-class classification task. On the Cognision-ERP
dataset, all methods perform poorly, considering it is a binary
classification task, achieving no more than 60% F1 scores
with all methods. In general, deep-learning methods, including
CNNs and transformers, easily outperform traditional methods,
especially on the larger datasets ADFD and CNBPM.

The relatively low performance of ADFD and CNBPM
prompts further investigation into potential causes. One pos-
sibility is that some classes of dementia, such as FTD and
MCI, are challenging to distinguish from AD. Additionally,
we are exploring the reasons behind the lower performance
of the Cognision-ERP dataset, which may be attributed to the
characteristics of ERP-EEG data or could be due to a fewer
number of channels in the Cognision-ERP data. These insights
lead to our focus on binary classification tasks for large datasets
and channel reduction research in the upcoming sections.

TABLE IV: Subject-Independent: Binary Classification of
Large Datasets. Subjects and their corresponding samples with
an intermediate level of dementia, specifically Frontotemporal
Dementia (FTD) and Mild Cognitive Impairment (MCI), are
excluded from the datasets ADFD and CNBPM, respectively.
We analyze the binary classification between Alzheimer’s
Disease (AD) and Healthy Controls (HC) in these two large
datasets, employing a subject-independent setup.

Datasets
ADFD-Binary

(2 Classes, 19 Channels)
(65 Subjects)

CNBPM-Binary
(2 Classes, 19 Channels)

(126 Subjects)

Models
Metrics Accuracy F1 Score Accuracy F1 Score

Statistical 60.28±1.14 59.23±0.97 80.77±0.37 76.72±0.31
Spectral 60.88±1.70 60.53±1.44 78.57±1.46 73.94±0.88
Power 60.15±1.58 59.89±1.75 76.15±2.85 72.91±2.60
Complexity 58.88±2.15 58.28±2.35 69.16±3.59 64.23±3.76

EEGNet 71.91±1.87 71.02±1.82 92.20±0.22 90.25±0.29
TCN 68.71±1.19 68.48±1.29 91.99±0.31 90.08±0.35
MICN 61.46±1.68 61.35±1.69 89.75±0.88 87.80±0.95
TimesNet 61.79±1.79 61.30±1.52 92.31±0.17 90.53±0.21

Autoformer 59.61±2.13 58.88±2.57 88.93±2.64 86.68±2.72
Crossformer 71.90±0.67 71.71±0.62 86.19±0.32 81.61±0.69
FEDformer 60.47±1.60 59.88±1.53 88.53±0.65 86.22±0.79
Informer 61.88±0.99 61.54±1.11 90.78±0.45 88.70±0.51
iTransformer 73.85±0.61 73.47±0.59 79.92±0.37 74.60±0.30
MTST 62.57±2.75 61.41±2.17 78.18±1.04 73.94±0.96
Nonformer 64.28±2.51 63.94±2.42 92.06±0.46 90.20±0.52
PatchTST 59.10±1.08 58.38±1.01 79.47±1.46 75.22±1.25
Pyraformer 66.00±1.49 65.58±1.33 92.51±0.12 90.69±0.14
Reformer 63.45±2.15 61.22±2.23 89.69±0.34 87.19±0.47
Transformer 65.61±2.20 65.19±2.10 91.80±0.29 89.95±0.40
ADformer (Ours) 75.80±0.74 75.19±0.80 94.84±0.19 93.58±0.24

2) Binary Classification of Large Datasets: Given the
moderate results for the large datasets ADFD and CNBPM

under a subject-independent setup, we investigate whether
the presence of an intermediate level of dementia in these
datasets makes classification more challenging. To address
this, we remove subjects with the intermediate dementia
class—frontotemporal Dementia(FTD) in ADFD and Mild
Cognitive Impairment(MCI) in CNBPM—resulting in two
subsets, ADFD-Binary and CNBPM-Binary, which are more
similar to the ADSZ and APAVA datasets. Details of these
subsets are shown in Table I. We continue to employ the
subject-independent setup to evaluate these two subsets.

The results of our method and all baselines are presented in
Table IV. Our method achieves top-1 results in both accuracy
and F1 score for these two subsets. Overall, performance
significantly improves compared to the three-class classification
of the complete datasets, with ADFD-Binary achieving over
70% F1 score and CNBPM-Binary exceeding 90% F1 score
with many methods. The higher performance in CNBPM-
Binary compared to ADFD-Binary likely results from the larger
number of subjects and a relatively balanced distribution of
AD and HC subjects. These results do support our guess that
some classes of dementia, such as FTD and MCI, are somehow
hard to distinguish from AD subjects.

