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A B S T R A C T

Shapelets that discriminate time series using local features (subsequences) are promising for time
series clustering. Existing time series clustering methods may fail to capture representative shapelets
because they discover shapelets from a large pool of uninformative subsequences, and thus result in
low clustering accuracy. This paper proposes a Semi-supervised Clustering of Time Series Using
Representative Shapelets (SE-Shapelets) method, which utilizes a small number of labeled and
propagated pseudo-labeled time series to help discover representative shapelets, thereby improving the
clustering accuracy. In SE-Shapelets, we propose two techniques to discover representative shapelets
for the effective clustering of time series. 1) A salient subsequence chain (𝑆𝑆𝐶) that can extract
salient subsequences (as candidate shapelets) of a labeled/pseudo-labeled time series, which helps
remove massive uninformative subsequences from the pool. 2) A linear discriminant selection (𝐿𝐷𝑆)
algorithm to identify shapelets that can capture representative local features of time series in different
classes, for convenient clustering. Experiments on UCR time series datasets demonstrate that SE-
shapelets discovers representative shapelets and achieves higher clustering accuracy than counterpart
semi-supervised time series clustering methods.

1. Introduction
Time series is an important data type and can be col-

lected from pervasive scenarios, ranging from wearable de-
vices (Chen et al., 2021) and sensory systems (Yin et al.,
2022) to autonomous vehicles (Hu et al., 2022; He et al.,
2022). Clustering is a fundamental tool and plays an essen-
tial role in multiple time series tasks, such as data prepro-
cessing (Abbasimehr and Bahrini, 2022), image segmenta-
tion (Yu et al., 2022), and pattern recognition (He and Tan,
2018). Shapelets (Zakaria et al., 2012) are promising for ef-
fective time series clustering by capturing subsequence/local
features to discriminate time series of different classes. For
time series clustering, existing methods (Zakaria et al., 2012;
Zhang et al., 2018) normally discover several shapelets that
capture representative local features of time series, and then
map time series to distance-to-shapelets representations for
the clustering.

Discovering representative shapelets is essential for the
effectiveness of time series clustering. Such shapelets can
map time series of the same classes into distinct and compact
groups, which are convenient to be clustered (Zakaria et al.,
2012). To discover representative shapelets, existing meth-
ods normally develop specific quality measurements to se-
lect high-quality time series subsequences as shapelets, from
a large pool of subsequences (Zakaria et al., 2012; Grabocka
et al., 2016). Existing shapelet quality measurements mainly
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adopt statistical analysis on the distance-to-shapelet distri-
bution of time series with a candidate shapelet. However,
since no prior information of the dataset is available, they
cannot measure if such distribution satisfies the classes of
time series. For example, the 𝑠𝑒𝑝𝑎𝑟𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 𝑔𝑎𝑝 (Zakaria et al.,
2012) prefers the subsequence that produces two far-away
groups in the distribution, but does not know if these groups
have high purity. That means, the discovered shapelets may
not well discriminate time series of different classes and
result in unsatisfactory clustering accuracy. We show an
example in Fig. 1 using SyntheticControl dataset (Alcock
et al., 1999). Fig. 1 (a) and (c) show time series of two
different shift patterns, and they are respectively mapped
to distance-to-shapelets representations with two candidate
shapelets (𝒔1 and 𝒔2), as shown in Fig. 1 (b) and (d). From
the distributions, 𝒔2 produces a 𝑠𝑒𝑝𝑎𝑟𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 𝑔𝑎𝑝 (0.31) worse
than that of 𝒔2 (0.35), though 𝒔2 captures the representative
local pattern of 𝑢𝑝𝑤𝑎𝑟𝑑 𝑠ℎ𝑖𝑓 𝑡 and correct discriminates the
two different types of time series.

Similar kinds of problems in other fields have been
resolved by semi-supervised clustering approaches, which
use slight supervision (Jiang et al., 2022) (e.g., a small
number of labeled data objects or manual constraints) to im-
prove the clustering performance. For example, SemiDTW
determines the optimal window size for the DTW distance
with the support of a small number of manual constraints,
and thus improves the performance of time series clustering
(Dau et al., 2016). Inspired by this, our vision is to perform
effective semi-supervised time series clustering using repre-
sentative shapelets, which are discovered with a small num-
ber of labeled time series and the propagated pseudo-labeled
time series. So, two problems need to be properly addressed.
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Figure 1: (a) and (c) show time series of two shift patterns,
and their distance distributions with two candidate shapelets
(𝒔1 and 𝒔2) are shown in (b) and (d), respectively. Although 𝒔2
captures the representative local pattern of 𝑢𝑝𝑤𝑎𝑟𝑑 𝑠ℎ𝑖𝑓 𝑡 and
can discriminate two types of time series, its 𝑠𝑒𝑝𝑎𝑟𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 𝑔𝑎𝑝 is
worse than that of 𝒔1 (causes incorrect groups).

First, how to prepare a limited number of informative sub-
sequences as shapelet candidates is unclear. Discovering
shapelets from all possible subsequences of the labeled and
propagated pseudo-labeled time series may result in over-
fitting and is also computationally expensive, due to the large
size of uninformative subsequences (e.g., stop-word subse-
quences (Cai et al., 2020)). Although some existing methods
attempt to prune similar/repetitive subsequences (Grabocka
et al., 2016) or directly use random subsequences (Karlsson
et al., 2016), it remains untouched what type of subsequence
is suitable to be considered as shapelet candidates. Second,
how to utilize labels to discover shapelets for time series
clustering is unexplored. Existing shapelet quality measure-
ments for time series clustering (e.g., 𝑠𝑒𝑝𝑎𝑟𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 𝑔𝑎𝑝) cannot
be directly adopted since it does not consider the purity of
formed groups. While shapelet quality measurements that
utilize dataset information (the labels of time series), e.g.,
nearest neighbour accuracy (Grabocka et al., 2016) and
information gain (Ye and Keogh, 2009) are designed for time
series classification and may not discover optimal shapelets
for clustering.

In this paper, we propose a Semi-supervised Cluster-
ing of Time Series Using Representative Shapelets (SE-
shapelets) method for accurate time series clustering. Dif-
ferent from unsupervised shapelet-based time series cluster-
ing methods, e.g., U-shapelets (Zakaria et al., 2012), SE-
shapelets performs time series clustering by discovering
representative shapelets with a small number of labeled
time series and pseudo-labeled time series (propagated from
nearest labeled time series). In SE-shapelets, we provide
two techniques to address the two aforementioned problems.
First, inspired by the definition of “salience” in neuroscience
(contrasts between items and their neighborhood) (Schnei-
der and Shiffrin, 1977), we define a new salient subsequence
chain (𝑆𝑆𝐶) to extract a small number of subsequences rep-
resenting salient local features from a time series; only these
salient subsequences are considered as shapelet candidates,
to avoid massive uninformative subsequences. Second, we
propose a linear discriminant selection (𝐿𝐷𝑆) algorithm to
select shapelets that can capture representative local features

(based on labels/pseudo-labels) for clustering. Specifically,
𝐿𝐷𝑆 tends to select shapelets that can map time series
of the same classes into distinct and compact groups, for
convenient clustering.

In summary, this paper makes the following contribu-
tions:

– We propose a SE-shapelets method to improve the accu-
racy of time series clustering, by discovering representa-
tive shapelets with a small number of labeled and pseudo-
labeled time series.

– We propose salient subsequence chain (𝑆𝑆𝐶) to extract
salient subsequences from a time series, and develop an
efficient 𝐹 𝑖𝑛𝑑𝐶ℎ𝑎𝑖𝑛 algorithm to discover 𝑆𝑆𝐶 .

