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Matrix-product states (MPS) have proven to be a versatile ansatz for modeling quantum many-
body physics. For many applications, and particularly in one-dimension, they capture relevant
quantum correlations in many-body wavefunctions while remaining tractable (polynomial scaling)
to store and manipulate on a classical computer. This has motivated researchers to also apply the
MPS ansatz to machine learning (ML) problems where capturing complex correlations in datasets
is also a key requirement. Here, for the first time, we develop and apply an MPS-based algorithm,
MPSTime, for learning a joint probability distribution underlying an observed time-series dataset,
and show how it can be used to tackle important time-series ML problems, including classification
and imputation. MPSTime can efficiently learn complicated time-series probability distributions
directly from data, requires only moderate maximum MPS bond dimension χmax, with values for
our applications ranging between χmax = 20-150, and can be trained for both classification and
imputation tasks under a single logarithmic loss function. Using synthetic and publicly available
real-world datasets—spanning applications in medicine, energy, and astronomy—we demonstrate
performance competitive with state-of-the-art ML approaches, but with the key advantage of en-
coding the full joint probability distribution learned from the data. By sampling from the joint
probability distribution and calculating its conditional entanglement entropy, we show how its un-
derlying structure can be uncovered and interpreted. This manuscript is supplemented with the
release of publicly available code package MPSTime that implements our approach, and can be
used to reproduce all presented results. The efficiency of the MPS-based ansatz for learning com-
plex correlation structures from time-series data is likely to underpin interpretable advances to a
broad range of challenging time-series ML problems across science, industry, and medicine.

I. INTRODUCTION

Over the last few decades tensor network (TN) meth-
ods have become widely used tools to simulate quan-
tum many-body systems [1–4]. Their success lies in their
ability to truncate an exponentially large Hilbert space
into a small subspace containing the correlations relevant
to the system being studied. This means that they al-
low a balancing of expressiveness and storage. Tensor
network approaches have been used to calculate energy
eigenstates and dynamics of condensed matter [5, 6] and
quantum optics [7–10] systems and to simulate quantum
computing problems [11, 12]. A particularly successful
and widely used class of TNs are one-dimensional matrix-
product states (MPS) also known as tensor trains [13].
Matrix-product states can be used to represent ground
states of a large class of one-dimensional systems with
short-range interactions. Efficient techniques are readily
available to calculate observables, correlation functions
and to contract MPSs in general [4]. On top of this, sig-
nificant research into MPS has led to the development
of efficient algorithms for finding ground states and time
evolution [14].

The ability of MPS to express a range of correla-
tion functions while remaining tractable for computation
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makes it an ideal foundation for developing machine-
learning (ML) algorithms. Here we use the term ma-
chine learning to refer to a class of statistical algorithms
for tackling data-driven problems, like classification, that
involves learning structures from data. The use of MPS
for ML was realized by Stoudenmire and Schwab [15],
who showed that MPS can be used for classifying nu-
merical digits from (two-dimensional) images of human
handwriting. More specifically, the wavefunction of a
spin-1/2 chain stored using an MPS can be used to clas-
sify handwritten digits in the MNIST dataset with an
error < 1%. In this approach real-valued data is en-
coded into an exponentially large Hilbert space using a
nonlinear encoding function. A classifier is then trained
by finding an MPS for each class having large overlap
with data from that class while being orthogonal with
other classes. This approach was subsequently extended
to perform unsupervised generative ML with the MNIST
handwriting image classification dataset [16–19], among
others [20, 21].

More recently, MPS-based generative models have
been applied to tackle a diverse range of important un-
supervised ML problems such as anomaly detection [22–
24], image segmentation [25], and clustering [26], and
others [27, 28]. Beyond conventional ML applications,
MPS-based generative models have also been applied to
the problem of compressed sensing [19], where they have
demonstrated strong performance in sparse signal recon-
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struction. In the context of supervised ML, MPS-based
classifiers have been applied to a multitude of real-world
datasets including weather data [29], medical images [25],
audio [30], and particle event detection [31, 32].

A key advantage of using MPS over deep-learning ar-
chitectures for ML is their inherent interpretability [24].
With MPS, the learned correlations are explicitly en-
coded in the model’s tensors as conditional probabili-
ties, allowing one to directly extract meaningful insights
into the model’s behavior and its representation of de-
pendencies within a dataset. For example, analyzing
the entanglement properties of an MPS trained on im-
age data allowed researchers to identify which features
were most crucial for identifying samples [27]. In unsu-
pervised anomaly detection, MPS achieved performance
competitive with traditional deep-learning approaches
such as variational autoencoders (VAEs) and generative
adversarial networks (GANs), while offering considerably
richer explainability [24]. By computing interpretable
properties of the MPS such as the von Neumann entropy
and mutual information, researchers uncovered the infor-
mational content of individual features and their contex-
tual dependencies, shedding light on which features were
most important for identifying anomalous patterns. This
transparency provides a stark contrast to the opaque na-
ture of deep learning architectures, which, while highly
expressive, are challenging to understand and interpret
[33].

The quantification of complex correlations in time se-
ries is central to data-driven time-series modeling, which
underpins a range of time-series ML tasks, from di-
agnosing disease from measured brain signals, to fore-
casting inflation rates from economic data. There are
many existing algorithmic approaches for tackling time-
series analysis tasks, including time-series modeling, clas-
sification, anomaly detection, imputation, and forecast-
ing [34]. These methods range from traditional sta-
tistical methods, such as autoregressive (AR) models,
which are tractable but can capture only relatively sim-
ple temporal structures, to highly flexible and powerful
so-called ‘black-box’ approaches based on deep neural
networks, which can capture much more complex and
long-range temporal structures (but are challenging to
interpret). Univariate time series, considered here to be
uniformly sampled (at a constant sampling period ∆t)
and thus representable as the vector xt (for t = 1, . . . , T ),
encode potentially complex one-dimensional (temporal)
correlation structures, similar to the one-dimensional
(spatial) correlation structures of wavefunctions in one-
dimensional quantum systems that can be approximated
using MPS. The success of MPS in approximating wave-
functions in one-dimensional quantum systems and re-
cent high-performing ML applications motivates us to
extend this promising and flexible algorithmic framework
to tackle time-series ML problems. We note that the one-
dimensional nature of the dataset does not guarantee the
applicability of MPS. For example, text data, which is
inherently one dimensional has volume-law mutual infor-

mation growth [35] and therefore cannot be efficiently
modeled using MPS. Nevertheless, time-series data arise
both in nature and in technological applications from a
diverse array of sources. This means that the correlation
structure of the data is also likely to vary significantly.
In this paper, we develop and apply an MPS-based algo-
rithm for learning a joint probability distribution under-
lying a temporal process directly from an observed time-
series dataset. We show that the MPS ansatz is indeed an
efficient and powerful one for capturing a diverse range
of complex temporal correlation structures, and further
show how it can be used as the basis for novel algorithms
that we introduce for tackling time-series ML problems,
focusing on time-series classification (the inference of a
categorical label from a time series) and imputation (the
inference of a subset of unobserved values from a time
series). We implement this algorithm and provide our
classification and imputation tools in the publicly avail-
able software package MPSTime1.
Extending the existing MPS-based ML framework of

