
An Improved Time Series Anomaly Detection by
Applying Structural Similarity

Tiejun Wang∗, Rui Wang∗, Xudong Mou∗, Mengyuan Ma†, Tianyu Wo†, Renyu Yang†, Xudong Liu∗
∗School of Computer Science and Engineering, Beihang University, Beijing, China

†School of Software, Beihang University, Beijing, China
{wtj, ruiking, mxd, mamy, woty, renyuyang, liuxd}@buaa.edu.cn}

Abstract—Effective anomaly detection in time series is piv-
otal for modern industrial applications and financial systems.
Due to the scarcity of anomaly labels and the high cost of
manual labeling, reconstruction-based unsupervised approaches
have garnered considerable attention. However, accurate anomaly
detection remains an unsettled challenge, since the optimization
objectives of reconstruction-based methods merely rely on point-
by-point distance measures, ignoring the potential structural
characteristics of time series and thus failing to tackle complex
pattern-wise anomalies. In this paper, we propose StrAD, a novel
structure-enhanced anomaly detection approach to enrich the
optimization objective by incorporating structural information
hidden in the time series and steering the data reconstruction
procedure to better capture such structural features. StrAD ac-
commodates the trend, seasonality, and shape in the optimization
objective of the reconstruction model to learn latent structural
characteristics and capture the intrinsic pattern variation of
time series. The proposed structure-aware optimization objective
mechanism can assure the alignment between the original data
and the reconstructed data in terms of structural features,
thereby keeping consistency in global fluctuation and local
characteristics. The mechanism is pluggable and applicable to
any reconstruction-based methods, enhancing the model sensi-
tivity to both point-wise anomalies and pattern-wise anomalies.
Experimental results show that StrAD improves the performance
of state-of-the-art reconstruction-based models across five real-
world anomaly detection datasets.

Index Terms—Time series, Anomaly detection, Structural Sim-
ilarity

I. INTRODUCTION

Artificial intelligence (AI), Deep Learning (DL), and multi-
media technology have driven advancements across all walks
of life, propelling multimedia wearable devices towards greater
intelligence. Leveraging their mobility, these smart wearables
continuously record a vast amount of users’ time-series life
data – such as location, sleep patterns, and heart rate –
during use. This capability makes them the preferred choice
for individuals focused on health management. Consequently,
detecting anomalies in this time-series data has become a
major research focus. However, anomalies are intrinsically
sparse and obtaining accurately labeled data is intractable,
making it only resolvable by unsupervised learning tasks [1].
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Fig. 1. Reconstruction results and Reconstruction errors of original sequences
containing point- and pattern-wise anomaly from dataset NeurIPS-TS [2], with
Mean Squared Error as the optimization objective.

Unsupervised DL models learn intrinsic features through
reconstruction and prediction, with the normality assumptions
of capturing normal patterns [3], [4]. Reconstruction-based
methods such as Anomaly Transformer [5], AOC [6], Sen-
sitiveHUE [7], and LSTM-ED [8] encode normal data in the
latent space and minimize the residual between the decoded
data after reconstruction and the actual data. They typically
assume a low reconstruction probability of anomalies [9], due
to their rare and unpredictable nature.

Noticeably, time series usually exhibit a variety of mor-
phological patterns, such as wave-like, step-wise, or curved
forms, and embedding-wise rich structural information includ-
ing trends and periodicity [2]. Reconstruction-based methods
typically learn to capture the underlying temporal dynamics by
optimizing an objective function that solely measures point-
by-point distances – such as Mean Squared Error (MSE),
Dynamic Time Warping (DTW), and Mean Absolute Error
(MAE) – yet entirely overlooking such structural features as
trends and seasonal information, which in turn impeds accurate
anormaly identification. Fig. 1 shows the insufficient capability
of handling pattern-wise anomalies, if only considering point-
by-point distance optimization in the state-of-the-art recon-
struction methods.