– We propose a linear discriminant selection (𝐿𝐷𝑆) algo-
rithm, which can utilize labels/pseudo-labels to discover
representative shapelets.

– We conduct comprehensive experiments to evaluate the
proposed SE-shapelets. The results show that SE-shapelets
achieves promising clustering accuracy that surpasses
state-of-the-art counterpart methods.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. The related
works are reviewed in Section II. The preliminary knowl-
edge is introduced in Section III. The proposed SE-shapelets
is detailed in Section IV and evaluated in Section V. The
paper is summarized in Section VI.

2. Related Work
Time series clustering has been a hot research field for

decades due to its pervasive applications. In this section, we
briefly review the existing time series clustering methods
and semi-supervised time series clustering methods.

2.1. Time Series Clustering
Conventional Methods. Time series clustering aims at

grouping similar time series into the same group, while
separating distinctive time series into different groups (Li
et al., 2023). A main challenge is that time series widely
suffers from various distortions (e.g., phase shifting, time
warping (Cai et al., 2021)), and many methods are proposed
to address this problem. Dynamic time warping (DTW) is
a distance measurement that can find the optimal alignment
of time series, and KDBA (Petitjean et al., 2011) extends
Kmeans, by adopting a global averaging technique, to enable
the use of DTW distance measurement for time series clus-
tering. To avoid the high time complexity of DTW, Kshape
(Paparrizos and Gravano, 2017) develops an effective shape-
based distance (SBD) for time series, while YADING (Ding
et al., 2015) adopts L1-Norm to discover natural-shaped
clusters by analyzing the density distribution. Other distance
measurements, such as longest common subsequence (Ding
et al., 2019), edit distance (Chen and Ng, 2004), and shape-
based distance (Paparrizos and Gravano, 2017), are also
combined with clustering methods for time series clustering
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and show certain merits. For example, edit distance with k-
mediods (Holder et al., 2023) and Kshape (Paparrizos and
Gravano, 2017) are shown to be strong baselines on UCR
time series datasets (Chen et al., 2015).

Shapelet-based Methods. Other than analyzing the en-
tire time series, shapelet-based time series clustering meth-
ods characterize time series with shapelets, which are sub-
sequences that can discriminate time series of different
classes. Specifically, U-shapelets (Zakaria et al., 2012) dis-
covers optimal shapelets by greedily searching high-quality
subsequences that produce large 𝑠𝑒𝑝𝑎𝑟𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 𝑔𝑎𝑝s. Besides
𝑠𝑒𝑝𝑎𝑟𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 𝑔𝑎𝑝, other shapelet quality measurements are
also used, such as Root-mean-square Standard Deviation,
R-squared, and 𝐼 index (Yu et al., 2017), which assess the
deviation of clusters from different perspectives. Further-
more, FOTS-SUSH (Fotso et al., 2020) develops a FOTS
distance for shapelets discover, which is calculated based
on the eigenvector decomposition and Frobenius correla-
tion, to capture the complex relationships of time series
under uncertainty. Different from discovering shapelets from
time series subsequences, learning-based methods discover
shapelets by objective optimization instead; for example,
adopting a differentiable soft minimum distance for time
series and shapelets (Grabocka et al., 2014). AutoShape
(Li et al., 2022) integrates shapelet learning (as latent rep-
resentation learning) with the framework of autoencoder,
but it shows difficulty in learning understandable shapelets.
Meanwhile, learning-based shapelets are mostly adopted for
time series classification (Zhang et al., 2018; Wang et al.,
2019; Yamaguchi et al., 2022) and normally require large
prior knowledge of datasets (Zhang and Sun, 2022).

2.2. Semi-supervised Time Series Clustering
Semi-supervised clustering methods improve the clus-

tering accuracy by incorporating limited prior knowledge
of the dataset. The prior knowledge normally is represented
as a small set of constraints or labels (Jiang et al., 2022).
Constraint-based methods adjust the clustering process (e.g.,
COP-Kmeans (Davidson and Ravi, 2005)) to avoid violating
the explicit constraints, i.e., whether two data points need
to be in the same cluster (must-link) or different clusters
(cannot-link) (Davidson and Ravi, 2005). Existing methods
develop different ways to utilize the constraints for time
series clustering. SemiDTW (Dau et al., 2016) learns the
optimal window size for the DTW distance, which vio-
lates the least number of manual must-link and cannot-
link constraints. WSSNCut (Zhou et al., 2015) uses slight
supervision to integrate and weigh multiple different dis-
tance measurements of time series, and then adopts the
semi-supervised normalized cut for clustering. COBRAS𝑇𝑆

(Van Craenendonck et al., 2018) adopts the hierarchical
division process and applies the manual constraints to refine
the improperly divided groups. FssKmeans (He et al., 2021)
first enriches the manual constraint set by propagating con-
straints through reverse nearest neighbours of time series,
and then applies semi-supervised Kmeans for clustering.
CDPS (Amouri et al., 2023) adopts the constraints to learn

DTW-preserving shapelets, but that is different from our
work as we aim at learning representative shapelets to dis-
criminate time series of different classes.

Label-based methods adopt a small labeled subset, in-
dicating the class information of time series, to supervise
the clustering. Likewise, existing methods develop different
strategies to utilize the labels for clustering. Seed-Kmeans
(Basu et al., 2002) adopts the labeled subset to find optimal
initialization of seed groups, considering that Kmeans are
sensitive to the quality of initialization. CSSC (Jiang et al.,
2022) further extends that and proposes a 𝑐𝑜𝑚𝑝𝑎𝑐𝑡 𝑑𝑒𝑔𝑟𝑒𝑒
to estimate the purity of clusters based on the labeled data
contained. The labels are also used for density-based cluster-
ing, where SSDBSCAN (Lelis and Sander, 2009) automat-
ically finds a suitable density threshold by ensuring labeled
data of different classes are not density-connected. Com-
pared with constraints-based methods, label-based semi-
supervised clustering methods can avoid the contradiction
introduced by improper constraints and is also not sensitive
to the order of labels (Jiang et al., 2022). Following this, we
utilize the labeled subset to discover representative shapelets
for time series clustering.

3. Preliminaries
In the following content, a vector is denoted as a bold

letter (e.g., 𝒙), and a segment of 𝒙 is denoted as 𝒙𝑖∶𝑗 =
{𝑥𝑖, ..., 𝑥𝑗}. A matrix is denoted as a capital letter (e.g., 𝑀),
with the entry, the column, and the row denoted as 𝑀𝑖,𝑗 ,
𝑀∶,𝑗 , and 𝑀𝑖,∶, respectively. A time series that contains
𝑙 real-valued numbers is denoted as 𝒕 = {𝑡1, 𝑡2, ..., 𝑡𝑙}.
We preprocess a time series to be scale-invariant with z-
normalization, which is denoted as 𝒙 = {𝑥1, ..., 𝑥𝑙}. A
dataset is a collection of preprocessed time series and is
denoted as𝐷 = {𝒙1,𝒙2, ...,𝒙𝑛}, where 𝑛 is the size of𝐷. The
labels of time series in 𝐷 are denoted as 𝒚 = {𝑦1, 𝑦2, ..., 𝑦𝑛}
(𝑦𝑖 ∈ 𝑅𝑐), where 𝑐 is the number of classes.