Stoudenmire and Schwab [15], which was applied to two-
dimensional images, to time series requires substantial
further development. While MNIST figures are charac-
terized by grayscale pixels with approximately continu-
ous grayscale values, significant progress can be made by
approximating the pixels as either black or white [16].
On the other hand, for time-series data, the real-valued
amplitudes, xt, are crucial to properly represent in or-
der to appropriately encode the statistical structures of
the underlying dynamical process. This means that a
carefully chosen encoding process is required to map the
real-valued time-series data into finite dimensional vec-
tors that can be interfaced with MPS. In fact, it was re-
cently shown that MPS can approximate any probability
density function for continuous real-valued data [20]. A
second key aspect of our algorithm is that we can use the
same loss function for training the MPS both for classifi-
cation and generative ML. This means that our method
can be used to learn a probabilistic model that encodes
the joint probability distribution of a data class, and also
train it to act as a classifier. This unified framework for
time-series ML stands in contrast to the existing algo-
rithmic literature on time-series analysis that, due to the
typical intractability of learning high-dimensional joint
distributions from data, is highly disjoint in its develop-
ment of different algorithms for different classes of sta-
tistical time-series problems.
This paper is structured as follows. In Sec. II we

cover the relevant MPS theory and specify the tensor net-
work structure we used in subsequent investigations. In
Sec. II A we present an approach for encoding real-valued
time-series data into a finite-dimensional Hilbert space
with nonlinear feature maps. Section IIC and Sec. IID
describe the methods we use to perform time-series im-
putation and classification, respectively. In Sec. III, we

1 https://github.com/jmoo2880/MPSTime.jl
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firstly synthesize datasets to demonstrate the genera-
tive modeling and imputation capabilities of our MPS
algorithm, MPSTime. We then introduce three real-
world datasets focusing on key application areas: en-
ergy, medicine and physics, to showcase the ability of
MPSTime to perform both classification and imputation
of missing data points. Moving further, in Sec. IV we
highlight the interpretability of the joint probability dis-
tribution encoded in the trained MPS via sampling tra-
jectories and by calculating conditional entanglement en-
tropies. Finally, Sec. V contains the discussion and con-
clusion.

II. THE MATRIX PRODUCT STATE
FORMALISM

In quantum many-body physics, a system of T parti-
cles can be modeled by a wavefunction Ψ(s1, s2, . . . , sT ),
which assigns a probability amplitude to each possible
configuration of the many-body system. For any specific
configuration s = (s1, s2, . . . , sT ), Born’s rule states that
the squared-norm of the wavefunction p(x) = |Ψ(s)|2 de-
fines the probability density of observing the configura-
tion. Here, the wavefunction encapsulates the full joint
distribution over an exponentially large space of dT pos-
sible states, where d is the number of local states that
each particle can take (e.g., d = 2 for spin-1/2 particles).

As we will show, for the purposes of time-series anal-
ysis, it is advantageous to view a T -sample time-series
instance x = (x1, x2, . . . , xT ) as a specific configuration
of a T -body system, where each temporal observation
xt – originally real-valued and continuous – is mapped
to a discrete state st. Throughout the text, we refer to
a single temporal observation xt as a time-series ampli-
tude or time-series value. Here, analogous to a quantum
many-body system, the wavefunction Ψ(x1, x2, . . . , xT )
encodes the joint distribution of time-series data, and is
determined by the properties of the underlying genera-
tive process. Analogous ideas in quantum many-body
physics and time-series machine learning are illustrated
in Fig. 1. We emphasize that the joint probability dis-
tribution encompasses not just the empirical distribution
of the observed time-series, but the full generative distri-
bution from which individual time-series instances are
sampled. In other words, each time-series instance x
of T measurements serves as a point sample from a T -
dimensional distribution. As with its quantum analogue,
within our MPS formalism for ML the probability density
of observing a time-series instance x from the distribu-
tion encoded by Ψ is given by Born’s rule:

p(x) = |Ψ(x)|2 . (1)

Although such a wavefunction is exponentially large in
general, it may be approximated by a T -site MPS ansatz
[4] which provides a compressed tensor network represen-

d-level unentangled 
spin chain configuration

entangled many-body 
wavefunction

entanglement entropy mutual information

space of possible time series

one 
realisation

one measurement
outcome

draw 
sample

draw 
sample

(a)

(b)

(c)

time series instance

timespace

sample
spin state 

Hilbert 
space

space of
possible
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FIG. 1. Mapping between quantitative formulations of
quantum many-body physics and time-series analysis.
Concepts in quantum physics (left, blue shading) and time-
series analysis (right, red shading), and their associated theo-
retical and analytic tools, share similarities that motivate our
MPS-based approach to time-series ML. (a) A d-level spin
chain (left) exhibits one-dimensional (1D) spatial ordering,
analogous to the 1D temporal ordering of time series, in which
each sample is mapped to a discrete state which parallels that
of an individual d-level quantum spin. (b) The probability
density captured by the square of the wavefunction |Ψ(x)|2
(left), is analogous to the joint probability density of a time-
series process p(x) (right). The wavefunction is a vector in an
exponentially large Hilbert space, while time-series probabil-
ity density is a distribution in the space of possible time series.
A single measurement outcome (i.e., one spin chain configu-
ration x) governed by Born’s rule corresponds to sampling
a single time-series realization (i.e., one time-series instance
x) from its generative distribution. (c) The entanglement
entropy (left), which quantifies the degree of quantum en-
tanglement between two spatial subsystems, is conceptually
related to classical quantities such as the mutual information
between temporal segments (right), both capturing statistical
dependencies in their respective domains.

tation:

Ws1,...,sT =
∑
α

As1
α1
As2

α1,α2
. . . AsT−1

αT−2,αT−1
AsT

αT−1
. (2)

Here, W is the low-rank MPS approximation of the
original wavefunction (which can also be expressed in
tensor form), each site Ast corresponds to a measured
point in time xt, and the dimension of the bond indices
α = {α1, . . . , αT−1} may be adjusted to tune the maxi-
mum complexity of the MPS ansatz. Crucially, by com-
pressing the wavefunction, and by extension, the joint
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distribution it encodes, the MPS approximation offers an
explicit and tractable model of the generative distribu-
tion underlying time-series data. The ability to work di-
rectly with a tractable model of the full time-series joint
distribution – rather than relying solely on the empiri-
cal distribution of observations – is what underpins the
key innovations of our present work on MPS-based al-
gorithms for time-series analysis. In particular, we show
how inferring a joint distribution of time series with MPS,
analogous to the distribution encoded by the quantum
many-body wavefunction, allows us to tackle important
statistical learning problem classes, including classifica-
tion and imputation.