TABLE V: Subject-Independent: Channel Reduction of
Large Datasets. Following the previous binary classification
study of these two datasets, we further investigate how the
results are impacted using only 7 channels. Again, we focus
only on the Alzheimer’s Disease (AD) and Healthy Controls
(HC) subjects, employing the subject-independent setup.

Datasets
ADFD-Binary-7C

(2 Classes, 7 Channels)
(65 Subjects)

CNBPM-Binary-7C
(2 Classes, 7 Channels)

(126 Subjects)

Models
Metrics Accuracy F1 Score Accuracy F1 Score

Statistical 65.61±0.73 64.45±0.65 80.36±0.09 74.95±0.21
Spectral 66.66±0.54 66.12±0.52 79.11±0.28 74.01±0.43
Power 64.59±3.40 63.49±2.64 74.79±4.47 69.36±3.07
Complexity 60.78±2.95 59.58±2.34 66.08±2.65 61.07±2.59

EEGNet 74.69±1.73 73.75±2.18 86.81±2.18 82.96±3.13
TCN 74.87±0.21 74.70±0.19 87.87±0.63 85.62±0.64
MICN 65.47±0.77 65.15±0.64 89.66±0.99 87.45±0.99
TimesNet 70.60±0.23 70.41±0.29 91.16±0.92 89.19±0.89

Autoformer 63.78±1.23 63.41±1.17 85.70±3.56 82.93±4.07
Crossformer 73.87±0.40 73.78±0.35 84.15±0.81 79.01±1.19
FEDformer 65.30±2.32 64.90±2.38 85.66±0.83 82.69±0.81
Informer 67.31±1.02 66.73±0.76 90.53±0.55 88.42±0.62
iTransformer 72.66±0.47 72.22±0.45 76.74±0.58 70.07±0.53
MTST 67.50±0.61 66.97±0.65 77.32±1.63 71.79±1.40
Nonformer 67.52±0.64 67.30±0.52 90.87±0.78 88.61±1.13
PatchTST 65.44±1.23 65.20±1.08 78.35±2.06 72.70±1.46
Pyraformer 72.48±0.52 72.16±0.81 93.48±0.24 91.89±0.33
Reformer 67.65±1.18 64.19±2.45 85.37±1.67 82.22±1.53
Transformer 66.73±0.60 66.50±0.63 90.38±0.36 88.22±0.47
ADformer (Ours) 74.99±0.43 74.72±0.43 92.77±0.30 91.05±0.40

3) Channel Reduction of Large Datasets: Considering the
relatively poor performance in the Cognision-ERP dataset, we
want to investigate whether the fewer channels caused it or if
ERP data requires different preprocessing methods from resting
EEG data. In this case, we reduce the number of channels
used in the ADFD-Binary and CNBPM-Binary datasets to
create ADFD-Binary-7C and CNBPM-Binary-7C, respectively.
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Specifically, we use only 7 channels—F3, Fz, F4, Cz, P3, Pz,
and P4—to match the channels in the Cognision-ERP dataset.

The results of our method and all baselines are presented
in Table V. The findings are unexpected yet exciting: the
reduced number of channels does not significantly decrease
the performance in CNBPM-Binary and even increases the
performance in ADFD-Binary. This increase in performance for
ADFD-Binary is consistent across nearly all methods, including
ours. We verify the results with the validation set and confirm
that the improvement is not due to variance in the model on
the test set. Performance increased on both validation and
test sets. This intriguing result demonstrates that an increased
number of channels does not necessarily enhance performance.
We suspect the noise introduced in some channels during data
collection might be the reason for the lower overall performance.
For CNBPM-Binary, the reduced number of channels slightly
decreases the overall performance, but the best methods still
achieve high performance, with over 90% F1 score.

In summary, reducing the number of channels does not
necessarily decrease performance and may even enhance it.
This suggests that the poor performance of Cognision-ERP
is not solely due to the fewer number of channels but also
indicates the need for a specific model design for ERP-EEG
data. Moreover, this finding inspires future work on channel
selection research. What are the key channels for EEG-based
dementia diagnosis? Using fewer channels means cheaper and
more convenient EEG devices, making them more applicable
to real-world scenarios.

C. Leave-Subjects-Out

This setup is a variant of the subject-independent setup used
in many medical settings. It aims to maximize data utilization,
especially when dealing with limited sample quality. We
randomly select several subjects exclusively for validation and
test sets, while the remaining subjects are used for the training
set. The preliminary section III-D provides a more detailed
discussion of this setup. After the selection, the approximate
number of samples across random seeds for ADFD-Binary and
CNBPM-Binary is presented in the second tabular of Table I.