A shapelet (denoted as 𝒔) is a low-dimensional time
series subsequence, i.e., 𝒔𝑝 = {𝑠𝑝1, ..., 𝑠𝑝𝑙} = 𝒙𝑝∶𝑝+𝑙−1 and
𝑙 ≪ 𝑙. The distance of two low-dimensional shapelets, i.e.,
𝒔1 and 𝒔2, is measured by Euclidean distance since they are
insensitive to distortions (Zakaria et al., 2012):

𝐸𝑈 (𝒔1, 𝒔2) =

√

√

√

√

√

𝑙
∑

𝑖=1
(𝑠1𝑖 − 𝑠2𝑖)2. (1)

The distance between a shapelet (𝒔) and a time series (𝒙) is
defined as follows:

𝑑𝑖𝑠𝑡(𝒔,𝒙) = min
1≤𝑖≤𝑙−𝑙+1

𝐸𝑈 (𝒔,𝒙𝑖∶𝑖+𝑙−1). (2)

We show the distance between a shapelet and a time series
with the example in Fig. 2, using the Trace dataset (Chen
et al., 2015).

With a set of shapelets {𝒔1, 𝒔2, ..., 𝒔𝑘}, a time series 𝒙
is mapped to a low-dimensional distance-to-shapelets repre-
sentation as follows:

𝒉 = {ℎ1, ℎ2..., ℎ𝑘}, (3)
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Figure 2: The distance between shapelet 𝒔 and time series 𝒙 is
the smallest Euclidean distance of 𝒔 with a subsequence of 𝒙.

Table 1
Summary of key notations.

Notation Description

𝑛 the size of time series dataset 𝐷
�̂� the size of subset 𝐷𝑙 (labeled/pseudo-labeled)

𝑐 the number of classes in the dataset 𝐷
𝒙 the time series

𝑙 the length of time series

𝑙 the length of subsequences/shapelets

𝒔𝑝 the time series subsequence, 𝒔𝑝 = 𝒙𝑝∶𝑝+𝑙−1

𝑚 the number of subsequences of 𝒙, 𝑚 = 𝑙 − 𝑙 + 1
𝒉 the distance-to-shapelets representation of 𝒙

where ℎ𝑖 = 𝑑𝑖𝑠𝑡(𝒔𝑖,𝒙). The notations are summarized in
Table 1 for convenience.

4. The Proposed Method
In this section, we first provide an overview of the SE-

shapelets method, and then detail the two proposed tech-
niques that discover representative shapelets for time series
clustering.

4.1. Method Overview
The proposed SE-shapelets method first represents time

series as low-dimensional distance-to-shapelet representa-
tions by Eq. (2), with a set of discovered representative
shapelets, and then adopts a clustering algorithm to cluster
them. So, our aim is to discover shapelets with high repre-
sentative abilities for time series clustering, using a small
number of labeled time series. We adopt Spectral clustering
(Shi and Malik, 2000) for its effectiveness; other clustering
algorithms, such as partition-based, density-based or model-
based can also be used in SE-shapelets. Specifically, we dis-
cover shapelets from time series subsequences, considering
that learning shapelets by objective optimization is prone
overfitting for the small number of labeled/pseudo-labeled
time series. The entire flow of shapelet discovery is shown
in Fig. 3.

SE-shapelets first obtain some pseudo-labeled time se-
ries, by propagating labels of labeled time series to unlabeled

time series, to enrich the labeling information. We then
develop two techniques to discover representative shapelets
(for time series clustering) by addressing the aforemen-
tioned problems of existing methods. First, we propose a
salient subsequence chain (𝑆𝑆𝐶), which can extract salient
subsequences (local features) of a time series. We only
use salient subsequences extracted by 𝑆𝑆𝐶 as candidate
shapelets, therefore pruning a large number of uninformative
subsequences. Second, we propose a linear discriminant
selection (𝐿𝐷𝑆) algorithm to discover optimal shapelets
from the candidate shapelets, for time series clustering.
With the labels and pseudo-labels,𝐿𝐷𝑆 finds representative
shapelets that can map time series of different classes into
distinct and compact groups, which can easily be discovered
by a clustering algorithm.

4.2. Pseudo-label Propagation
To enrich the limited labeling information, we first ob-

tain some pseudo-labeled time series by label propagation.
Following common practice, we adopt a simple propagation
strategy, i.e., labeled time series propagate their labels to
their nearest unlabeled time series (Wei and Keogh, 2006).
This strategy is based on the proven effectiveness of one
nearest neighbour (1NN) classifier on various real-world
time series datasets (Ding et al., 2008). Therefore, we also
regard pseudo-labels acquired by unlabeled time series as
confident labels and further propagate these pseudo-labels.
The propagation is achieved by the following steps: 1) create
a labeled set (𝐷𝑙) that initially only contains the labeled
time series; 2) for each time series in 𝐷𝑙, propagate their
labels to their unlabeled nearest neighbours, and add the
nearest neighbours with propagated pseudo-labels in 𝐷𝑙;
3) stop the propagation if no more nearest neighbour of
time series in 𝐷𝑙 is unlabeled. During the process, if an
unlabeled time series receives different labels from multiple
labeled/pseudo-labeled time series, we choose the label of
the time series that has the smallest distance.

4.3. Salient Subsequence Extraction
To avoid analyzing a large number of uninformative time

series subsequences (Zakaria et al., 2012), we aim to extract
several salient subsequences from every labeled/pseudo-
labeled time series as shapelet candidates by finding a salient
subsequence chain (𝑆𝑆𝐶). Inspired by the definition of
“salience” in neuroscience (contrasts between items and
their neighborhood) (Schneider and Shiffrin, 1977), we
regard salient subsequences as subsequences that are sig-
nificantly different from their neighbouring subsequences.
As an analogy, among the 2-character subsequences of
“000011111”, “01” is more salient than “00” or “11”.

To explain 𝑆𝑆𝐶 , here we assume that 𝑆𝑆𝐶 is used to
extract 𝑘 salient subsequences from each labeled/pseudo-
labeled time series. Before 𝑆𝑆𝐶 , we first define the subse-
quence chain (𝑆𝐶) since 𝑆𝑆𝐶 is its special case.

Definition 1. A subsequence chain (𝑆𝐶) of time series 𝒙 is
a chain that contains 𝑘 timely-ordered and non-overlapping
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Figure 3: The flowchart of SE-shapelets to find representative shapelets. Then, discovered shapelets map original time series into
the distance-to-shapelets representation with Eq. (2) for the final clustering.

Figure 4: 𝑆𝑆𝐶 of 5 subsequences for time series 𝒙, extracted
by 𝐹 𝑖𝑛𝑑𝐶ℎ𝑎𝑖𝑛.

subsequences, that is, 𝑆𝐶 = {𝒔𝑝1 , 𝒔𝑝2 , ..., 𝒔𝑝𝑘}, w.r.t. 𝑝𝑖+ 𝑙 ≤
𝑝𝑖+1, 1 ≤ 𝑖 < 𝑘.

Specifically,𝑆𝐶 expresses 𝑘 local features (subsequences)
of 𝑥. Here 𝒙 contains 𝑚 = 𝑙 − 𝑙 + 1 subsequences that have
lengths as 𝑙, and any 𝑘 subsequences can form a unique 𝑆𝐶 .
Specifically, we impose the subsequences in 𝑆𝐶 to be timely
ordered to represent their temporal relationships, and they
are non-overlapping to preserve more information about the
original time series.

We aim to select the 𝑆𝐶 that best extracts salient local
features of the time series. Similar to the “salience” in
neuroscience, we describe the salience of a subsequence in
a time series as follows:

Definition 2. The salience of 𝒔𝑝𝑖 is measured by its differ-
ence from neighbouring subsequences in𝑆𝐶 , i.e.,𝐸𝑈 (𝒔𝑝𝑖−1 , 𝒔𝑝𝑖 )
+𝐸𝑈 (𝒔𝑝𝑖 , 𝒔𝑝𝑖+1 ). The greater the difference, the more salient
the subsequence.