A. Encoding time series as product states

The MPS ansatz is a powerful tool for compressing
functions in an exponentially large Hilbert space. To
leverage the MPS formalism to represent the joint prob-
ability distribution of a time-series process, we must map
the continuous-valued time-series amplitudes, xt, to vec-
tors in a finite-dimensional Hilbert space, to make the
time-series data compatible with the MPS formalism. To
achieve this, we employ d-dimensional nonlinear feature
maps, which throughout the text we refer to as the en-
coding:

ϕt(xt) = [b1(xt), b2(xt), . . . , bd(xt)]t , (3)

which for a given choice of real or complex basis functions
bi, map a real valued time-series amplitude xt to a vec-
tor in Rd or Cd. This mapping via the encoding ϕt(xt)
is depicted schematically in Fig. 2(a). In general, the
choice of basis functions [b1, . . . , bd]t can be time depen-
dent, but here we consider a time-independent feature
map. When applied to an entire time series of T sam-
ples, the complete feature map Φ(x) is then given by the
tensor product of local feature maps:

Φ(x) = ϕ1(x1)⊗ ϕ2(x2)⊗ . . .⊗ ϕT (xT ) . (4)

To ensure the probabilistic interpretation of the wave-
function parameterized by the the matrix product state
W in Eq. (2) remains valid, the normalization condition:∫

x

|Φ(x) ·W |2dµ(x) = 1 , (5)

must be satisfied [15]. This condition will hold, provided
that: (i) the MPS is unitary; and (ii) the feature map is
orthonormal under the measure µ(x) [20]. While many
valid choices of feature map exist, including a Fourier
basis, Laguerre and Hermite polynomials, in the present
work we choose either bi(x) = Pi(x) or bi(x) = CFi(x),
the ith orthonormal Legendre polynomial, or ith complex
Fourier basis function, respectively. In particular, the
Legendre polynomials are well suited to encoding time-
series data, as they satisfy the orthonormality conditions

on the compact interval [−1, 1], and can generalize to any
physical dimension d. Higher physical dimensions enable
more complexity within each site and, when coupled with
larger bond dimension, more complex the inter-site MPS
interactions. This comes at the cost of increased compu-
tational storage and runtime.
To encode real-world time-series data using the Legen-

dre basis, we first apply a pre-processing step to map the
original values x ∈ R to a compact domain x ∈ [−1, 1].
When using the MPS for time-series classification, we ap-
ply a scaled outlier-robust sigmoid transformation [36],
before transforming the dataset to map the dataset min-
imum to −1, and the dataset maximum to 1 (min–max
normalization). For imputation, preserving the shape of
the data is essential, and care must be taken to ensure
minimal distortion to imputed time-series when trans-
forming between the encoding and original data domain.
For this reason, we avoid nonlinear transformations (e.g.,
sigmoid transform), which can amplify encoding-related
errors, particularly when mapping from [−1, 1] → R.
Rather, we only apply a linear min-max normalization.
Further details about the specific data transformations
used here are in Appendix A.

B. Training an MPS-based generative model

In the previous section, we laid the conceptual founda-
tions for an MPS-based approach to time-series analysis.
We motivated the MPS as being a powerful representa-
tion for encapsulating complex joint distributions under-
lying time series, and we described how we can represent
time series in a form that is compatible with the MPS
framework. In this section, we now outline the training
procedure used to fit an MPS ansatz to a joint probabil-
ity distribution given a finite training set of time series
sampled from it. As we will show, the resulting MPS can
be used to solve time-series machine learning problems,
such as imputation of missing data, generation of new
data, and classification of unseen data within a unified,
interpretable, and tractable framework.

1. Loss function for generative modeling

Given a dataset of N time series, the goal of training is
to learn an MPS model which closely approximates the
joint probability distribution of the data, shown schemat-
ically in Fig. 2(b). Starting with a randomly initialized
MPS, a common approach to training is to iteratively up-
date the MPS entries by minimizing the Kullback–Leibler
(KL) divergence [16, 20, 37–39], a measure of the discrep-
ancy between the probability distribution p(x) captured
by the MPS, and the true distribution q(x) that gave rise
to the data:

DKL =

∫
x

q(x) log
q(x)

p(x)
dx , (6)
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FIG. 2. Time-series machine learning with MPS. (a) Each Real-valued time series amplitude xt is encoded in a d-
dimensional vector ϕt by projecting its value onto a truncated orthonormal basis with d basis functions. An entire time series
(of length T samples) is then encoded as a set of T ϕt vectors, which we represent as a product state embedded in a dT

dimensional Hilbert space. (b) Using observed time-series from a dataset, a generally entangled MPS – depicted here using
Penrose graphical notation – with maximum bond dimension χmax is trained with a DMRG-inspired sweeping optimization
algorithm to approximate the underlying joint distribution of the data. Two copies of the trained MPS (one conjugate-
transposed, denoted by the dagger †) with open physical indices encodes the learned distribution, allowing us to sample from
and do inference with complex high-dimensional distributions in a tractable manner. In this work, we introduce MPS-based
learning algorithms for two important time-series ML problems: (c) imputation (inferring unmeasured values of a time series),
and (d) classification (inferring a time-series class). (c) Generative time-series modeling: we use conditional sampling to
perform imputation of missing datapoints. Known points of a time series (black lines) project the MPS into a subspace, which
is then used to find the unknown datapoints (red line). The same method can be used to tackle some forecasting problems if
the missing points are future values. (d) MPS for classification: multiple labeled classes of time series are used to train MPSs.
Taking the overlap of unlabeled time-series data (encoded as a product state) with each MPS determines its class.

where the integral is over every possible configuration of
x. In practice, the true distribution q is unknown, so it is
common to minimize an averaged negative log-likelihood
(NLL) loss function [18, 20, 21, 40],

LG = − 1

N

N∑
n=1

log p(xn) . (7)

This is equivalent to minimizing the KL divergence (up
to a constant). Once the MPS is trained, the joint proba-
bility density p is extracted from the MPS using the Born
rule, which now takes the form,

p(xn) = |W · Φ(xn)|2 . (8)

To extend training to a classification setting, we treat
each class of time series as originating from a separate
joint probability distribution. Given L classes of data,
we need to learn L probability distributions using L sep-
arate MPSs. As in Stoudenmire and Schwab [15], an
equivalent, yet more efficient approach is to attach an
L-dimensional label index to a single site of an MPS:

W l
s1,...,sT =

∑
α

As1
α1
As2

α1,α2
. . . Al,sj

αj−1,αj
. . . AsT

αT−1
, (9)

and minimize the sum of the losses across every class:

L = − 1

N

N∑
n=1

L∑
l=1

log |W l · Φ(xn)|2 . (10)
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This allows us to approach generative modeling and clas-
sification in a unified manner, as the total loss L reduces
to Eq. (7) in the single class ‘unsupervised’ case. To
avoid confusion about ‘class dependence’ in the gener-
ative modeling sections, we will drop the label index l
from our notation when it is one dimensional.

2. Sweeping optimization algorithm

In this section, we outline the local optimization algo-
rithm we used to minimize L, Eq. (10), on the training
data. We use the same per-site DMRG-inspired sweeping
algorithm in Stoudenmire and Schwab [15], but using a
modified version of tangent-space gradient optimization
(TSGO) [39] in the local tensor update step. Here, we
present only the key algorithmic steps as a summary, and
direct readers to Stoudenmire and Schwab [15] for a de-
tailed treatment.