1) Binary Classification of Large Datasets: We conduct a
case study using five seeds (41-45) on the two large datasets
with binary classifications: ADFD-Binary and CNBPM-Binary.
The results are presented in Table VI. Our method outperforms
the baselines on these datasets, achieving F1 scores of 75.22%
and 85.19% on ADFD-Binary and CNBPM-Binary, respectively.
Compared with the subject-independent setup, the best F1 score
for ADFD-Binary remains around 75%, while for CNBPM-
Binary, it drops from over 90% to 85%. Both results exhibit
very high standard deviations, which is consistent with our
expectations. The model is validated on a validation set with
fewer subjects, which likely increases the variance introduced
by subject-specific noise unrelated to dementia features.

D. Ablation Study

We conduct ablation studies to evaluate different components
of our method, including studies on augmentation methods,
patch length, target channel numbers, and encoder modules. To

TABLE VI: Leave-Subjects-Out: Binary-Class Subsets of
ADFD and CNBPM. The leave-subjects-out setup is a specific
type of subject-independent setup. This approach randomly
selects several subjects for the validation and test sets based on
the current random seed and uses all remaining subjects as the
training sets. Again, we focus only on the Alzheimer’s Disease
(AD) and Healthy Controls (HC) subjects in these datasets.

Datasets
ADFD-Binary

(2 Classes, 19 Channels)
(65 Subjects)

CNBPM-Binary
(2 Classes, 19 Channels)

(126 Subjects)

Models
Metrics Accuracy F1 Score Accuracy F1 Score

Statistical 64.71±4.71 63.55±5.31 73.83±6.78 68.76±7.42
Spectral 64.47±4.57 63.77±4.53 71.72±8.48 68.75±7.47
Power 64.35±2.37 63.45±2.71 69.65±7.47 65.86±7.00
Complexity 58.53±2.04 57.12±2.58 64.84±5.45 60.96±5.21

EEGNet 74.98±4.77 74.62±5.03 85.90±4.35 83.36±4.93
TCN 74.22±6.78 73.97±6.96 86.20±3.85 83.63±3.81
MICN 63.98±5.57 63.48±5.38 80.09±6.53 76.29±8.22
TimesNet 68.10±6.93 67.23±6.99 87.42±4.40 83.96±5.48

Autoformer 66.28±7.04 65.69±7.13 79.26±8.16 72.91±10.03
Crossformer 69.22±5.15 68.78±5.20 80.93±7.70 77.00±6.72
FEDformer 66.52±7.08 65.55±7.89 79.92±7.86 76.62±8.04
Informer 67.90±4.68 67.44±4.62 81.60±7.44 78.58±7.63
iTransformer 71.45±4.19 71.22±4.11 75.61±6.92 71.34±6.85
MTST 63.51±4.43 62.47±4.07 72.76±6.55 67.99±5.67
Nonformer 64.99±4.51 63.46±5.29 81.66±7.72 78.74±7.95
PatchTST 64.29±7.16 63.83±6.92 74.11±7.58 70.23±6.19
Pyraformer 71.72±6.41 70.72±7.88 87.69±4.46 85.15±4.89
Reformer 63.53±4.91 60.16±8.97 79.22±10.45 77.00±9.60
Transformer 62.49±5.14 61.65±5.47 83.18±5.98 80.56±6.68
ADformer (Ours) 75.42±6.06 75.22±6.11 87.52±4.82 85.19±5.61

accurately assess the impact of each component, we select the
ADFD-Binary and CNBPM-Binary datasets for evaluation, as
they are sufficiently large and have shown good performance
in previous studies. In this ablation study, a default version of
ADformer is defined as employing all augmentation methods,
using a patch length list of {1, 2, 4, 8}, a target channel number
list of {19, 38, 76, 152}, and enabling inter-granularity self-
attention, which may differ from parameters used in previous
sections of different setups. The objective here is to assess the
effectiveness of each component rather than identifying the best
parameters for a dataset. We employ the subject-independent
setup for evaluation.

TABLE VII: Ablation Study: Augmentation Study. We
assess the effectiveness of each augmentation method in our
ADformer. The term All refers to the collective use of all
augmentation methods. We employ the subject-independent
setup for evaluation.