In this paper, we present StrAD, a novel Structure-enhanced
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Anomaly Detection model that enriches the optimization ob-
jective by characterizing structural information of time series
and guiding the reconstruction model to capture such structural
features. The core idea is to redesign the loss function to
measure the structural similarity between the original and
reconstructed data. StrAD breaks down the calculation of
similarity from three distinct yet interconnecting aspects –
trend, seasonality, and shape. To prevent the effects of real-
world time series noises, StrAD extracts trend and seasonality
characteristics through Legendre Polynomials projection and
Fast Fourier Transform, respectively. As a local structural char-
acteristic, the shape information is well elaborated in the loss
to avoid the excessive influence of high error points. Inspired
by structural modeling of time series, StrAD integrates the
three structural components in a weighted manner to form
a unified loss function. StrAD not only guides models to
learn structural features but also captures long-term global
patterns and local variations of time series. Additionally, the
loss calculation can be seamlessly integrated with conven-
tional point-by-point loss functions, thereby enhancing both
the robustness and the accuracy of anomaly detection in
time series data. We conduct extensive experiments on five
benchmark datasets, and experimental results show that StrAD
consistently improves the performance of reconstruction-based
methods in TSAD tasks. In particular, this work makes the
following contributions:

• Introducing structural similarity, for the first time, as a
new driving force that navigates the optimization ob-
jective for reconstruction models, without any additional
architectural modifications.

• Redefining a structure-aware loss function that takes the
full advantage of trend, seasonality, and shape to measure
the difference between the origin and reconstruction data.

• Conducting extensive experiments on five real-world
datasets, both univariate and multivariate, and three state-
of-the-art architectures to show the efficacy of StrAD.

II. RELATED WORK

Time Series Anomaly Detection (TSAD). TSAD is im-
portant for various research fields and applications. Deep
learning based approaches can effectively learn expressive
representations of complex data and are competitive in tackling
challenging anomaly detection problems [10]. LSTM-ED [8]
proposes an encoder-decoder scheme based on long-short-
term memory networks that learns to reconstruct normal time-
series behavior. COCA [9] and AOC [6] integrate contrastive
learning and autoencoder with one-class classification by
constructing a minimal hypersphere to distinguish anoma-
lies. RoCA [11] introduces a multi-hypothesis framework
to enhance anomaly detection. TranAD [12] uses attention-
based sequence encoders to swiftly perform inference with
the knowledge of the broader temporal trends in the data.
Based on the diffusion model, D3R [13] utilizes data-time mix-
attention to dynamically decompose long-period multivariate
time series, to overcome the limitation of the local sliding
window. Furthermore, foundation models such as UniTS [14],

ALFA [15], and One Fits All [16] introduce new model
frameworks to TSAD tasks. These foundation models are
trained on large-scale, diverse datasets to perform data analysis
tasks by capturing broad and universal features, which exhibit
remarkable zero-shot capabilities when analyzing new data
domains in prediction and classification tasks. However, most
of them improve detection performance through model archi-
tectural improvements without a special focus on optimizing
TSAD-specific objectives.
Reconstruction-based Anomaly Detection. Most of the exist-
ing studies formulate TSAD tasks as an unsupervised problem
that can be resolved by reconstruction-based approaches. One
direction is improving network architecture [9], [17]. AMDN
[18] combines both the benefits of traditional early fusion and
late fusion strategies to exploit the complementary information
of both appearance and motion patterns. UODA [19] uses auto-
encoder models to capture the intrinsic difference between
outliers and normal instances. OmniAnomaly [20] proposes a
stochastic recurrent neural network for multivariate TSAD that
works robustly for various devices. Another research direction
lies in improving the anomaly score instead of using the origi-
nal reconstruction error. FreDF [21] and PS [22] overcome the
limitations of traditional optimization objectives by enhancing
frequency domain information and patch localized statistical
properties. NPSR [23] introduces a nominality score calculated
from the ratio of the combined value of the reconstruction
errors. Anomaly Transformer [5] introduces a new Anomaly-
Attention mechanism to compute the association discrepancy.
To enhance the sensitivity of normal patterns, SensitiveHUE
[7] proposes a probabilistic network by implementing both re-
construction and heteroscedastic uncertainty estimation. While
they can somewhat improve the detection performance, such
works largely overlook the structural characteristics inherent
in time series. Our work aims to propose a structure-aware op-
timization objective for time series anomaly detection, which
learns latent structural features to capture time series pattern
variation.