Starting with a randomly initialized MPS of T sites,
encoding dimension d, and uniform bond dimension χinit.

1. Attach the label index l to the rightmost site of the
MPS, and place the MPS in left-canonical form [4].

2. Merge the rightmost pair of tensors in the MPS,
Al,sT

αT−1
and A

sT−1
αT−1αT−2 , to form the bond tensor B.

3. Holding the remaining T − 2 tensors fixed, update
B using a modified TSGO steepest descent rule:

B′ = B − η ∂L/∂B
|∂L/∂B|

, (11)

where η is the learning rate. Since L is not complex
differentiable, we use (one-half times) the Wirtinger
derivative [41] to compute ∂L

∂B , thereby accommo-
dating complex-valued encodings (e.g., Fourier ba-
sis) if required.

4. Normalize the updated bond tensor:

B′ ← B′

|B′|
. (12)

5. Decompose B′ back into two tensors by singular
value decomposition (SVD), retaining at most χmax

singular values. The number of retained singular
values corresponds to the maximum bond dimen-
sion shared between the two updated sites. The left
and right tensors of the SVD are chosen so that the
label index moves along the MPS, and is part of the
bond tensor B at every step.

6. Repeat steps 2-5 for each adjacent pair of remain-
ing tensors, traversing from right-to-left, then from
left-to-right, for a fixed number of iterations, or un-
til convergence is achieved.

As in Stoudenmire and Schwab [15], we define one sweep
of the MPS to be a ‘round-trip’, i.e., one backward and
one forward pass through all tensors in the MPS.

C. Imputation

Many empirical time series contain segments of time
for which values are missing (e.g., due to sensor drop-
out) or contaminated (e.g., with artifacts). This compli-
cates resulting analyses and, for many algorithms (such
as classification or dimension-reduction), requires impu-
tation, i.e., that the missing data be inferred (‘filled in’)
from values that were observed [42, 43]. For example, in
some astrophysical star surveys, periods of sensor down-
time is inevitable as a result of essential operational pro-
cedures [44], leaving ‘gaps’ in the recorded light curves
of stars during which no observations are made. Exist-
ing approaches to imputing missing values in time series
range from filling them with a simple statistic of observed
values (e.g., the mean of the full time series [45]), linearly
interpolating across the missing data, to inferring missing
values based on fitted linear models (e.g., autoregressive
integrated moving average (ARIMA)), similarity-based
methods (e.g., k-nearest neighbor imputation from a
training set of data (K-NNI) [46]), and machine learning
algorithms (e.g., generative adversarial networks (GANs)
[47], variational auto-encoders (VAEs) [48]). In this
work, we present a generative approach to time-series im-
putation by leveraging the data distribution encoded by
the MPS W (as in Eq. 2), summarized schematically in
Fig. 3 using Penrose graphical notation [49]. Our imputa-
tion approach, shown schematically in Fig. 2(c), consists
of two main steps: (i) conditioning the MPS on known
values; and (ii) inferring missing values from the con-
ditioned MPS. Here, we summarize the key algorithmic
steps and refer the reader to Appendix D for full details.
Let the ordered sequence x∗ = x1, x2, . . . , xT repre-

sent a time series with known observations {xo : o ∈ O},
and missing values {xm : m ∈ M}, where M :=
{1, 2, . . . , T} \ O. The reduced density matrix for the
unknown states ρM can be obtained by first projecting
the observed states onto the MPS:

W̃sm1
,sm2

,... =Ws1,...,sT ·
∏
i∈O

ϕsi†i (xi)√
P (xi)

, (13)

and then taking the outer product:

ρM = W̃W̃ † , (14)

where W̃ † is the conjugate transpose of W̃ . Throughout
the text, we refer to the process of projecting the MPS
onto a known value as either a measurement or condi-
tioning a joint distribution on a known value. The scale
factors

√
P (xi) ensure that the MPS remains correctly

normalized. Technical details of the implementation are
described fully in Appendix D.
An important feature of MPS-based imputation is that

each missing value is imputed one at a time, using both
known observations and already imputed values that
were previously missing. Therefore, the outcome of an
imputation depends on the order in which it is performed.
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FIG. 3. An MPS-based algorithm for time-series imputation. Here we consider an illustrative example of an imputation
problem involving a six-site MPS, represented graphically with Penrose notation [49], where the time-series values x2, x4, x6

are observed, and we would like to impute the unobserved values x1, x3, x5. (a) Two copies of the trained MPS (one conjugate-
transposed, indicated by the dagger, †) with open physical indices encode the joint distribution over all possible states, given
by ρ1,2,...,6 (Eq. (14)). (b) The MPS is projected into a subspace where the states s2, s4, s6, corresponding to each of the
known time-series values, have been measured. The updated MPS now encodes the joint distribution over the remaining states
s1, s3, s5, conditional upon having measured s2, s4, s6. (c) The single site conditional reduced density matrix ρ (as in Eq. (15))

is obtained by tracing over all remaining sites. By evaluating the probability density function pdfi(x) = ϕ†
i (x)ρiϕi(x) for x

in the encoding domain, we estimate the value for x1 and its uncertainty ∆x1 using the median (see Eq. (17)) and weighted
median absolute deviation (WMAD), respectively. (d) The MPS is projected onto the imputed state s1 = ϕ1(x1) (Eq.(15)),
yielding an updated MPS which encodes the joint distribution over s3, s5. (e, f, g) We repeat estimating the next missing
value using the median of the pdf (conditioned on all previously known and imputed values), then projecting the MPS onto
the corresponding states, until all missing values are recovered.

Time series are ordered in time, so we elect to perform
imputation sequentially from earliest to latest using the
‘chain rule’ of probability, as described in [50]. While pre-
vious approaches typically sample a random state from
the single-site conditional distributions (e.g., via inverse
transform sampling [20]), here we use a deterministic ap-
proach wherein we select the state that corresponds to
the median of the conditional distribution at each impu-
tation site. Our choice to use the median is motivated
by the fact that discretizing continuous time-series val-
ues using a finite number of basis functions d artificially
broadens the probability distribution. Sampling directly
from this broadened distribution can artificially lead to
outlying values being chosen which degrades the imputa-
tion performance. As detailed in Appendix B, selecting
the median of the distribution effectively mitigates this
broadening effect and provides a single best estimate for
each imputation site. In what follows, we present our
MPS-based algorithm for time-series imputation, reca-

pitulated in Fig. 3. Starting at the earliest missing site,
i, in M :

1. Obtain the single-site reduced density matrix
(RDM) for site i, ρi, by taking the partial trace
over all remaining (unmeasured) sites except for
site i:

ρi = TrM\{i} (ρM ) = TrM\{i}

(
W̃W̃ †

)
, (15)

where W̃ is the projected MPS incorporating the
observed states and ρM is its corresponding density
matrix as in Eq. (14).