Datasets
ADFD-Binary

(2 Classes, 19 Channels)
(65 Subjects)

CNBPM-Binary
(2 Classes, 19 Channels)

(126 Subjects)

Models
Metrics Accuracy F1 Score Accuracy F1 Score

Flip 67.42±3.49 66.98±3.27 93.80±0.73 92.27±0.88
Shuffle 70.53±0.53 69.97±0.81 94.21±0.08 92.81±0.08
Frequency 69.74±2.37 68.91±2.28 93.77±0.24 92.28±0.29
Jitter 68.81±1.37 68.11±1.22 94.84±0.19 93.58±0.24
Drop 66.59±4.12 65.71±3.49 94.14±0.34 92.76±0.40
All 71.03±1.51 70.44±1.35 94.50±0.20 93.15±0.25
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1) Augmentation Study: We evaluate how different augmen-
tation methods impact the performance of ADFD-Binary and
CNBPM-Binary. The results of this augmentation methods
study are presented in Table VII. We evaluate each augmenta-
tion method described in section IV-B, where the last one All
refers to using all the methods altogether. The other parameters
are the same as a default version of ADformer. According
to the results, no single augmentation method consistently
outperforms the others across both datasets. The best result for
ADFD-Binary is achieved using All, and for CNBPM-Binary,
it is Jitter. However, employing all augmentation methods
generally yields relatively good performance on both datasets.

TABLE VIII: Ablation Study: Patch Length Study. We
evaluate how different patch lengths, including single, repetitive,
and combinations of patch lengths, impact the performance of
ADFD-Binary and CNBPM-Binary. We employ the subject-
independent setup for evaluation.

Datasets
ADFD-Binary

(2 Classes, 19 Channels)
(65 Subjects)

CNBPM-Binary
(2 Classes, 19 Channels)

(126 Subjects)

Models
Metrics Accuracy F1 Score Accuracy F1 Score

1 73.61±2.44 73.13±2.58 93.94±0.30 92.43±0.37
2 73.14±0.81 72.85±0.95 94.03±0.34 92.57±0.38
4 74.06±1.74 73.59±1.79 94.26±0.21 92.83±0.25
8 70.95±0.47 70.70±0.52 94.42±0.24 93.01±0.29
1,1,1,1 73.39±0.85 72.98±0.90 94.14±0.24 92.73±0.28
2,2,2,2 71.67±1.66 71.24±1.76 94.12±0.14 92.69±0.16
4,4,4,4 71.77±1.57 71.39±1.71 94.40±0.21 93.05±0.27
8,8,8,8 69.16±1.33 68.69±1.52 94.66±0.29 93.32±0.35
1,2,4,8 71.03±1.51 70.44±1.35 94.50±0.20 93.15±0.25

2) Patch Length Study: We evaluate how different patch
lengths, including single, repetitive, and combinations of patch
lengths, impact the performance of ADFD-Binary and CNBPM-
Binary. All other parameters remain consistent with the default
version of ADformer. The results are presented in Table VIII.
The findings indicate that using more patch lengths does not
guarantee improved performance. Therefore, the selection of
patch lengths should be carefully considered during training.
However, analyzing different patch lengths provides valuable
insights into which specific lengths are most effective for the
current dataset, aiding in the tuning of adaptable parameters.

3) Channel Number Study: We evaluate how different target
channel numbers, including single, repetitive, and combinations
of target channel numbers, impact the performance of ADFD-
Binary and CNBPM-Binary. All other parameters align with
the default version of ADformer. The findings are detailed
in Table IX. For CNBPM-Binary, the default version of our
method achieves the best performance, while for ADFD-Binary,
using four repetitive 19 as target channel numbers yields
the best results. These findings echo those from the patch
length study, indicating that increasing the number of target
channel numbers does not necessarily enhance performance.
The results suggest that specific target channel numbers should
be selected for different datasets during parameter tuning to
optimize performance.

4) Module Study: We evaluate how different modules,
including data augmentation, inter-granularity self-attention,

TABLE IX: Ablation Study: Channel Number Study. We
evaluate how different target channel numbers, including single,
repetitive, and combinations of channel numbers, impact the
performance of ADFD-Binary and CNBPM-Binary. We employ
the subject-independent setup for evaluation.

Datasets
ADFD-Binary

(2 Classes, 19 Channels)
(65 Subjects)

CNBPM-Binary
(2 Classes, 19 Channels)

(126 Subjects)

Models
Metrics Accuracy F1 Score Accuracy F1 Score

19 69.41±0.61 68.96±0.66 94.26±0.28 92.88±0.33
38 69.88±1.66 69.42±1.65 94.19±0.20 92.80±0.24
76 70.25±1.82 69.87±1.94 94.17±0.31 92.78±0.35
152 69.98±0.70 69.50±0.76 94.29±0.29 92.88±0.37
19,19,19,19 72.72±1.91 72.35±1.80 94.19±0.32 92.77±0.41
38,38,38,38 70.81±1.70 70.24±1.85 94.17±0.33 92.77±0.40
76,76,76,76 71.14±1.80 70.66±1.79 93.90±0.17 92.40±0.22
152,152,152,152 71.05±1.51 70.48±1.63 94.26±0.13 92.86±0.16
19,38,76,152 71.03±1.51 70.44±1.35 94.50±0.20 93.15±0.25

TABLE X: Ablation Study: Module Study. We evaluate
how different modules, including data augmentation, inter-
granularity self-attention, patch branch, and channel branch,
impact the performance of ADFD-Binary and CNBPM-Binary.
We employ the subject-independent setup for evaluation.