III. METHODOLOGY

A. Problem Definition

Given a time series S = {x1, x2,..., xM} with length
M, where xi ∈ Rd is a d−dimensional vector collected at
timestamp i. Conventional approaches typically use sliding
windows with length t to process S into subsequence set D
= {X1,X2, ...,XN}, where sample Xi = {x1, x2, ..., xt }is a
subsequence of S with length t, and N is the number of the
subsequence. We follow the structural modeling [2] to better
represent the characteristics of time series.

X = Γ(2πωT ) + Θ(T ), (1)

where T = {1, 2, ..., t}. Γ(·) and Θ(·) denote the base shapelet
and trend function describing the direction of Xi.

Typically, a TSAD detection model calculates an anomaly
score Si for each Xi. The higher Si is, the more likely Xi is
determined as anomalous. Reconstruction-based models learn
the latent features of the input data X and compare the
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Fig. 2. Overview of the structure-aware StrAD optimization objective, which measures structure similarity between origin and reconstructed time series data
by combining trend, seasonality, and shape.

reconstructed data X′ with X to obtain the anomaly score.
Such models are designed to fit the underlying parameter
defined in Eq. 1 to obtain the errors between the X and X′.
However, these models solely rely on point-by-point distance
as their optimization objective and fall short in accurately
fitting Eq. 1 when the time series exhibits variations in trend
or periodicity. Therefore, it is imperative to take into account
such structural information as trend, periodicity, and shape in
the calculation of the loss function.

B. Structural Characteristics

At the core of StrAD is to analyze the structural charac-
teristics of time series and introduce a structural similarity
loss function to navigate the pattern learning of given time
series from a structural perspective. As observed in Eq. 1,
we break down the structural elements into trend, seasonality,
and shape. The shapelet function Γ(·) reveals that ω reflects
the periodic nature of the time series and Γ(·) comprises
both global and local characteristics. As illustrated in Fig. 2,
we formulate a structure-aware loss function to accommodate
trend, seasonality, and shape—to quantify the discrepancy in
structural similarity between the original time series X and its
reconstruction X′.

C. Structure Similarity Aware Loss Enhancement

We enrich the conventional loss calculation in a straight-
forward yet working manner as below.
Trend. As illustrated in Eq. 1, the trend is abstracted as
the function Θ(T ) solely dependent on time T . Continuous
variation of a time series is typically manifested as rising
or falling trend features, and such trend fluctuation gets even
more significant as the time window increases. To effectively
capture the global trend variation, Legendre polynomials P(·)
are often employed owing to their capability of representing

smooth variations over fixed intervals. Accordingly, the trend
term is calculated by projecting both the original and the
reconstructed sequences onto the linear trend, and then by
performing comparative calculations:

Ltrend = Pn(X)− Pn(X
′)

=

n∑
k=0

ak · tk −
n∑

k=0

bk · tk,
(2)

where ak and bk represent the coefficients of the fitted poly-
nomials of X and X′, respectively. We advocate the use of
n = 1 in StrAD, which allows the trend term to represent
potential long-term changes in the time series. Moreover,
the trend fluctuations of time series typically evolve slowly
and smoothly, while certain anomalous segments may cause
abrupt deviations. To ensure training stability and improve
error sensitivity, the trend item is processed, and then the trend
loss is defined as:

Ltre. = − log (|P1(X)− P1(X
′)|1 + ε)

= − log (|a · t− b · t|1 + ε) ,
(3)

where ε is a small constant, |·|1 denotes the element-wise ℓ1
norm, summing the absolute values of all elements.
Seasonality. According to the shapelet function Γ(·) in Eq. 1,
there are patterns of normal variation in time series that repeat
at regular intervals, which have a potentially fixed frequency
of variation, that is, seasonal characteristics ω.