2. Using the RDM, compute the cumulative distribu-
tion function Fi(x) as

Fi(x) =
1

Z

∫ x

−1

ϕ†i (x
′)ρiϕi(x

′)dx′ , (16)

with normalization factor Z chosen so that Fi(1) =
1.
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3. Infer x∗i using the median of the conditional distri-
bution

x∗i = argmin
x

∣∣∣∣Fi(x)−
1

2

∣∣∣∣ . (17)

4. Project the MPS onto the selected state si by con-

tracting the MPS with ϕ†i (x
∗
i ), as in Eq. (13):

W̃ ′ = W̃ · ϕ
†
i (x

∗
i )√

P (x∗i )
. (18)

5. Proceed to the next unknown time point and repeat

steps 1–4 using the lower-rank MPS W̃ ′ until all
missing values xm are recovered.

D. Classification

Having established the theoretical foundations for
training an MPS to learn a generative distribution under-
lying an observed time-series dataset, here we show how
our framework can be naturally extended to the super-
vised setting to address the problem of time-series clas-
sification – the second key application of our approach.
Specifically, for a dataset of time-series instances, each
associated with a distinct class label l from a finite set
of classes L, the primary objective is to learn a model
that can accurately predict the class label l ∈ L of new,
unseen time series by leveraging the learned generative
distributions of the classes.

As stated in Sec. II B, classification is achieved by
training L distinct MPSs. For each class, indexed by l,
we train a separate MPS W on the subset of time-series
instances belonging to l. To classify an unlabeled time
series x, we then compute its (non-normalized) probabil-
ity density p(x) under each of the L MPSs, and select
the label l of the MPS that assigns the highest relative
probability to the instance, as illustrated schematically
in Fig. 2(d).

In practice, the MPS formalism allows for a more ef-
ficient solution: by attaching an L-dimensional label in-
dex to a single MPS (at any site), we can train a unified
modelW l to simultaneously encode the generative distri-
butions for all classes. For any time series x, encoded as
a product state Φ(x), we can then define the contraction:

f l(x) =W l · Φ(x) , (19)

where the model output f l(x) is a length L vector, with
each entry being the similarity (overlap) between x and
class l. To obtain the probability of x belonging to each
class, we take the squared-norm of the output vector in
order to satisfy the Born rule:

p(x | l) = |f l(x)|2 . (20)

Since all classes are assumed to have the same prior prob-
ability p(l), the probability of each class, given an unla-
beled time series, p(l | x), is directly proportional to its

non-normalized likelihood p(x | l) i.e., p(l | x) ∝ p(x | l)
according to Bayes’ rule. Therefore, the predicted class
can be determined directly from the model output by se-
lecting the index l corresponding to the largest entry in
f l(x):

argmax
l

|f l(x)|2 . (21)

In this section, we have introduced an MPS-based al-
gorithm for learning a generative distribution underlying
an observed time-series dataset. By leveraging the prop-
erties of the MPS to encode a tractable representation of
complex joint distributions, it is possible to sample from
and do inference on those distributions, unlocking the
potential to tackle a wide range of important time-series
analysis problems. Crucially, our approach allows us to
perform these tasks, including imputation and classifica-
tion, under a unified and statistically grounded frame-
work.

III. NUMERICAL EXPERIMENTS

In Sec. II above, we introduced a practical algorithm
for learning an underlying probabilistic model from a
time-series dataset, detailing how the encoded generative
distribution can then be used as the basis of new MPS-
based algorithms for time-series analysis tasks. While
existing methods have been developed to address time-
series ML tasks, such as classification and imputation
independently, our approach is the first to tackle these
problems within a common modeling framework by lever-
aging a tractable form of the complex joint distribution
underlying time series. In this section, we aim to inves-
tigate the utility of MPSTime in a range of important
data-driven problems involving synthetic and real-world
time-series datasets. First, in Sec. III A, we detail the
construction of the datasets we investigate in our nu-
merical experiments. Then, in Sec. III B, we empirically
validate our framework for MPS-based imputation on a
synthetic dataset, showing that MPSTime can success-
fully learn the underlying joint distribution directly from
time-series data.

A. Time-series datasets

To evaluate our MPS-based algorithm for time-series
learning and inference, we investigated several synthetic
and real-world datasets through a series of carefully con-
structed tasks. Here, we detail the pre-processing steps
necessary to derive our classification and imputation
tasks from publicly available time-series datasets. Ta-
ble I provides a high-level overview of the datasets used
in our experiments.
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1. Synthetic datasets

We first aimed to validate the ability of MPSTime to
infer distributions over time-series data by simulating
time series from an analytic generative model. To this
end, we investigated two synthetic test cases in which we
simulated time series of length T = 100 samples from a
‘noisy trendy sinusoid’ (NTS) model:

xt = sin

(
2π

τ
t+ ψ

)
+
mt

T
+ σnt , (22)

where xt is the observed value at time t ∈ [0, T ], τ is the
period, m is the slope of a linear trend, ψ ∈ [0, 2π) is the
phase offset, σ is the noise scale, and nt ∼ N (0, 1) are
i.i.d. normally distributed random variables. A time-
series dataset can be constructed by repeatedly gener-
ating time series from Eq. (22). The diversity of the
time-series dataset (and thus complexity of the joint dis-
tribution over time series) can be controlled via the pa-
rameters of Eq. 22 that are fixed for all time series in the
dataset, versus the parameters that are allowed to vary
across the dataset. Here we analyzed six NTS datasets
of differing complexity, generated through different such
choices, as detailed below:

i) Simple settings: In our first test case, we fixed
the period (τ = 20) and trend (m = 3), while allow-
ing the phase offset ψ to vary across the time-series
dataset. This was achieved by sampling a value for
ψ for each time series as a random sample from
a uniform distribution, as ψ ∼ U(0, 2π). We gen-
erated two training datasets containing 300 time
series each: one with: (i) NTS1, with low noise
(σ = 0.1); and (ii) NTS2, with moderate noise
(σ = 0.2). For imputation, we then generated a
test dataset containing 200 time series on which to
evaluate model performance.

ii) Challenging settings: To simulate time series
exhibiting richer dynamical variation, and there-
fore, more complex data distributions, we system-
atically expanded the parameter space of the NTS
model. Fixing the noise scale at σ = 0.1, we con-
structed four datasets with progressively more com-
plex joint distributions by varying the trend m and
period τ parameters: (i)NTS3, with a single trend
(m = 20) and three periods (τ ∈ {20, 30, 40}); (ii)
NTS4, with three trends (m ∈ {−3, 0, 3}) and a
single period (τ = 20); (iii) NTS5 with two trends
(m ∈ {−3, 3}) and two periods (τ ∈ {20, 40}); and
(iv) NTS6, with three trends (m ∈ {−3, 0, 3}) and
three periods (τ ∈ {20, 30, 40}). In all cases, the
phase offset ψ was drawn randomly from a uniform
distribution ψ ∼ U(0, 2π), and the free parame-
ter(s) were selected from randomly from the set of
allowed values. In each case, we generated a train-
ing dataset of length 600 time series to adequately
sample the larger model parameter space. In each
case, model performance was evaluated on a subse-
quent test set of 300 generated time series.