Note we only measure the difference with neighbouring
subsequences rather than all subsequences because time
series may contain recurrent local features, e.g., the two
similar troughs in Fig. 4. Therefore, we define 𝑠𝑢𝑚(𝑆𝐶),
which measures the total salience of subsequences in 𝑆𝐶 ,
as follows:

𝑠𝑢𝑚(𝑆𝐶) =
𝑘−1
∑

𝑗=1
𝐸𝑈 (𝒔𝑝𝑗 , 𝒔𝑝𝑗+1 ). (4)

Definition 3. Salient subsequence chain (𝑆𝑆𝐶) of 𝒙 is the
𝑆𝐶 that has the largest 𝑠𝑢𝑚(𝑆𝐶).

We show an example of the extracted 𝑆𝑆𝐶 that contains
5 subsequences in Fig. 4, and it captures the five most salient
local features of the time series.

An intuitive way to discover 𝑆𝑆𝐶 is the brute-force
search from all possible 𝑆𝐶s; however, this is infeasible in

real use due to the large number of 𝑆𝐶s. Hence, we propose
an affordable 𝐹 𝑖𝑛𝑑𝐶ℎ𝑎𝑖𝑛 algorithm to find 𝑆𝑆𝐶 as follows:

– we convert the 𝑆𝑆𝐶 discovery as the shortest path with 𝑘
nodes problem by designing a specific subsequence graph.

– we solve the shortest path with 𝑘 nodes problem using
dynamic programming.

In 𝐹 𝑖𝑛𝑑𝐶ℎ𝑎𝑖𝑛, a directed acyclic subsequence graph,
𝐺 = (𝑉 ,𝐸), is constructed with nodes as the subsequences
of 𝒙. A directed edge (𝑊𝑝,𝑞) is added to 𝐺 from 𝑠𝑝 to
𝑠𝑞 if 𝑝 + 𝑙 ≤ 𝑞, with the weight as 𝐸𝑈 (𝒔𝑝, 𝒔𝑞), which
ensures two connected subsequences are not overlapping.
Then, a 𝑆𝐶 = {𝒔𝑝1 , 𝒔𝑝2 , ..., 𝒔𝑝𝑘} becomes a path (with 𝑘
nodes) on 𝐺, with 𝑠𝑢𝑚(𝑆𝐶) as the overall edge weights,
and thus 𝑆𝑆𝐶 becomes the longest such path. Note the
first subsequence in 𝑆𝑆𝐶 do not necessarily need to be the
beginning subsequence of 𝑥 (𝒔1 = 𝒙1∶𝑙), and similarly for
the last subsequence in 𝑆𝑆𝐶 . Therefore, we further add two
virtual nodes, 𝑢 and 𝑣, into 𝐺 for the convenience of 𝑆𝑆𝐶
discovery. 𝑢 is the virtual source and it has directed edges
(with zero weights) to nodes of 𝒔𝑝,∀1 ≤ 𝑝 ≤ 𝑚. 𝑣 is the
virtual sink and has directed edges (with zero weights) from
𝒔𝑝,∀1 ≤ 𝑝 ≤ 𝑚. Then, a 𝑆𝐶 equals to a path containing
𝑘 + 2 nodes from 𝑢 to 𝑣 (𝑘 subsequences and the virtual
𝑢, 𝑣) in 𝐺, and the problem of finding 𝑆𝑆𝐶 becomes finding
the longest path among such paths. Since 𝐺 is directed and
acyclic, finding the longest path can be solved as finding
the shortest path by negating all the edge weights. The edge
weights on 𝐺 are summarized as follows:

𝑀𝑝,𝑞 =

⎧

⎪

⎪

⎨

⎪

⎪

⎩

−𝐸𝑈 (𝒔𝑝−1, 𝒔𝑞−1), if 1 < 𝑞 + 𝑙 ≤ 𝑝 < 𝑚 + 2
0, if 𝑞 = 1, 𝑝 ≠ 1
0, if 𝑞 ≠ 𝑚 + 2, 𝑝 = 𝑚 + 2
𝑖𝑛𝑓 𝑖𝑛𝑖𝑡𝑦, otherwise

(5)

where 𝑀𝑝,𝑞 = 𝑖𝑛𝑓 𝑖𝑛𝑖𝑡𝑦 indicates no edge.
The problem can be conveniently solved by dynamic pro-

gramming. Specifically, a distance matrix,𝐴 ∈ 𝑅(𝑚+2)×(𝑘+2),
is used to store the accumulative distances of the so-far
shortest paths. The row of 𝐴 represents the nodes in the
topological order, i.e. {𝑢, 𝒔1, ..., 𝒔𝑚, 𝑣}, and the column of 𝐴
is the size of the current 𝑆𝑆𝐶 . The value of 𝐴 is calculated
as follows:

𝐴𝑝,𝑞 = min{𝐴𝛼,𝑞−1 +𝑀𝛼,𝑝 ∶ 1 ≤ 𝛼 ≤ 𝑚 + 2}, (6)

where 𝐴𝑝,𝑞 is the accumulated distance of the shortest path
from 𝑢 to 𝒔𝑝, with 𝑞 nodes. We show the workflow of
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Algorithm 1 FindChain
Input: Time Series 𝒙, subsequence length 𝑙, chain size 𝑘

1: Initialize 𝑀=matrix of (𝑚 + 2) × (𝑚 + 2) infinities.
2: 𝐴=matrix of (𝑚 + 2) × (𝑘 + 2) zeros.
3: {𝒔1, ..., 𝒔𝑚} = {𝒙1∶1+𝑙, ...,𝒙𝑚∶𝑚+𝓁}
4: for each (𝒔𝑝, 𝒔𝑞 , 𝑝 + 𝑙 ≤ 𝑞) pair do
5: 𝑀𝑝+1,𝑞+1 = −𝐸𝑈 (𝒔𝑝, 𝒔𝑞).
6: end for
7: for each 2 ≤ 𝑞 ≤ 𝑘 + 2 do
8: for each 1 ≤ 𝑝 ≤ 𝑚 + 2 do
9: 𝐴𝑝,𝑞 = min{𝐴𝛼,𝑞−1 +𝑀𝛼,𝑝 ∶ ≤ 𝛼 ≤ 𝑚}.

10: end for
11: end for
12: Retrieve the 𝑆ℎ𝑜𝑟𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡𝑃 𝑎𝑡ℎ starting from 𝐴𝑚+2,𝑘+2.
13: 𝑆𝑆𝐶=𝑆ℎ𝑜𝑟𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡𝑃 𝑎𝑡ℎ ⧵ {𝑢, 𝑣}.
14: return The salient subsequence chain 𝑆𝑆𝐶 .

𝐹 𝑖𝑛𝑑𝐶ℎ𝑎𝑖𝑛 and the extracted salient subsequences of an
example time series in Fig. 4.

The pseudo-code of 𝐹 𝑖𝑛𝑑𝐶ℎ𝑎𝑖𝑛 is shown in Algorithm
1. At lines 1-2, 𝑀 and 𝐴 are initialized. 𝑀 is updated with
the negative edge weights on the graph at lines 4-6. The
dynamic programming process that finds the shortest path is
shown at lines 7-11, and the 𝑆𝑆𝐶 is discovered for 𝒙 at lines
12-13. For simplicity, we discover 𝑘 shapelets from these ex-
tracted salient subsequences of labeled/pseudo-labeled time
series for the clustering, i.e., representing a time series with
𝑘 shapelets. The time complexity of 𝐹 𝑖𝑛𝑑𝐶ℎ𝑎𝑖𝑛 is 𝑂(𝑘𝑚2)
and space complexity 𝑂(𝑚2 + 𝑘𝑚), where 𝑘 is the size of
𝑆𝑆𝐶 and 𝑚 is the number of nodes/subsequences in 𝐺.