Datasets
ADFD-Binary

(2 Classes, 19 Channels)
(65 Subjects)

CNBPM-Binary
(2 Classes, 19 Channels)

(126 Subjects)

Models
Metrics Accuracy F1 Score Accuracy F1 Score

No Augmentation 69.21±1.78 68.71±1.78 93.03±0.23 91.37±0.26
No Inter-Attention 69.68±1.51 69.05±1.29 94.34±0.39 92.96±0.47
No Patch Branch 75.09±0.57 74.67±0.62 92.53±0.40 90.61±0.49
No Channel Branch 68.88±0.51 68.38±0.44 93.29±0.12 91.65±0.14
ADformer 71.03±1.51 70.44±1.35 94.50±0.20 93.15±0.25

patch branch, and channel branch, impact the performance of
ADFD-Binary and CNBPM-Binary. The patch branch refers to
areas b) and d), and the channel branch refers to areas c) and
e) in Figure 3, respectively. All other parameters align with
the default version of ADformer. The findings are detailed in
Table X. For CNBPM-Binary, the default version of our method
achieves the best performance, underscoring the effectiveness
of each component. For ADFD-Binary, our method achieves the
best result without the patch branch, significantly outperforming
the default version. The other components also contribute
positively to the overall results. This outcome aligns with
previous findings in Table IV and Table V, where methods that
utilize self-attention among channels, such as the iTransformer
and Crossformer, demonstrate strong performance on ADFD-
Binary and ADFD-Binary-7C. We are unsure of the underlying
cause but will investigate this finding in future work.

VII. CONCLUSION AND FUTURE WORKS

A. Conclusion

This paper introduces ADformer, a novel multi-granularity
transformer designed for EEG-based AD assessment. We
develop two innovative multi-granularity data embedding
methods to leverage both temporal and spatial features ef-
ficiently. The first method embeds cross-channel patches
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of varying lengths into multi-granularity embeddings. The
second method embeds the series of each channel in inputs
transformed with varying numbers of channels into multi-
granularity embeddings. Besides, we design two-stage intra-
inter granularity self-attention mechanisms to correspond to
the two data embedding methods. The intra-granularity self-
attention stage leverages local features within each granularity,
and the inter-granularity self-attention stage utilizes global
features. We evaluate our method comprehensively on 5
complete datasets, totaling 525 subjects, 207,851 samples, and
4 derived subsets of the two largest datasets for case studies.
We perform experiments on various setups, including subject-
dependent, subject-independent, and leave-subjects-out.

We summarize our key findings from experiments here to
inspire the future researchers:

• Deep-learning methods generally outperform traditional
feature extraction methods across various setups and
datasets. Transformer-based methods, in particular, demon-
strate a promising ability to perform EEG-based AD
assessment, often achieving comparable or better results
than CNN-based methods, especially on large datasets.

• Experiments with the subject-dependent setup consistently
achieve much higher results than those with the subject-
independent setup. Researchers should avoid using subject-
dependent setups to evaluate models in real-world appli-
cations, as their deceptively high performance can lead
to misleading conclusions.

• Distinguishing between the early stages of Alzheimer’s
disease (AD) and other forms of dementia, such as Mild
Cognitive Impairment (MCI) and Frontotemporal Demen-
tia (FTD), remains challenging compared to differentiating
between Healthy Control (HC) and AD subjects. In a
three-class classification involving HC, MCI, and AD, the
highest F1 score is around 65%. For binary classification
between AD and HC, an EEG dataset with more than
100 subjects collected in a resting state (CNBPM-Binary)
can achieve an F1 score of over 90%, even under the
challenging subject-independent setup.

• Reducing the number of channels used for training does
not necessarily damage the results; sometimes, it even
improves them. This is encouraging news for real-world
applications, as it suggests the possibility of using cheaper
and more convenient EEG helmets. An EEG dataset
with more than 100 subjects, utilizing only 7 channels
(CNBPM-Binary-7C), achieved F1 scores of around 85%.