2. Real-world datasets

We selected three real-world time-series datasets to an-
alyze, representative of three key application domains: (i)
medicine, (ii) energy, and (iii) astronomy:

i) ECG: Our medical dataset, ECG200 [51], is a two-
class dataset of time series representing electrocar-
diogram (ECG) traces of single heart beats, labeled
according to whether the signal originated from a
healthy or diseased (myocardial infarction) patient.
The problem is well studied in the time-series clas-
sification (TSC) literature. The dataset comprises
100 training instances and 100 test instances, where
each time series contains T = 96 samples. Of the
200 total time series, 133 (66.5%) are labeled as
‘healthy’, and the remaining 67 (33.5%) are la-
beled as ‘abnormal’. For classification and impu-
tation tasks, we used the same open dataset pub-
lished in the UCR time-series classification archive
[52]. However, for imputation, we discarded label
information and effectively treat all instances as be-
longing to the same data distribution (i.e., a single
‘class’).

ii) Power Demand: ItalyPowerDemand [53] is a
two-class dataset of time series corresponding to
one day of electrical power demand in a small Ital-
ian city, sampled at 1-hour intervals, with each
time series assigned to either ‘winter’ (recorded be-
tween October and March) or ‘summer’ (recorded
between April and September). The dataset is
split into 67 training instances and 1029 test in-
stances, each of length T = 24 samples. Of the
total 1096 time series, 547 (49.9%) are labeled as
‘winter’ (class 0) and the remaining 549 (50.1%)
are labeled as ‘summer’ (class 1). For classification
and imputation, we use the same open dataset pub-
lished in the UCR time-series classification archive
[52], omitting class labels for the latter task.

iii) Astronomy: The KeplerLightCurves [54]
dataset comprises 1319 light curves from NASA’s
Kepler mission. Individual time series correspond
to stellar brightness measurements from a single
star, sampled every 30 minutes over a three-month
quarter (‘Quarter 9’), yielding length T = 4767
sample instances. For our classification task,
we selected two of the seven classes that were
particularly challenging to distinguish by eye: (i)
non-variable stars, and (ii) δ Scuti stars. We then
applied random under-sampling to the majority
class to yield a balanced class distribution (201
non-variable stars and 201 δ Scuti stars). Instances
were randomly assigned to either the train or test
set using an 80/20 train/test ratio, and the first
100 samples of each time series were retained for
classification.

For the imputation task, we selected two classes
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from the KeplerLightCurves dataset: (i) RR
Lyrae variable (25 time series), and (ii) non vari-
able (25 time series). Unlike Power Demand and
ECG, here we focused on the more typical im-
putation setting involving a single time-series in-
stance. To construct the imputation datasets, each
T = 4767 sample time series was truncated to 4700
samples and split into 47 non-overlapping windows
of T = 100 samples each. Windows containing true
missing data gaps were discarded, and 80% of the
remaining ‘clean’ windows (43 windows) were ran-
domly allocated to the training set, with 20% (2
windows) allocated to the test set.

TABLE I. Summary of all simulated and real-world
time-series datasets analyzed here. Datasets are sepa-
rated into those used for classification (labeled ‘C’) and im-
putation (labeled ‘I’) tasks, see Sec. IIIA for details.

Dataset Train Size Test Size Length Classes
ECG (C) 100 (50%) 100 (50%) 96 2

Power Demand (C) 67 (6%) 1029 (94%) 24 2
Astronomy (C) 321 (80%) 81 (20%) 100 2
NTS1–2 (I)§ 300 (60%) 200 (40%) 100 1
NTS3–6 (I) 600 (67%) 300 (33%) 100 1
ECG (I) 100 (50%) 100 (50%) 96 1

Power Demand (I) 67 (6%) 1029 (94%) 24 1
Astronomy (I)‡ 43 (96%) 2 (4%) 100 1

§NTS1–2 refers to datasets NTS1 and NTS2. ‡For Astronomy, we
use ‘dataset’ to refer to the collection of fixed-length windows
extracted from a single time-series instance. A total of 50 such

datasets (i.e., 50 windowed time series) were evaluated.

B. Time-series imputation

So far, we have presented a practical and statistically
grounded framework for MPS-based probabilistic mod-
eling of time-series data. While the theoretical founda-
tions are well-established, the practical efficacy of our
approach – particularly the capacity to learn complex
joint distributions for time-series ML problems – remains
to be demonstrated. To bridge this gap between theory
and practice, we now turn to an experimental validation
of our approach, demonstrating first the ability of MPS
to model complex joint distributions, and second, lever-
aging these learned distributions to perform an accurate
imputation of missing values.

We begin by validating our approach on a relatively
simple joint distribution of trendy sinusoids, providing a
compelling proof-of-concept for the effectiveness of MPS-
based imputation in a controlled setting. By systemati-
cally varying the parameters of our synthetic data gener-
ative model, we then show that a sufficiently expressive
MPS can capture increasingly complex joint distributions
of time-series data. Moving beyond synthetic examples,
we apply our approach to impute missing values in three
real-world datasets with unknown generative processes.

In order to demonstrate the performance of our MPS-
based time-series imputation approach under varying de-
grees of data loss, we applied our method to several syn-
thetic and real-world datasets. To simulate realistic sce-
narios often encountered in practical sensor deployments
– such as sensor drop-outs due to misplacement, hard-
ware failure, or data-downlinks – we focused on the con-
tiguous missing data setting, where blocks of consecutive
time-series observations were removed from test set in-
stances. We note that if missing data are unmeasured
future values, the imputation task can be considered a
type of forecasting problem. Imputation performance
was evaluated using the mean absolute error (MAE) de-
fined as:

MAE =
1

n

n∑
i=1

|yi − ŷi| , (23)

where yi is the actual missing value for the i-th data
point, ŷi is the imputed value for the i-th data point,
and n is the total number of missing values. A smaller
MAE implies a higher accuracy.

To evaluate the imputation capabilities of our method,
we varied the proportion of missing data points in each
test instance by increasing the percentage of missing data
from 5% to 95% of all samples. We then compared the
imputation performance of our approach to several base-
lines, each selected to encompass a diverse range of ap-
proaches in the time-series imputation literature: (i) 1-
Nearest Neighbor Imputation (1-NNI); (ii) Centroid De-
composition Recovery (CDRec); (iii) Bidirectional Re-
current Imputation for Time Series (BRITS); and, (iv)
Conditional Score-based Diffusion Imputation (CSDI).