However, real-world time series inevitably contain noise,
making it intricate but pivotal to identify seasonal variations
accurately. To tackle noisy time series, the Fast Fourier Trans-
form (FFT) has been demonstrated effective in identifying un-
derlying periodic patterns while effectively suppressing local
disturbances caused by noise, owing to mapping the sequence



from the time domain to the frequency domain. We therefore
apply FFT to capture the seasonality characteristics:

Lsea. = |F(X)−F(X′)|1 , (4)

where F(·) denotes the FFT algorithm. The seasonality feature
represents the regular fluctuation of a time series. As one of
the structure similarity measures, minimizing the difference in
seasonality is helpful to align long-term variation.
Shape. Time series inherently contain structural shape charac-
teristics, including peaks and valleys, which reflect the local
fluctuation. Such features are usually composed of several data
points. Therefore, the shape fluctuation information can be
obtained by comparing the differences point by point across
the time series. To diminish the amplification of local errors,
it is helpful to apply the absolute value operation on these
differences instead of squaring them, i.e., ℓ1 loss. Doing so
can mitigate overreaction to local deviations and prevent data
points with excessive errors from dominating the optimization
process. Accordingly, the final shape loss Lshap. is adjusted
as follows:

Lshap. =

T∑
t=1

|xt − x′
t|1 . (5)

Putting Them Together. By aligning the similarity of trends
and seasonality, the original data X and reconstructed data
X′ maintain consistency in their global long-term variation
patterns. Meanwhile, minimizing the shape discrepancies can
make the alignment as much as possible between the two
time series at the local detailed level. Therefore, StrAD can
effectively capture the intrinsic structure of time series by
integrating all these elements above. In practice, by following
the form of Eq. 1, the overall structure-aware loss function
StrAD can be defined as a weighted combination of three
components:

L = λ1 · Ltre. + λ2 · Lsea. + λ3 · Lshap.. (6)

λ1, λ2, and λ3 are weight parameters controlling the relative
contribution of each structure characteristic. They can be
dynamically updated according to the gradient magnitudes or
manually adjusted based on domain-specific prior knowledge,
according to the characteristics of the datasets. Notably, the
values of parameters λ1, λ2, and λ3 should be to ensure
that the relative contributions of different components remain
within an appropriate range. In the next section, we perform
a sensitivity analysis to assess its influence on model perfor-
mance. By learning the global and local structural changes
of time series, StrAD improves the sensitivity to point- and
pattern-wise anomalies. The structure-awareness in the loss
function is highly flexible and can be generalized in many
other reconstruction-based models, without any additional
modification.

IV. EXPERIMENTS

A. Experimental Setup
Datasets. We conduct a comprehensive experimental eval-

uation on 5 datasets from diverse domains, overcoming the

Algorithm 1 Structure Similarity Guided Time Series
Anomaly Detection
Input: Time series X
Parameter: Encoder E, Decoder D
Output: Trained model M

1: Initialize weights of E, D
2: for each training iteration do
3: Time series sample X
4: Encode latent representation: H ← E(X)
5: Reconstruct: X′ ← D(H)
6: Analyze structural characteristics:
7: Ltre. = − log (|a · t− b · t|1 + ε)
8: Lsea. = |F(X)−F(X′)|1
9: Lshap. =

∑T
t=1 |xt − x′

t|1
10: Aggregate StrAD loss:
11: L = λ1 · Ltre. + λ2 · Lsea. + λ3 · Lshap.

12: Update E,D to minimize L
13: end for
14: return Trained model M

TABLE I
SUMMARY OF TSAD DATASETS.