4.4. Shapelet Discovery
After obtaining 𝑘�̂� salient subsequences extracted by ap-

plying 𝐹 𝑖𝑛𝑑𝐶ℎ𝑎𝑖𝑛 on �̂� labeled/pseudo-labeled time series,
we aim to select 𝑘 best subsequences as shapelets for the
clustering. So, we formulate the shapelet discovery as find-
ing 𝑘 optimal shapelets from a pool of shapelet candidates.
To ensure the discovered shapelets are representative, we
first adopt Kmeans to these subsequences and discover 𝛾
(= 𝛽𝑘, 𝛽 is a positive integer and we set it as 2 based on
the experiments) clusters. The centers of the clusters are
regarded as the final candidate shapelets.

Among the 𝛾 candidate shapelets, i.e., {𝒔1, 𝒔2, ..., 𝒔𝛾},
we adopt a shapelet selection matrix to choose 𝑘 candidate
shapelets as shapelets, which are denoted as {𝒔𝑝1 , 𝒔𝑝2 , ..., 𝒔𝑝𝑘}
and 𝑝𝑖 ∈ {1, 2, ..., 𝛾}. Specifically, with the candidate
shapelets, the labeled/pseudo-labeled time series are mapped
to the distance-to-shapelets representation𝐻 ∈ 𝑅𝛾×�̂�, where
𝐻∶,𝑖 = 𝒉𝑖 is calculated with Eq. (2). In contrast, we denote
the representation regarding the 𝑘 shapelets (waiting to be
discovered) as �̂� ∈ 𝑅𝑘×�̂�. With𝐻 and �̂� , we adopt a binary
shapelet selection matrix (𝑊 ∈ 𝑅𝛾×𝑘) and formulate the
shapelet discovery as follows:

�̂� = 𝑊 𝑇𝐻. (7)

Figure 5: An example of the selection matrix 𝑊 , and it selects
the second and the fourth columns of 𝐻 to obtain �̂� .

The row and column of 𝑊 correspond to the size of can-
didate shapelets (𝛾) and the number of expected shapelets
(𝑘), respectively. We show an example of 𝑊 that selects two
shapelets from four candidate shapelets (𝑊 ∈ 𝑅4×2) in Fig.
5. For shapelet selection, the binary 𝑊 has the following
three characteristics:

–
∑

𝑝,𝑞 𝑊𝑝,𝑞 = 𝑘. 𝑊 has 𝑘 non-zero entries (= 1), and each
non-zero entry selects a corresponding candidate shapelet
as a shapelet.

– For each column 𝑞,
∑

𝑝𝑊𝑝,𝑞 = 1. This non-zero entry in
the column selects a shapelet; for example, in Fig. 5, 𝒔1 is
selected as a shapelet as 𝑊1,1 = 1.

– For each row 𝑝,
∑

𝑞 𝑊𝑝,𝑞 ≤ 1. Each row of 𝑊 has at most
one non-zero entry to ensure each candidate shapelet can
only be selected once.

Therefore, determining 𝑊 is equivalent to determining the
row indices of its non-zero entries. We denote the row
indices of non-zeros entries in 𝑊 as {𝑝1, 𝑝2, ..., 𝑝𝑘}, where
𝑝𝑖! = 𝑝𝑗 for any (𝑝𝑖, 𝑝𝑗), 𝑖! = 𝑗. Thus, the values of entries in
𝑊 are:

𝑊𝑝,𝑞 =

{

1, 𝑊𝑝,𝑞 ∈ {𝑊𝑝1,1,𝑊𝑝2,2, ...,𝑊𝑝𝑘,𝑘}
0, otherwise.

(8)

The objective is to find the optimal 𝑊 (or the optimal row
indices of non-zero entries) to select the best shapelets.

To find the optimal 𝑊 , we propose a linear discrimi-
nant selection (𝐿𝐷𝑆) method, which integrates the binary
shapelet selection matrix (𝑊 ) with the linear discriminant
analysis (Balakrishnama and Ganapathiraju, 1998), to select
the 𝑘 best shapelets from the 𝛾 candidate shapelets. The aim
is to select shapelets that can map time series into distinctive
groups for convenient clustering; that is, the groups are
expected to be compact and far away from each other. With
the binary shapelet selection matrix, the objective function
of 𝐿𝐷𝑆 is defined as follows:

𝓁 = max
𝑊

𝑡𝑟(𝑊 𝑇𝑆𝐵𝑊 )
𝑡𝑟(𝑊 𝑇𝑆𝑊 𝑊 )

, (9)

where 𝑆𝐵 ∈ 𝑅𝛾×𝛾 reflects distances among different groups
and 𝑆𝑊 ∈ 𝑅𝛾×𝛾 measures the compactness of groups.
Specifically, 𝑆𝐵 is the between-class scatter matrix defined
by the covariance of the class means:

𝑆𝐵 =
𝑐
∑

𝑖=1
|𝒄𝑖|(𝒖𝑖 − 𝒖)(𝒖𝑖 − 𝒖)𝑇 , (10)
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where 𝒖𝑖 = 1
|𝒄𝑖|

∑

𝒙𝑗∈𝒄𝑖 𝐻∶,𝑗 and 𝒖 = 1
�̂�
∑�̂�

𝑗=1𝐻∶,𝑗 . 𝑆𝑊 is
the within-class scatter matrix defined as follows:

𝑆𝑊 =
𝑐
∑

𝑖=1

∑

𝒙𝑗∈𝒄𝑖

(𝐻∶,𝑗 − 𝒖𝑖)(𝐻∶,𝑗 − 𝒖𝑖)𝑇 . (11)

Directly seeking an analytical solution of optimal 𝑊 for Eq.
(9) is challenging because of the binary nature of 𝑊 and its
previously defined characteristics. Therefore, without loss of
generality, we rewrite Eq. (9) as:

𝓁 = max
𝑊

(𝑡𝑟(𝑊 𝑇𝑆𝐵𝑊 ) − 𝜆𝑡𝑟(𝑊 𝑇𝑆𝑊 𝑊 ))

= max
𝑊

𝑡𝑟(𝑊 𝑇 (𝑆𝐵 − 𝜆𝑆𝑊 )𝑊 )

= max
𝑊

𝑡𝑟(ΘΓ),

(12)

where 𝜆 is a constant weight, Θ = 𝑊𝑊 𝑇 and Γ = 𝑆𝐵 −
𝜆𝑆𝑊 . Because 𝑊 only has 𝑘 non-zeros entries (= 1, as
{𝑊𝑝1,1,𝑊𝑝2,2, ...,𝑊𝑝𝑘,𝑘}) and they do not locate in the same
row or column, Θ = 𝑊𝑊 𝑇 (∈ 𝑅𝛾×𝛾 ) is a square matrix that
only has 𝑘 non-zero entries on the diagonal:

Θ𝑝,𝑞 =

{

1, 𝑝 = 𝑞 ∈ {𝑝1, 𝑝2, ..., 𝑝𝑘}
0, otherwise,

(13)

Therefore, we have:

𝑡𝑟(ΘΓ) =
𝑘
∑

𝑖=1
Γ𝑝𝑖,𝑝𝑖 . (14)

Based on Eq. (14), the analytical solution of 𝑊 that maxi-
mizes Eq. (12), i.e., the optimal {𝑝1, 𝑝2, ..., 𝑝𝑘}, becomes the
row indices of the 𝑘 largest diagonal entries of Γ. The time
complexity of 𝐿𝐷𝑆 is 𝑂(𝑐𝛾2�̂�) and the space complexity is
𝑂(𝛾2 + 𝛾𝑘).