B. Future Works

For future work, several directions are promising. Firstly,
we aim to explore the importance of channels, determining the
minimum number of channels needed to achieve reasonably
good results and identifying the most critical channels.
Secondly, given that our model and existing methods
still exhibit limited performance on EEG-ERP AD data
(Cognision-ERP), we plan to investigate effective methods
specifically for EEG-ERP data in AD assessment. Thirdly, we
intend to develop methods to distinguish between different
types of dementia and the early stages of AD more effectively.

From a computer science perspective, designing techniques
to learn common features among subjects while ignoring
subject-specific noise is crucial in improving classification
performance. Considering the limited number of AD datasets,
utilizing large pre-trained EEG models might be beneficial.
For instance, pre-training on a general EEG dataset and
fine-tuning on specific AD and other dementia datasets
could be a viable strategy. From a medical perspective, a
straightforward approach is to use more advanced and accurate
EEG data collectors and to expand data collection across a
broader range of subjects.
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SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

S.I. DATASET DETAILS

A. ADSZ

The Alzheimer’s Disease and Schizophrenia (ADSZ) is a
public EEG time series dataset3 from paper [69]. We only use
the sub-dataset for Alzheimer’s disease(AD) in the download
link. The AD sub-dataset is a 2-classes EEG time series dataset
of 48 subjects, 24 AD patients, and 24 healthy elderly subjects.
It has 19 channels and a sampling frequency rate of 128Hz.
Most subjects have an EEG trial duration of 8 seconds, and
several trials have 10, 12, or 14 seconds, with timestamps
ranging from 1,024 to 1,792. By segmenting each trial into
1-second samples with half-overlapping, we obtain a total of
768 samples with 128 timestamps per sample.

B. APAVA

The Alzheimer’s Patients’ Relatives Association of
Valladolid (APAVA) dataset4, referenced in the study by [70],
is a public 2-classes EEG time series dataset consisting of
23 subjects, including 12 AD patients and 11 healthy elderly
subjects. It has 16 channels and a sampling frequency rate of
256Hz. Each subject has multiple trials, with each trial lasting 5
seconds, corresponding to 1280 timestamps. We segment all the
trials into 1-second samples with half-overlapping, generating
a total of 5,967 samples.

C. ADFD

The Alzheimer’s Disease and Frontotemporal
Dementia(ADFD) is a large public 3-classes EEG time
series dataset5 from the paper [71]. Here, we use data
version 1.06. It has 88 subjects, including 36 AD patients, 23
Frontotemporal Dementia (FTD), and 29 healthy controls(HC).
It has 19 channels and a sampling frequency rate of 500 Hz.
Each subject has a trial, with trials lasting approximately 13.5
minutes for AD subjects (min=5.1, max=21.3), 12 minutes for
FTD subjects (min=7.9, max=16.9), and 13.8 for HC subjects
(min=12.5, max=16.5). In total, the dataset includes 485.5
minutes of AD, 276.5 minutes of FTD, and 402 minutes
of HC time series recordings. A bandpass filtering between
0.5-45Hz is applied to each trial. We downsample each trial
into 256Hz and segment them into 1-second non-overlapping
samples, discarding any samples shorter than 1 second at the
trial edges. This process results in a total of 69,752 samples.

D. ADFD-Binary & ADFD-Binary-7C

These two datasets are subsets of the processed ADFD
dataset. The ADFD-Binary dataset excludes all subjects with
Frontotemporal Dementia (FTD), resulting in 65 subjects and
a total of 53,182 samples. The ADFD-Binary-7C dataset is
further processed from the ADFD-Binary dataset by using only
7 channels. These channels include F3, Fz, F4, Cz, P3, Pz, and
P4.

3https://figshare.com/articles/dataset/Alzheimer_s_disease_and_
Schizophrenia/19091771

4https://osf.io/jbysn/
5https://openneuro.org/datasets/ds004504/versions/1.0.6

E. CNBPM

This is a large private 3-classes dataset of preprocessed EEG
time series provided by AI-LAB laboratory (University Mediter-
ranea of Reggio Calabria, Italy), referenced in studies [72],
[73]. It consists of 63 subjects with Alzheimer’s Disease (AD),
63 with Mild Cognitive Impairment (MCI), and 63 Healthy
Control (HC) subjects. The dataset has 19 channels and an
initial sampling rate of 1024Hz. A frequency-band filter and
downsampling are applied to filter the frequency bands between
0.5 and 32 Hz and reduce the sampling rate to 256Hz. Each
subject’s trial, ranging from several minutes to over half an
hour, is segmented into 1-second non-overlapping samples,
excluding those shorter than 1 second at the trial edges. This
procedure yields a total of 70,064 samples.