Dataset Entity / Dim Train / Test Anomaly Rate (%)

AIOps 29 / 1 3003631 / 2918412 2.26
UCR 250 / 1 5298699 / 14047567 0.51
SWaT 1 / 51 475185 / 449904 5.90
WADI 1 / 127 784556 / 172788 1.04
ESA 1 / 6 12273601 / 12273599 0.76

limitation of using a single dataset with domain-specific fea-
tures. The data statistics are summarized in Table I, and the
details are as follows:

• AIOps [24] encompasses 29 univariate sub-datasets of
well-maintained business cloud KPIs from prominent
Internet companies. It includes two types of anomalies:
point-wise and pattern-wise, of which there are more
point-wise anomalies.

• UCR [25] contains 250 univariate sub-datasets from
various fields. Each contains only one anomaly segment,
mainly pattern-wise anomaly types.

• SWaT [26] is collected from a scaled-down water treat-
ment testbed with 51 sensors over 11 days. During
the last 4 days, anomalies were injected using diverse
attack methods. It contains several long-term pattern-wise
anomalies.

• WADI [27] is acquired from a reduced city water distribu-
tion system with 127 sensors and actuators, with 14 days
collected under normal status and 2 days under attack
scenarios. Unlike SWaT, it contains shorter, long-term
pattern-wise anomaly segments.

• ESA [28] includes annotated real-life telemetry of three
different missions from the European Space Agency. As
a large multivariate dataset, it contains several long-term
pattern-wise anomalies.

Metrics. We validate our approach in terms of anomaly



TABLE II
THE RPA F1-SCORE(%), AND PA F1-SCORE(%) FOR MSE LEARNING OBJECTIVES, AND OUR PROPOSED STRAD WITH THREE SOTA TSAD MODELS

ON AIOPS, UCR, SWAT, WADI, AND ESA DATASETS. THE Avg(%) AND A.I.R. MEAN THE AVERAGE AND THE AVERAGE IMPROVEMENT RATE OF
STRAD COMPARED TO MSE. THE TERMS HIGHLIGHTED IN BOLD INDICATE THE BEST RESULTS.

Model Anomaly Transformer [5] AOC [6] SensitiveHUE [7]

Loss Function + MSE + StrAD + MSE + StrAD + MSE + StrAD

Metrics RPA F1 PA F1 RPA F1 PA F1 RPA F1 PA F1 RPA F1 PA F1 RPA F1 PA F1 RPA F1 PA F1

AIOps 0.49 34.75 1.91 58.55 8.06 39.53 32.06 61.88 4.56 32.37 28.31 59.47
UCR 2.40 11.67 2.82 20.52 16.43 31.96 18.90 33.77 11.55 22.29 15.69 26.71
SWaT 33.33 92.03 5.14 97.93 29.79 82.33 30.51 83.03 33.33 83.41 38.60 87.16
WADI 1.69 52.91 2.02 93.62 0.68 11.26 5.71 11.39 31.58 28.12 35.71 58.47
ESA 5.20 99.78 3.01 99.06 17.14 89.48 79.25 97.59 20.44 80.30 88.14 97.94

Avg 8.62 58.23 2.98 73.94 14.42 50.91 33.29 57.53 20.29 49.30 41.29 65.95
A.I.R. - - 0.40 0.45 - - 2.83 0.15 - - 1.83 0.48

detection capability and detection performance improvement.
i) Anomaly Detection. Currently, there is no unified standard

for the selection of evaluation metrics for time series anomaly
detection performance. To evaluate the fairness of each metric,
[17] conducts analysis and discussion for specific evaluation
metrics. Compared with other metrics, the RPA metrics treat
the entire abnormal segment as a single sample, which is
consistent with the number of anomalies. Therefore, this paper
chooses RPA Precision, Recall, and F1-score to evaluate the
detection performance of all models. Note that this paper
reports on the metrics for the entire dataset, which is a
weighted average of the RPA F1-score for each sub-dataset:

F1entire =

M∑
i=1

ei
E
F1i, (7)

where M is the number of sub-datasets, E is the total number
of anomaly segments for the entire dataset, and ei is the
number of anomaly segments of the i-th sub-dataset.