With {𝑝1, 𝑝2, ..., 𝑝𝑘}, the indices of non-zeros entries
within the optimal𝑊 , we discover shapelets as {𝒔𝑝1 , 𝒔𝑝2 , ..., 𝒔𝑝𝑘},
where 𝒔𝑝𝑖 ∈ {𝒔1, 𝒔2, ..., 𝒔𝛾}. Then, we map each 𝒙𝑖 ∈ 𝐷 to
its distance-to-shapelets representation (𝒉𝑖) with Eq. (3), and
adopt Spectral clustering on the new distance-to-shapelets
representation of all time series to obtain the final clusters.

Although the proposed SE-shapelets primarily targets
univariate time series clustering, it is convenient to extend
SE-shapelets to multivariate time series. A straight forward
way is to discover an SSC for each variable in a multivari-
ate time series sample. Parallel computing can be adopted
to overcome the increased computational overhead. This
simple extension assumes variables are independent and
may miss the complex correlation patterns among them.
Therefore, other operations such as constraints and heuristics
are expected to be further developed for more effective
shapelet discovery, which ensures discovered shapelets cap-
ture proper correlation patterns for multivariate time series.

5. Evaluation
In this section, we evaluate and compare the proposed

SE-shapelets algorithm with baseline and most recent semi-
supervised time series clustering methods. We run all of

the experiments on a Linux platform with 2.6GHz CPU
and 132GB RAM. The source code of SE-shapelets and the
detailed results are available in our GitHub repository1.

5.1. Datasets
We use 85 time series datasets from the UCR time series

archive (Chen et al., 2015) for evaluation. The sizes of these
datasets range from 40 to 16,637, and time series lengths
range from 24 to 2,709; we refer our GitHub repository
for the detailed statistics of the datasets. Each dataset has
a training set and a testing set (both have labels), and we use
them both for clustering. The clustering results of evaluated
methods are compared with the ground truth labels for the
accuracy measurement.

5.2. Performance Metric
The clustering accuracy is measured by Rand Index

following (He et al., 2021; Dau et al., 2016). Rand Index
penalizes false positive and false negative clustering results
and is defined as follows:

RI = 𝑇𝑃 + 𝑇𝑁
𝑇𝑃 + 𝑇𝑁 + 𝐹𝑃 + 𝐹𝑁

, (15)

where 𝑇𝑃 (true positive) is the number of correctly clustered
time series pairs; 𝑇𝑁 is the number of correctly separated
pairs; 𝐹𝑃 means the number of pairs that are wrongly
clustered; 𝐹𝑁 is the number of time series pairs that are
wrongly separated in different clusters. RI∈ (0, 1], and a
higher RI indicates a better performance.

5.3. Baseline Methods
We choose two types of counterpart semi-supervised

time series clustering methods to compare with the pro-
posed SE-shapelets method, i.e., constraint-based methods
and label-based methods. For constraint-based methods, we
choose SemiDTW (Dau et al., 2016), which adopts the man-
ual constraints to determine the optimal warping window
for DTW distance, FssKmeans (He et al., 2021) that en-
riches the provided constraints with a constraint propagation
heuristic, and CDPS (Amouri et al., 2023) that learns DTW-
preserving shapelets. For label-based methods, we choose
Seeded-Kmeans (Basu et al., 2002), which finds optimal
initialization with labeled time series, and the recent CSSC
(Jiang et al., 2022), which evaluates the compactness of
clusters with labeled time series. These methods are briefed
as follows:

– SemiDTW (Dau et al., 2016) is a semi-supervised time
series clustering method based on DTW distance and
density-based clustering, and it uses a small number of
must/cannot-link constraints to discover optimal DTW
window size.

– FssKmeans (He et al., 2021) extends the manual must/cannot-
link constraints by propagating constraints to reverse near-
est neighbours of constrained time series. The extended
and original constraints are adopted on semi-supervised
Kmeans for time series clustering.

1https://github.com/brcai/SE-shapelets
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Figure 6: The comparisons of SE-shapelets with SemiDTW, FssKmeans, CDPS and CSSC, with respect to RI on the UCR time
series datasets. Each dot represents a dataset, and SE-shapelets achieves better RI than the compared method if the dot locates
in the shaded area.

– Seeded-Kmeans (Basu et al., 2002) is a label-based semi-
supervised clustering method, and it uses labels to deter-
mine optimal seeds, which produces high-quality initial-
ization, for Kmeans.

– CSSC (Jiang et al., 2022) introduces a compact degree
of clusters (measured by labels appearing in clusters)
to assess the qualities of these clusters. The compact
degree is jointly optimized with the clustering objective
to discover compact clusters.

– CDPS (Amouri et al., 2023) learns constrained DTW-
preserving shapelets to overcome time series distortions
by approximating DTW. The process is guided by must/cannot-
link constraints.

To better demonstrate the effectiveness of the semi-
supervised discovery of shapelets in SE-shapelets, we fur-
ther include the unsupervised shapelet-based clustering
method, U-shapelets (Zakaria et al., 2012), for the discus-
sion.

5.4. Experiment Setup
Other than SemiDTW that provides source code, we

implement SE-shapelets and other compared methods with
Python 3.7. For SemiDTW and CDPS, we use the recom-
mended parameter setup to obtain clustering results (Dau
et al., 2016; Amouri et al., 2023), and provide FssKmeans,
Seeded-Kmeans and CSSC the cluster number for cluster-
ing. We set the trade-of parameter of CSSC as 0.7 (for clus-
ter compactness and clustering objective), following (Jiang
et al., 2022). The optimal parameters of SE-shapelets and U-
shapelets are searched by applying grid search on the labeled
and pseudo-labeled time series. Specifically, for U-shapelets,
we search the optimal shapelet number from {2, 3, ..., 9},
the optimal shapelet length from { 𝑙

30 ,
𝑙
25 , ...,

𝑙
10}, where 𝑙

is the length of time series. For SE-shapelets, in addition
to the two parameters searched the same as U-shapelets,
we search the optimal 𝜆 from {0.1, 1, 10}. In the Spectral
clustering used by SE-shapelets, we simply choose the rbf
kernel (gamma=1.0) for all experiments.

The level of semi-supervision (Amouri et al., 2023)
is fixed as 5%, i.e., the number of labels or constraints

divided by the dataset size, considering that it is difficult to
acquire labels in real-life. That means, we randomly select
labeled time series (for SE-shapelets, Seeded-Kmeans and
CSSC) and generate must-link/cannot-link constraints (for
SemiDTW, FssKmeans and CDPS) that cover all time series
classes.

5.5. Main Results
In this experiment, we compare SE-shapelets with the

counterpart semi-supervised time series clustering methods
to show its effectiveness. We summarize clustering accuracy
(measured by RI) results on UCR time series datasets in
Table 2 (detailed in Appendix). SE-shapelets achieves the
highest average clustering accuracy (0.778) and the largest
average rank (1.1) among all the semi-supervised methods.
Compared with CSSC, which obtains the second-highest
average rank (1.9), SE-shapelets improved RI by around
7.8%, and improved RI of Seeded-Kmeans (0.685, the low-
est) by 13.5%. Although all adopt constraints for the semi-
supervision, CDPS and SemiDTW (average RI are 0.741 and
0.713, respectively) perform better than FssKmeans (aver-
age RI is 0.711) partly due to the advantage of distortion-
invariant DTW distance, but SE-shapelets still outperforms
them both. In addition, SE-shapelets achieves the best clus-
tering accuracy on most datasets (45), which is significantly
better than the second-best methods CDPS and SemiDTW
(14). In addition, we show the statistical comparisons of
the above methods with a critical difference diagram in Fig.
7. The hypothesis that not all of these methods are sig-
nificantly different is rejected by Holm-Bonferroni method
(Holm, 1979), and SE-shapelets has the highest Wilcoxon
test ranking; that shows SE-shapelets achieves a statistically
significant improvement over the compared methods.