F. CNBPM-Binary & CNBPM-Binary-7C

Like ADFD-Binary and ADFD-Binary-7C datasets, CNBPM-
Binary and CNBPM-Binary-7C are two subsets of the processed
ADFD dataset. The CNBPM-Binary dataset excludes all
subjects with Mild Cognitive Impairment (MCI), resulting
in 126 subjects and a total of 46,305 samples. The CNBPM-
Binary-7C dataset is further processed from the CNBPM-Binary
dataset by using only 7 channels. These channels include F3,
Fz, F4, Cz, P3, Pz, and P4.

G. Cognision-ERP

The Cognision-ERP is a private Event-Related Poten-
tial(ERP) EEG time series dataset from Cognision6 company,
referenced in study [74]. It has 177 available subjects, with
90 AD and 87 HC. The total number of samples is 61,300.
Each subject has 300 or 400 samples, and each sample has
149 timestamps. The frequency sampling rate is 125Hz, and
the channel number is 7.

S.II. IMPLEMENTATION DETAILS

All CNN and transformer-based methods are implemented
based on the Time-Series-Library GitHub project7. All tra-
ditional methods are manually implemented, and training is
done under the same framework as deep-learning methods.
We use accuracy, macro-averaged F1 score, macro-averaged
AUROC, and macro-averaged AUPRC as evaluation metrics.
For all the setups, we save the model with the best F1 score
on the validation set and test it on the test set to get the
final result. Experiments are conducted using five different
seeds (41-45) based on the same train-val-test data split
in subject-dependent/subject-independent setups and different
train-val-test data split in the leave-subjects-out setup, with
results reported as mean and standard deviation. Half of the
experiments are performed on NVIDIA RTX 4090, and the
other half that require more CUDA memory are run on a
cluster with four RTX A5000 GPUs. We employ 6 layers
for the encoder of all transformer methods, with the self-
attention dimension D set to 128 and the hidden dimension of
the feed-forward networks set to 256. The optimizer used

6https://www.cognision.com/
7https://github.com/thuml/Time-Series-Library

https://figshare.com/articles/dataset/Alzheimer_s_disease_and_Schizophrenia/19091771
https://figshare.com/articles/dataset/Alzheimer_s_disease_and_Schizophrenia/19091771
https://osf.io/jbysn/
https://openneuro.org/datasets/ds004504/versions/1.0.6
https://www.cognision.com/
https://github.com/thuml/Time-Series-Library
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TABLE S.1: Parameters Tuning. Parameter tuning for all evaluations of our ADformer model, where the symbol – indicates
that a parameter is disabled, and ✓indicates that it is enabled.

Datasets
Paras patch_length_list channel_number_list augmentations no_temporal_branch no_channel_branch swa

Subject-Dependent

ADSZ {2} {19} none,flip0.8 – – –
APAVA {4, 8} {32, 6} none,flip0.8 – – –
ADFD {1, 2, 4} {19, 38} flip,drop0.25 – – –
CNBPM {2, 2, 2, 4, 4, 4} {19, 38, 76, 152} flip,jitter0.25,drop0.25 – – –
Cognision-ERP {3, 3} – flip,shuffle – ✓ –

Subject-Independent

ADSZ {4} {19} none,drop – – –
APAVA {2, 2, 4, 16, 32} {16, 32, 64, 128} none,drop0.15 – – ✓
ADFD {2, 2, 2, 4, 4, 4} {16, 32, 64, 128} flip,jitter0.25,drop0.25 – – ✓
ADFD-Binary {4} {19, 19, 19, 19} flip1.0,shuffle1.0,frequency0.1,jitter0.4,drop0.4 – – ✓
ADFD-Binary-7C {2, 2, 2, 4, 4, 4} {19, 38, 76, 152} flip1.0,shuffle1.0,frequency0.1,jitter0.3,drop0.3 – – ✓
CNBPM {1, 1, 2, 2, 2} {19, 38, 38, 38, 76} flip1.0,shuffle1.0,drop0.25 – – ✓
CNBPM-Binary {1, 2, 4, 8} {19, 38, 76, 152} jitter – – ✓
CNBPM-Binary-7C {1, 2, 2} {7, 14, 28} flip1.0,shuffle1.0,jitter0.25,drop0.25 – – ✓
Cognision-ERP – {7, 7} flip,shuffle ✓ – ✓

Leave-Subjects-Out

ADFD-Binary – {19, 19} flip,shuffle,frequency,jitter ✓ – ✓
CNBPM-Binary {6, 6, 8, 8} {19, 38, 76, 152} flip,shuffle,jitter,drop – – ✓

is Adam, with a learning rate of 1e-4. Stochastic weight
averaging (SWA) [81] is enabled in subject-independent and
leave-subjects-out setups to benefit cross-subjects learning.
Batch size is set to {32, 32, 128, 128, 32} to ADSZ, APAVA,
ADFD, CNBPM, and Cognision-ERP, respectively.