ii) Performance Improvement. Based on the RPA F1, we
evaluate the performance of models employing different opti-
mization objectives. Taking MSE as the benchmark, we calcu-
late the average (Avg.Improved) and the average improvement
rate(A.I.R.) of different learning objectives on all datasets as
follows:

Avg.Improved =
1

Q
×

Q∑
i=1

(F1∗i − F1MSE
i ), (8)

A.I.R. =
1

Q
×

Q∑
i=1

(F1∗i − F1MSE
i )

F1MSE
i

, (9)

where Q represents the number of datasets, ∗ represents other
optimization objectives. For a comprehensive comparative
analysis, we also report the results of the PA F1-score.
Baselines. We compare StrAD with other learning objectives:
Mean Squared Error (MSE) and Dynamic Time Warping
(DTW) [29]. For the DTW learning objective, we adopt the
DTW algorithm provided by [30] that supports deep model
training. To comprehensively evaluate each loss function, we

select three state-of-the-art (SOTA) reconstruction TSAD mod-
els, which include LSTM-based model: AOC [6]; Transformer-
based model: Anomaly Transformer [5], and SensitiveHUE
[7].
Implementation. For different learning objectives and other
variants, we repeat each experiment with the same model and
dataset. We use the official implementations of each TSAD
model from their respective repositories to obtain the best
result by running 10 times. Furthermore, for fair evaluation,
only the optimization objective for reconstruction modules is
modified in this experiment, while the network architecture
and training strategy of each model remain unchanged. All the
models and loss functions are built with Pytorch and Merlion
[31], and trained on an NVIDIA Tesla V100 GPU.

B. Overall Performance

Table II reports the entire performance of three SOTA
TSAD models, by adopting StrAD or by default the MSE
as loss function, respectively, on five real-world datasets.
Observably, for most cases, StrAD consistently outperforms
the MSE loss function, only being slightly inferior to the MSE-
based Anomaly Transformer on SWaT and ESA datasets. Most
notably, StrAD-based AOC improves average RPA F1 from
14.42% to 33.29% (18.87+%), and StrAD-based Sensitive-
HUE improves RPA F1 from 20.29% to 41.29% (+21%). Such
improvement derives from StrAD’s ability to learn structural
features within the time series, which can boost the model’s
sensitivity to anomalies.

To further evaluate the generality and flexibility of StrAD
loss, we evaluate the StrAD against MSE, DTW, and integra-
tion with StrAD as a loss function. The results are detailed in
Table III. We observe that the StrAD loss gets the best A.I.R.
1.83 and 0.48 on five public datasets, respectively, in terms
of RPA F1 and PA F1. From the perspective of each dataset,
compared with other loss functions, StrAD also achieves a re-
markable improvement. In addition, MSE + StrAD and DTW
+ StrAD loss obtain the higher RPA F1 27.50% and 16.03%
on AIOps and UCR dataset, respectively, which confirms that
StrAD not only achieves superior performance when used
as a standalone optimization objective, but also serves as a



TABLE III
COMPARISON BETWEEN STRAD AND OTHER LOSS FUNCTIONS ON AIOPS, UCR, SWAT, WADI, AND ESA DATASETS, BASED ON THE SENSITIVEHUE

MODEL. THE TERMS HIGHLIGHTED IN BOLD INDICATE THE BEST RESULTS, WHILE THE SECOND-BEST ONES ARE UNDERLINED.

Loss Function
Dataset Univariate Multivariate Avg.Improved A.I.R.