The classical baseline, 1-NNI [46], imputes missing
data points by identifying the nearest neighbor in the
training set (based on a Euclidean distance of observed
samples), then substitutes the missing values with those
from the neighboring time series. CDRec [55] decomposes
a time-series matrix (i.e., an N × T matrix of N time-
series instances, each with fixed length T ) into centroid
patterns that capture recurring temporal behaviors, en-
abling the recovery of missing values through pattern-
based reconstruction. The generative modeling baseline,
CSDI, [56] uses a neural network-based diffusion model
to gradually convert random noise into plausible imputed
data points that are consistent with the data distribution
conditioned on observed values. Finally, BRITS [57] is a
popular deep learning method which leverages recurrent
neural networks (RNNs) to model temporal dependen-
cies in both forward and backward directions. While
CDRec, CSDI, and BRITS were initially intended for
multivariate time-series imputation, CDRec is one of the
best performing algorithms in ‘total blackout’ scenarios
[58], while CSDI is the best performing generative model-
based imputation algorithm [42, 59], and most closely
matches the distribution-learning approach of MPSTime.
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FIG. 4. Time-series imputation of synthesized dataset. We compare MPSTime’s (solid line) imputation performance
against the 1-nearest neighbor imputation (1-NNI) baseline (dotted line) on synthetic datasets of phase-randomized, noisy
trendy sinusoids generated by the model defined in Eq. (22). The test-set mean absolute error (MAE) between the imputed
values and ground-truth (unobserved) values is reported across varying percentages of missing data. (a) Simple setting: MPS
with physical dimension d = 12 and three different bond dimensions χmax = 20, 30, 40 (blue, orange, and green, respectively)
trained on datasets with fixed trend m, fixed period τ , and two noise levels σ = 0.1 (NTS1, circle marker) and σ = 0.2
(NTS2, diamond marker). (b) Challenging setting: MPS with d = 20 and χmax = 150 trained on four datasets (NTS3-6) with
increasingly complex underlying joint distributions, constructed by varying the trends m and/or periods τ of noise-corrupted,
phase-randomized sinusoids with σ = 0.1, for the model defined in Eq. (22). In both (a) and (b), we show representative
time-series examples of the MPS-imputed values on unseen (‘test’) time series generated from the same model [NTS2 dataset
with χmax = 30 for (a) and NTS6 dataset with χmax = 150 for (b)] in the panels (ii)–(vii). The red shading represents the
uncertainty, which here is quantified using the weighted median absolute deviation (WMAD).

1. Synthetic time series

Here, we investigate the ability of MPSTime to impute
missing values from time-series data distributions of in-
crementally increasing complexity. Simulated instances
were randomly split between training (60%) and testing
(40%) sets. We varied the complexity of the dataset by
changing the trend and period of the sinusoid, allowing us
to systematically assess our method’s imputation perfor-
mance across a range of challenging settings. Full details
of the time-series model we used and its corresponding
parameter values are in Sec. IIIA 1.

For our simplest imputation setting, we examined two
levels of additive Gaussian noise: (i) low noise (σ = 0.1);
and (ii) moderate noise (σ = 0.2), where σ denotes the
standard deviation of the Gaussian noise distribution. In
both cases, we held the period τ and trend m fixed while

allowing the phase to vary, which, for each time series,
was drawn randomly from a uniform distribution, ψ ∼
U(0, 2π). We then trained a d = 12 MPS with three bond
dimensions (χmax = 20, 30, 40) for ten sweeps on each of
the training sets. For every test instance, we removed a
central block of consecutive time-series points (with size
determined by the percentage of total samples missing),
maintaining approximately equal numbers of measured
points on either side of the missing region.

Our first key result is presented in Fig. 4(a), and shows
the MAE versus the percentage data missing. The rel-
atively low MAE values demonstrate that an MPS can
effectively learn the distribution underlying a finite num-
ber of time series, and using the learned distribution, can
accurately impute missing values. As expected, imputa-
tion performance generally increased with the number
of observed data points, as the MPS can leverage more
conditioning information when the proportion of time-
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series samples that are observed increases. This effect
does tend to saturate, however, as once the MPS gains
enough information to determine the phase of the signal,
apart from noise, it can then accurately approximate all
other values. Six selected examples of the MPS-imputed
time series for varying percentages of missing data are
shown in subplots Figs 4(a)(ii)-(vii). Here, we also con-
sider examples with multiple windows of missing data,
which are not included in the evaluation presented in
Fig. 4(a). In all cases, MPSTime could accurately in-
fer the missing values. We observed that increasing the
bond dimension χmax led to better imputation perfor-
mance, with the most expressive MPS (χmax = 40) out-
performing the 1-NNI baseline across all percentages of
missing data, and for both noise levels. On the other
hand, χmax = 30 performed similarly to χmax = 40 indi-
cating that χmax = 30 is sufficiently expressive to learn
the features of this dataset. We note that although there
was an expected increase in MAE when increasing the
noise level from σ = 0.1 and σ = 0.2, the χmax = 30 and
χmax = 40 MPS could still accurately impute missing
data when < 85% of the data was missing. The imputa-
tion results here indicate that, for these bond dimensions,
the MPS is sufficiently expressive to learn the joint prob-
ability distribution of the noisy sinusoid time series and
can accurately impute missing values even when only a
fraction of time-series values are observed.

Having demonstrated that our MPS framework can
successfully encode the joint distribution underlying the
simple trending sinusoidal dataset, we next aimed to test
the ability of the MPS to model more complex synthetic
time-series processes. To achieve this, we now use the
more challenging setting and investigate several itera-
tions of complexity by allowing the trend m and/or the
period τ to vary while holding the noise fixed at σ = 0.1.
We used the same train-test ratio as the simple dataset,
however, this time training a d = 20, χmax = 150 MPS
for 10 sweeps. The larger value of d was chosen to im-
prove the resolution of the encoding for imputation, while
the larger χmax value was chosen to allow the model to
express the more complex correlations of the more chal-
lenging dataset. Figure 4(b) shows the mean imputation
error versus the percentage of data missing across the
four datasets, each with a different number of trends and
periods. For almost all values, the MPS is able to outper-
form the 1-NNI baseline. We observe that for < 85% of
the data missing, the value of the MAE becomes largely
fixed. This is similar to the simple dataset where, once
a sufficient amount of the data is present, the projected
MPS can determine the phase, period, and trend of the
sinusoid and successfully fill in missing values. We note
that the MPS performed best on the most complicated
dataset, which contained three trends and periods. This
is likely because of the large bond dimension χmax = 150
which is sufficiently expressive to learn the features of
complex datasets, but can lead to overfitting on simpler
ones. In addition to this, six selected examples for vary-
ing percentages of missing data are shown in subplots

Figs 4(b)(ii)-(vii). All examples indicate successful im-
putation of missing data in the more challenging dataset.
In general, the results presented in Figs 4(a)-(b)

demonstrate that the MPS framework can learn the joint
probability distribution of a time-series process to a de-
gree such that it can accurately infer the probabilistic
model of trending sinusoidal functions. The successful
imputation of the more complicated dataset indicates
that the MPS is sufficiently expressive to encode the gen-
erative model of a process with varying period, trend and
phase. This first successful result shows that MPS has
significant potential as a time-series analysis tool for gen-
erative modeling of a broad class of datasets with com-
plex correlation structures.