Statistical Statistical features are manually extracted from
both the raw data and five frequency bands (delta, theta,
alpha, beta, gamma), including mean, skewness, kurtosis,
standard deviation, interquartile range, maximum, minimum,
and median [11], [12], [31]–[35]. A linear projector is then
trained on these extracted features.

Spectral Spectral features are manually extracted from the
raw data, including Phase Shift, Phase Coherence, Bispectrum,
Bicoherence, Spectral Centroid, Spectral Roll-off, Spectral
Peak, Average Magnitude, Median Frequency, and Amplitude
Modulation [13], [14], [36]–[40]. A linear projector is then
trained on these extracted features.

Power Power features are manually extracted from the raw
data, including Power Spectrum Density, Relative Band Power,
Ratio of EEG Rhythm, and Energy [15], [16], [32], [41]. A
linear projector is then trained on these extracted features.

Complexity Complexity features are manually extracted
from the raw data, including Shannon entropy, Tsallis Entropy,
Permutation Entropy, Spectral Entropy, Bispectral Entropy, and
Dispersion entropy [17], [18], [42]–[44]. A linear projector is
then trained on these extracted features.

EEGNet EEGNet [75] utilizes 2D convolutional networks
to extract temporal and spatial features. Specifically, it employs
a temporal convolutional layer, followed by a depthwise
convolutional layer, and then a separable convolutional layer
to sequentially learn a representation. A linear projector is
subsequently trained on this representation.

TCN TCN [76] is a CNN-based method specifically designed
for time series data. It uses multi-layer causal dilated 1D con-
volutional blocks to expand the receptive field of convolutional
networks, enabling more effective representation learning on
time series data.

MICN MICN [77] introduces a convolutional structure with
linear computational complexity for time series forecasting.
It employs a local-global structure to achieve information
aggregation and model long-term dependencies in time se-
ries, outperforming both the self-attention family and auto-
correlation mechanisms. The raw source code is available at
https://github.com/wanghq21/MICN.

TimesNet TimesNet [78] transforms 1D time series data
into a 2D space, allowing for the simultaneous presentation of
intraperiod and interperiod variations. The authors introduce
TimesBlock, a parameter-efficient inception block designed to
uncover multiple periods and capture temporal 2D variations
from the transformed 2D tensors. The top-k amplitude value is
set to 1. The raw code is available at https://github.com/thuml/
Time-Series-Library.

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 [30] 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 [54] 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 autoregressive method in

https://github.com/wanghq21/MICN
https://github.com/thuml/Time-Series-Library
https://github.com/thuml/Time-Series-Library
https://github.com/thuml/Autoformer
https://github.com/Thinklab-SJTU/Crossformer
https://github.com/Thinklab-SJTU/Crossformer
https://github.com/MAZiqing/FEDformer
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time series forecasting tasks. They introduce ProbSparse self-
attention to reduce complexity and memory usage. The raw
code is available at https://github.com/zhouhaoyi/Informer2020.

iTransformer iTransformer [28] questions the conventional
approach of embedding attention tokens in time series fore-
casting 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.

MTST MTST [79] uses the same token embedding method
as Crossformer and PatchTST. It highlights 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 patch length list is set to {8, 32, 96}. The
raw code is available at https://github.com/networkslab/MTST.

Nonformer Nonformer [53] analyzes the impact of non-
stationarity in time series forecasting tasks and its significant
effect on results. They design a de-stationary attention mod-
ule 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 [29] 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 patch
length is set to 16. The raw code is available at https://github.
com/yuqinie98/PatchTST.

Pyraformer Pyraformer [52] captures temporal dependen-
cies across different ranges in a compact, multi-resolution
manner. It achieves a maximum path length of O(1) while
maintaining the time and space complexity of O(L). The raw
code is available at https://github.com/alipay/Pyraformer.

Reformer Reformer [80] 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 [25], 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.

ADformer Table S.1 presents the parameter tuning for all
evaluations across different datasets and various setups of our
ADformer.

https://github.com/zhouhaoyi/Informer2020
https://github.com/thuml/iTransformer
https://github.com/networkslab/MTST
https://github.com/thuml/Nonstationary_Transformers
https://github.com/thuml/Nonstationary_Transformers
https://github.com/yuqinie98/PatchTST
https://github.com/yuqinie98/PatchTST
https://github.com/alipay/Pyraformer
https://github.com/lucidrains/reformer-pytorch
https://github.com/jadore801120/attention-is-all-you-need-pytorch
https://github.com/jadore801120/attention-is-all-you-need-pytorch
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