Figure 7: Ranks (lower is better) of the compared methods on
the UCR datasets. The solid lines connect the methods that
are not significantly different using Holm-Bonferroni method.
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Table 2
Clustering accuracy comparison of SE-shapelets and semi-supervised counterpart methods (with the best in bold).

SE-shapelets CDPS SemiDTW FssKmeans Seeded-Kmeans CSSC
Avg. RI 0.778 0.741 0.713 0.711 0.685 0.722
Avg. Rank 1.1 2.4 2.4 2.5 3.8 1.9
1𝑠𝑡 Rank (datasets) 45 14 14 6 1 11

Figure 8: Two shapelets discovered by SE-shapelets (in red
color) to discriminate the two types of coffees (Arabica and
Robusta) in the Coffee dataset. Shapelet 1 and shapelet 2
capture representative local features of Arabica coffee and
Robusta coffee, respectively.

We also show the pair-wise comparison of SE-shapelets
with counterpart methods as scatter plots in Fig. 6. We
observe that the clustering accuracy of SE-shapelets is better
than SemiDTW, FssKmeans, CDPS, and CSSC on most
datasets. Especially, SE-shapelets outperforms FssKmeans
on 65 datasets; while on the rest 20 datasets, the accuracy of
SE-shapelets is only slightly lower than that of FssKmeans.
These results demonstrate the effectiveness of SE-shapelets
that discovers shapelets for time series clustering.

We use an example (Coffee) dataset to show the shapelets
discovered by SE-shapelets for the clustering. Coffee dataset
contains the spectrographs of two types of coffees (Arabica
and Robusta) as shown in Fig. 8, respectively. The spec-
trographs of Arabica and Robusta are generally similar, but
SE-shapelets captures two local differences to discriminate
them. That is, the tiny spike on the left of Arabica’s spec-
trographs and the great drop near the end of Robusta’s spec-
trographs. Hence, with these two representative shapelets,
SE-shapelets accurately clusters the two types of coffees (RI
= 1.0).

5.6. Ablation Analysis
To understand the effectiveness of the two proposed

techniques (𝑆𝑆𝐶 that extracts salient subsequences and
𝐿𝐷𝑆 that select representative shapelets using the labels/pseudo-
labels) in SE-shapelets, we develop three variants for the
comparison and the results are shown in Table 3. In addition,
we also include the comparison with directly applying
Spectral clustering for time series clustering (w/o shapelets).

Figure 9: Running time of 𝐹 𝑖𝑛𝑑𝐶ℎ𝑎𝑖𝑛 and the brute-force
search to discover 𝑆𝑆𝐶 for a time series randomly picked from
StarLightCurves dataset.

Table 3
Ablation analysis. <, = and > indicate the number of datasets
that have worse, equal or better clustering accuracy than SE-
shapelets, respectively.

< = > Average RI (decrease)
w/o 𝑆𝑆𝐶 75 0 10 0.725 (6.8%)
w/o 𝐿𝐷𝑆 66 6 13 0.737 (5.2%)
w/o 𝐿𝐷𝑆* 82 1 2 0.700 (10.0%)
w/o shapelets 80 0 5 0.541 (30.4%)

The average clustering accuracy of SE-shapelets is re-
duced by 6.8%, when 𝑆𝑆𝐶 is removed from SE-shapelets
(w/o 𝑆𝑆𝐶), and the clustering accuracy decreases in 66
(out of 85) datasets, because shapelets are selected from
pools that contain many uninformative candidates, rather
than explicitly extract salient subsequences (by 𝑆𝑆𝐶 of
SE-shapelets). In addition, we show the efficiency of the
proposed 𝐹 𝑖𝑛𝑑𝐶ℎ𝑎𝑖𝑛 algorithm, which discovers 𝑆𝑆𝐶 for
an input time series, with the brute-force search algorithm.
We randomly select one time series (𝑙 = 1024) from
the largest StarLightCurves dataset among the UCR time
series dataset (considering both dataset size and time series
length), and run 𝐹 𝑖𝑛𝑑𝐶ℎ𝑎𝑖𝑛 and the brute-force search with
different subsequence lengths and 𝑆𝑆𝐶 sizes. The results
in Fig. 9 (a) show that the running time of 𝐹 𝑖𝑛𝑑𝐶ℎ𝑎𝑖𝑛
slightly increases with larger subsequence length, due to the
more edge weight calculations on the subsequence graph
in Eq. (5); but the running time is still close to 0 second
with the largest subsequence length (0.25 × 𝑙). On the
contrary, the running time of the brute-force search gradually
decreases with larger subsequence length, i.e., from around
12 seconds to 10 seconds, due to the smaller number of
subsequences; but the running time is still more than one
magnitude larger than that of 𝐹 𝑖𝑛𝑑𝐶ℎ𝑎𝑖𝑛. Meanwhile, the
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(a) BeetleFly (SE-
Shapelets)

(b) Coffee (SE-shapelets) (c) CBF (SE-shapelets) (d) TwoLeadECG (SE-
shapelets)

(e) BeetleFly (U-shapelets) (f) Coffee (U-shapelets) (g) CBF (U-shapelets) (h) TwoLeadECG (U-
shapelets)

Figure 10: The visualization of the distances among distance-to-shapelets representations of time series, with shapelets discovered
by SE-shapelets and U-shapelets, respectively. Each symbol represents a time series, and time series of different classes are
represented by symbols of different shapes/colors.

Figure 11: The distribution of clustering accuracy (RI) im-
provement (SE-shapelets improves the clustering accuracy of
U-shapelets). Each symbol represents a time series dataset.

results for𝑆𝑆𝐶 size (Fig. 9 (b)) again shows that the running
time of 𝐹 𝑖𝑛𝑑𝐶ℎ𝑎𝑖𝑛 slightly increases but is still close to 0
second when discovering 6 salient subsequences; however,
the brute-force search requires more than 1×104 seconds to
find such a 𝑆𝑆𝐶 .

We further develop two variants that replace the pro-
posed 𝐿𝐷𝑆 with 𝑖𝑛𝑓𝑜𝑟𝑚𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 𝑔𝑎𝑖𝑛 (Ye and Keogh, 2009)
(w/o 𝐿𝐷𝑆) and 𝑛𝑒𝑎𝑟𝑒𝑠𝑡 𝑛𝑒𝑖𝑔ℎ𝑏𝑜𝑢𝑟 𝑎𝑐𝑐𝑢𝑟𝑎𝑐𝑦 (Grabocka
et al., 2016) (w/o 𝐿𝐷𝑆 ∗) in SE-shapelets, respectively. As
the results in Table 3 show, they reduce the average accuracy
of SE-shapelets by 5.2% and 10.0%, respectively, and also
decrease clustering accuracy in most datasets (66 and 82).
That demonstrates that the proposed𝐿𝐷𝑆 of SE-shapelets is
more suitable for the clustering objective and can effectively
select representative shapelets.

Finally, we remove the shapelets from SE-shapelets and
only use Spectral clustering for time series clustering (w/o
shapelets). We can see that the clustering accuracy is reduced
in 80 datasets, with the average clustering accuracy reduced
by 30.4%; that shows the representative shapelets discovered
by SE-shapelets significantly improves the performance of
time series clustering.