AIOps UCR SWaT WADI ESA

MSE RPA F1 4.56 11.55 33.33 31.58 20.44 - -
PA F1 32.37 22.29 83.41 28.12 80.30 - -

MSE + StrAD RPA F1 27.50 14.89 36.92 34.78 21.21 6.77 1.11
PA F1 58.83 25.52 86.60 60.9 80.54 13.18 0.43

DTW RPA F1 5.52 15.14 29.79 11.11 18.62 -4.26 -0.06
PA F1 25.85 26.94 82.33 32.11 85.14 1.18 0.04

DTW + StrAD RPA F1 15.69 16.03 31.11 12.5 25.00 -0.23 0.48
PA F1 51.15 28.20 82.53 29.74 93.98 7.82 0.21

StrAD RPA F1 28.31 15.69 38.60 35.71 88.14 21.00 1.83
PA F1 59.47 26.71 87.16 58.47 97.94 16.65 0.48

complementary component to enhance conventional objectives
such as MSE or DTW. This is due to its ability to capture
structural features, thereby overcoming the limit of the point-
by-point distance loss function. These results highlight the
potential of StrAD as a flexible plug-and-play strategy to
enhance various reconstruction-based TSAD models.

Further analysis, as advocated by [17], [32], StrAD per-
formance is not completely uniform on the two metrics of
PRA and PA. For instance, the RPA F1 obtained by Anomaly
Transformer based on StrAD is not ideal on SWaT, but it
performs well for PA F1. Through the analysis of the results
presented in Table II and Table III, we argue that RPA provides
a fairer evaluation and advocate the use of metric RPA instead
of metric PA.

C. Ablation Study

To study the relative importance of each component of
the StrAD method, we compare the performance for each
variant of the StrAD optimization objective to observe how
it affects the performance on AIOps and SWaT datasets.
The results are detailed in Table IV, where SensitiveHUE is
employed as the anomaly detection model. Overall, the StrAD
optimization objective consistently outperforms the other six
variant learning objectives, indicating both the effectiveness
and importance of each component in our approach. Upon
further analysis, we observed that although StrAD demon-
strated consistently strong overall performance, certain variant
optimization objectives also achieved remarkable results -
for instance, the shape-based component on SWaT, as well
as the trend-seasonality-based variants on AIOps. This can
be primarily attributed to the varying sensitivities of the six
variants to different anomaly types, as well as the differences
in the dominant anomaly types across the datasets.

Given that the SWaT multivariate dataset includes a sub-
stantial number of complex pattern-wise anomalies, the shape
component effectively captures the local dynamic character-
istics of time series, so that the shape-based variant achieves
strong performance. For the AIOps univariate datasets, which

TABLE IV
ABLATION STUDY RESULTS FOR EACH VARIANT OF THE STRAD

OPTIMIZATION OBJECTIVE. THE TERMS HIGHLIGHTED IN BOLD INDICATE
THE BEST RESULTS.

Trend Seasonality Shape AIOps SWaT
RPA F1 PA F1 RPA F1 PA F1

" 5.55 31.68 11.30 81.61
" 2.93 17.24 8.22 81.24

" 12.47 46.45 34.04 86.12

" " 27.19 58.65 26.09 84.27
" " 23.12 55.12 8.73 81.60

" " 17.44 46.18 3.92 74.52
" " " 28.31 59.47 38.60 87.16

include point- and pattern-wise anomalies, the trend and sea-
sonality components are more sensitive to these two datasets.
Although in the case of domain-specific datasets, concen-
trating on a single structural feature could be an effective
strategy, the performance of relying on a single structural
feature lacks generalizability. For instance, although the shape
component achieves outstanding results on the SWaT dataset,
its performance on the AIOps datasets remains relatively
modest. In contrast, the StrAD optimization objective exhibits
consistently impressive performance across the datasets.

D. Visualization

To explain how our method works to detect diverse ab-
normal sequences and provide a more intuitive evaluation,
the visualizations of the SensitiveHUE model with the StrAD
learning objective on the univariate dataset UCR and the
multivariate dataset SWaT are conducted, in Fig. 3. As shown
in Fig. 3(a), we show the 115th BIDMC1 sequence in the
UCR dataset, which contains a pattern-wise anomaly. As
observed in the figure, the anomaly scores exhibit significant
increases around the ground-truth anomaly regions, closely
aligning with the actual anomaly locations. This indicates
that our StrAD method demonstrates strong detection per-
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Fig. 3. The visualization of StrAD AD results on UCR and SWaT datasets.
The original data is present as the blue curves. The yellow areas are ground-
truth anomalies, including point- and pattern-wise ones. The red curves
represent the anomaly scores calculated by our method.
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Fig. 4. Sensitivity analysis on the AIOps dataset.

formance and effectively captures local fluctuations. Further-
more, in Fig. 3(b), which represents the SWaT dataset, the
time series contains more complex pattern-wise anomalies,
and we visualize two selected dimensions from the dataset.
Compared to the UCR dataset, although the anomaly regions
in the SWaT dataset appear more dispersed, our method
still produces clear fluctuations in anomaly scores near the
anomalous regions, demonstrating StrAD’s sensitivity to pat-
tern variations. Although this method calculates a few other
high-scoring segments, its overall detection performance is
excellent in multivariate time series scenarios. In conclusion,
StrAD effectively addresses the limitations of other learning
objectives on pattern-wise anomaly, which could enhance the
performance of reconstruction-based methods.

E. Hyperparameters Analysis

As shown in Fig. 4, we conducted a sensitivity analysis to
study hyperparameters’ impact, including the weight parame-
ter controlling λ1, λ2 in Eq. 6, and stability constant ε in Eq.
3. In Fig. 4(a), the y-axis represents the RPA F1 score, and
the x-axis represents λ2 ∈ (0, 100]. The ablation study results
demonstrate that the trend-seasonality-based variant achieves
remarkable performance on the AIOps dataset. Accordingly,
we conduct sensitivity experiments by setting three different
values (0.5, 1.0, and 1.5) for the hyperparameter λ1 to further
investigate its impact on model performance. As shown in Fig.
4(a), we observe that the ratio between parameters λ1 and λ2

should lie within a moderate range. However, beyond a certain
point, an excessively high or low ratio can reduce the StrAD
performance. we observe that the λ1 = 1.5 and λ2 = 10
perform the best. Therefore, each structural component of
the StrAD optimization objective plays an indispensable role,
and only an appropriately weighted combination of these
components can lead to optimal performance.

Fig. 4(b) shows the results of varying the constant ε in
a range between 0 and 0.001. The graph indicates that the
StrAD learning objective performs best on the AIOps dataset
in terms of RPA F1 score and PA F1 score when the stability
constant ε is set to 1e-7. In the formulation Eq. 3, ε is a
small stability constant. When set too high, it may cause
suspicious anomalies to be overlooked, thereby degrading
overall detection performance—an observation that aligns with
the variation trend of the RPA F1 score shown in Fig. 4(b).
In contrast, the PA F1 score exhibits changes slightly under
different values of ε, indicating that the RPA metric provides a
fair and sensitive evaluation for time series anomaly detection
compared with the PA metric.

V. CONCLUSION

We are among the first attempts to take into account the
structure similarity to improve the optimization objective for
time series anomaly detection models. This work details a
practical solution StrAD that guides the models to capture
structural features inherent in time series data. To do so, we
extract structural characteristics of time series and break down
structural elements into trend, seasonality, and shape before
elaborating a dedicated loss function individually. As opposed
to conventional point-by-point optimization objectives, StrAD
promotes the alignment between the original data and the
reconstructed data in terms of structural features, through
a structure-aware optimization objective mechanism, keeping
consistency in global fluctuation and local characteristics.
By integrating structure similarity analysis, StrAD can im-
prove the performance of TSAD methods by enhancing the
sensitivity of both point- and pattern-wise anomalies. We
conduct extensive evaluations with three SOTA models on
five public datasets to verify the effectiveness of StrAD. The
results show that StrAD is a flexible optimization objective
that could improve the performance of reconstruction-based
models. As a plug-and-play strategy, the StrAD applies to
any time series reconstruction method and enables the model



to achieve higher results without architectural modifications.
We envision that StrAD could stimulate future research on
the structural optimization objective of time series anomaly
detection.
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