Table 4
Accuracy comparison between SE-shapelets and U-shapelets
(with the best in bold).

SE-shapelets U-shapelets
Avg. RI 0.778 0.702
Higher RI (datasets) 68 14

5.7. SE-shapelets vs U-shapelets
To understand the effectiveness of the semi-supervised

strategy of SE-shapelets, we further compare the perfor-
mance of SE-shapelets with the U-shapelets (unsupervised
shapelet-based clustering), and the results are summarized
in Table 4. With slight supervision, SE-shapelets improves
the average clustering accuracy of U-shapelets by 10.8%,
from 0.702 to 0.778. Among the 85 datasets, SE-shapelets
achieves higher clustering accuracy in 68 datasets.

We show the distribution of the RI improvement on the
85 datasets in Fig. 11. The results show that, with slight
supervision, in many datasets the clustering accuracy is
increased by more than 10%, and the largest increase is
over 100% (from 0.497 to 1.000 in Coffee dataset). For the
few datasets that SE-shapelets obtain accuracy lower than
U-shapelets, the decreases of accuracy are all small and
the largest decrease is around 4% (from 0.568 to 0.545 in
ScreenType dataset).

We further use the results from four case datasets (Beetle-
Fly, Coffee, CBF and TwoLeadECG) to show the shapelets
discovered by SE-shapelets are more effective than those
discovered by U-shapelets. With the optimal shapelets,
the four datasets are mapped to the distance-to-shapelets
representation, and their distances are visualized in 2D space
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(a) BeetleFly (b) Coffee (c) CBF (d) TwoLeadECG

Figure 12: Parameter analysis of SE-shapelets, i.e., the number of shapelets and the length of shapelets, with respect to clustering
accuracy.

(a) BeetleFly (b) Coffee (c) CBF (d) TwoLeadECG

Figure 13: Running time of SE-shapelets and U-shapelets with respect to different dataset sizes.

using TSNE (Maaten and Hinton, 2008) as shown in Fig. 10,
respectively.

In BeetleFly (Fig. 10 (a)), Coffee (Fig. 10 (b)) and
TwoLeadECG (Fig. 10 (d)) datasets, the shapelets discov-
ered by U-shapelets split time series into two groups but each
group contains time series of different classes (the bottom
row in Fig. 10). However, as shown in the top row in Fig.
10, with slight supervision (e.g., only 2 labeled time series
for Coffee), SE-shapelets discovers shapelets that effectively
split time series into two groups that mostly contain time
series of the same class. For CBF dataset, although U-
shapelets roughly distinguish time series of different classes,
SE-shapelets can further improve the performance, espe-
cially for the two classes represented by the red circle and
the blue square, respectively.

5.8. SE-shapelets vs Other Unsupervised Methods
We also compare SE-shapelets with three strong un-

supervised time series clustering methods to show the ef-
fectiveness. These unsupervised methods are AutoShape,
Kshape, and TS3C. Specifically, AutoShape (Li et al., 2022)
adopts objective optimization to learn shapelets as latent
representation learning for time series clustering, under the
framework of autoencoder. Kshape (Paparrizos and Gra-
vano, 2017) approaches by a marriage of shape-based dis-
tance with spectral analysis to address time series distor-
tions. TS3C (Guijo-Rubio et al., 2020) discovers multiple
subsequence clusters to represent the topological structure of
time series, based on which similar time series are grouped.

Table 5
Accuracy comparison between SE-shapelets and unsupervised
time series clustering methods (with the best in bold).

SE-shapelets AutoShape Kshape TS3C
Avg. RI 0.778 0.705 0.690 0.66
Avg. Rank 1.4 2.6 2.7 3.3

As the summarized results in Table 5 show, SE-shapelets
achieves the best clustering accuracy (in average) on the
UCR time series datasets, which is 10.3% higher than
the second best result (achieved by AutoShape, 0.705).
Meanwhile, the shapelet-based AutoShape outperforms both
Kshape and TS3C, and that again demonstrates the effective-
ness of using shapelet for time series clustering. In addition,
SE-shapelets also obtains the best Wilcoxon test ranking, as
shown in Fig. 14, and that means its performance is statistical
better than compared unsupervised methods.

Figure 14: Ranks (lower is better) of the SE-shapelets and
unsuperivsed methods on the UCR datasets.
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5.9. Parameter Study
We further study the influence of input parameters of

SE-shapelets on its performance. SE-shapelets requires three
parameters, i.e., the number of shapelets (𝑘), the length
of shapelets (𝑙), and the weight of variance (𝜆). Since the
clustering accuracy is not sensitive to 𝜆, we fix it as 0.1 in
this experiment. We vary 𝑘 from 2 to 9 and 𝑙 from 0.01𝑙 to
0.11𝑙, where 𝑙 is the length of time series in the datasets. The
results of the clustering accuracy under different parameters
are shown in Fig. 12.

In general, the clustering accuracy does not necessarily
increase with more shapelets; for example, in BeetleFly
(Fig. 12 (a)) and CBF (Fig. 12 (c)), the best accuracy is
achieved with 6 shapelets and 2 shapelets, respectively. This
observation again shows that time series of these datasets
can be properly discriminated with only a small number of
subsequences. Meanwhile, the clustering accuracy roughly
increases with the length of shapelets in the four datasets
(Fig. 12 (a-d)), mainly because too short shapelets cannot
fully capture meaningful local temporal patterns; while the
best clustering accuracy still is achieved with relatively short
shapelets, i.e., 𝑙 ≤ 0.1𝑙.

5.10. Running Time
We show the running time efficiency of SE-shapelets

by comparing it with U-shapelets, regarding varying dataset
sizes on four datasets. SE-shapelets and U-shapelets are run
10 times to obtain the average running time, with 𝑘 = 3,
𝑙 = 0.1𝑙. The results are shown in Fig. 13.

The results show that SE-shapelets is more scalable than
U-shapelets on all four datasets. Specifically, the running
time of SE-shapelets increases much slower than that of U-
shapelets with larger dataset sizes, because SE-shapelets can
avoid a large number of uninformative shapelet candidates.
Although the complexity of 𝐹 𝑖𝑛𝑑𝐶ℎ𝑎𝑖𝑛 is quadratic to
time series length, 𝐹 𝑖𝑛𝑑𝐶ℎ𝑎𝑖𝑛 is only called for a small
amount of labeled/pseudo-labeled time series and therefore
does not increase running time in a quadratic manner. In
real-life applications, it is rather convenient to implement
multi-thread processes to call 𝐹 𝑖𝑛𝑑𝐶ℎ𝑎𝑖𝑛 in parallel for
further acceleration. For the Spectral clustering used in SE-
shapelets, there are many scalable versions (Huang et al.,
2019; Van Lierde et al., 2019) and we use an efficient
implementation from sklearn2.

6. Conclusion
This paper proposes an SE-shapelets method that discov-

ers representative shapelets with a small number of labeled
and propagated pseudo-labeled time series for accurate time
series clustering. SE-shapelets defines a new 𝑆𝑆𝐶 to ex-
tract salient subsequences (as candidate shapelets) from a
label/pseudo-labeled time series, and develops an effective
𝐿𝐷𝑆 algorithm to discover representative shapelets suitable
for time series clustering. Through extensive evaluation on

2https://scikit-learn.org/stable/

UCR time series datasets, we show that SE-shapelets gen-
erally achieves better clustering accuracy than counterpart
semi-supervised time series clustering methods. Further-
more, we demonstrate that, with a small number of labels,
shapelets discovered by SE-shapelets are better at clustering
time series than shapelets discovered by the unsupervised
method.
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