2. Real-world time series

Building on our demonstration of the imputation ca-
pabilities of the MPS, given synthetic time series from a
known generative process, we now investigate its applica-
bility to real-world time-series datasets. For our imputa-
tion tasks, we focused on time-series datasets from three
domains of application to highlight the broad utility of
our approach to: (i) medical data (the ‘ECG’ dataset);
(ii) industrial data (the ‘Power Demand’ dataset), and
(iii) astronomy (the ‘Astronomy’ dataset). To ensure
that our imputation results were not biased by any par-
ticular train–test split, we adopted the dataset resam-
pling strategy for time-series classification tasks in Bag-
nall et al. [60]. Specifically, we generated 30 resampled
train-test splits for each dataset, then for each split we
trained an MPS on the training set and evaluated its
imputation error on instances from the test set, across
various percentages of missing data. For any given per-
centage data missing, we imputed up to 15 randomly
selected missing data block locations to account for the
possibility that some regions may be easier to impute
than others. Using the same folds and window loca-
tions for each dataset, we repeated the imputation ex-
periment with the four baselines: 1-NNI, CSDI, BRITS,
and CDRec. For demonstration purposes, we chose MPS
hyperparameters that performed well on the first train-
test split of each dataset based on a very simple grid
search, and then held these values constant on the ‘un-
seen’ splits. For ECG and Power Demand, we trained a
d = 10, χmax = 20 MPS for 5 sweeps, and on the As-
tronomy dataset, we trained a d = 12, χmax = 35 MPS
for 3 sweeps. For the ECG and Power Demand datasets,
we measured imputation performance with MAE, while
the normalized MAE (NMAE) was used for the Astron-
omy dataset (due to differences in scale imposed by the
individual windowing).
The imputation performance of the MPS relative to

the various baselines is shown in Fig. 5(a)-(c) for the
ECG, Power Demand, and Astronomy datasets respec-
tively. Starting with the ECG dataset, Fig. 5(a)(i) shows
the mean MAE versus the percentage of data missing in
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FIG. 5. MPSTime demonstrates competitive and often superior performance for time-series imputation on
real-world datasets. The window location and test set-averaged MAE and 95% CI across 30 folds is shown in subplot (i)
as a function of percentage data missing for each dataset: (a) ECG, (b) Power Demand, (c) Astronomy. For ECG and Power
Demand, we trained a d = 10, χmax = 20 MPS, and for the Astronomy dataset, we trained a d = 12, χmax = 35 MPS. For
each dataset, in panels (ii-v), we show representative examples of the MPS-imputed time-series (solid red line) and uncertainty
due to encoding error (shaded ribbons) alongside the 1-NNI baseline (solid gold line). The shaded windows correspond to
segments of observed time-series values, while the transparent windows correspond to missing data blocks. The ground-truth
(unobserved) time-series values (gray line) are plotted for comparison with the imputed values.

the imputation. We observe that the MPS has superior
performance to other baselines for all values of data miss-
ing. As with the synthetic data, once a sufficient number
of data points are present, in this case < 85% missing,
the performance of the MPS maximizes and saturates.

Again, this indicates that with MPS is able to lock on
to the signal once a sufficient amount of information is
present. Figures 5(a)(ii)–(v) show selected examples of
imputation performed for different window sizes and po-
sitions in the ECG dataset. Here, we emphasize that the
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functional form of the ECG dataset is highly nonlinear
and more complex than the synthetic datasets presented
in the previous subsection. Nevertheless, the MPS frame-
work can still learn a joint probability distribution of the
dataset to a sufficient degree that it can accurately im-
pute missing data points with only a fraction of data
being present.

Figure 5(b)(i) shows the imputation results for the
Power Demand dataset. This dataset is shorter than
previous examples and with 24 samples in each series.
Again, the MPS showed superior performance to all other
methods tested, and could accurately impute missing
points. As with previous results, the performance of the
MPS tended to saturate when < 85% of the data was
missing, again indicating that the MPS framework can
learn the trend of the time series with very few condi-
tioning points. This is in contrast to other methods such
as CSDI and BRITS whose performance was competi-
tive with the MPS when 5% of the data was missing, but
degraded significantly when larger fractions of the data
were missing. Figure 5(b)(ii)-(v) show four selected ex-
amples of imputation in the Power Demand dataset with
different configurations of missing data.

Finally, Fig. 5(c)(i) shows the imputation performance
for the Astronomy dataset. Here the performance is split
between the RR-Lyrae variable instances and the non
variable instances. This is because, as seen in the exam-
ples in Fig. 5(c)(ii)-(v) these two sets of time series have
very different properties with the RR-Lyrae variable be-
ing almost perfectly periodic, while the non variable time
series are not. Here, the 1-NNI baseline showed superior
performance for the RR-Lyrae variable data. This is not
unexpected due to the periodic nature of the time series
in this dataset. Since the 1-NNI method finds a sample
from the training data that is closest to the data that is
being imputed, for periodic datasets, there is a high prob-
ability that the training data contains a time series that is
very close to the one being imputed. On the non-variable
dataset CDRec outperformed MPSTime, although here,
MPS performed better than CSDI and 1-NNI. Unlike the
previous examples, the performance of the MPS did not
show a significant performance improvement with less
data missing, or a saturation effect after a fixed num-
ber of data points were known. This was particularly
visible for the non variable dataset, which showed ap-
proximately constant MAE for different fractions of data
missing.

The imputation results presented for real-world
datasets in Fig. 5 show that MPSTime can learn joint
probability distributions of challenging, highly nonlinear
functions that arise in real-world time series. A notable
aspect of the MPS performance was that, for the ECG
and Power Demand datasets, the joint probability dis-
tribution was learned with a sufficient degree of accu-
racy that when < 85% of the data was missing, MP-
STime could perform imputation with a MAE value of
< 0.3 for ECG and < 0.2 for Power Demand. For these
datasets, MPSTime outperformed all other methods. Al-

though the MPS method did not outperform in the Ke-
pler dataset, overall, its performance was among the best
in all the imputation tests we performed. The results in
Fig. 5 highlight that we can learn complex joint prob-
ability distributions that underlie real-world time-series
processes well enough to perform accurate imputation.
MPSTime therefore offers a very promising approach for
performing imputation on a diverse array of real-world
time-series datasets for a range of applications.

C. Time-series classification

Having shown that MPSTime can accurately impute
missing values in a range of challenging scenarios, includ-
ing those involving real-world datasets, we now demon-
strate its ability to infer data classes through a series
of time-series classification (TSC) tasks. To underscore
the inherent versatility of MPSTime in addressing di-
verse ML objectives within a unified framework, we con-
structed classification tasks from the same open datasets
that seeded the real-world imputation experiments in
Sec. III B and detailed in Sec. IIIA.
For each TSC task, we compare the performance of

MPSTime to three baselines, each selected to represent a
distinct algorithmic paradigm within the TSC literature.
Our selection of baselines comprises: (i) Nearest Neigh-
bor with Dynamic Time Warping (1-NN-DTW) [60]; (ii)
InceptionTime [61]; and (iii) HIVE-COTE V2.0 (HC2)
[62]. The classical elastic distance-based classifier, 1-NN-
DTW, is a standard benchmark against which many new
algorithms are compared, given its strong performance
across various TSC problems on the UCR repository [60].
At the time of constructing our classification tasks, In-
ceptionTime was considered best in category for deep
learning [63]. While a recent variant, H-InceptionTime
[64], has shown small but significant improvements in
classification accuracy over the original InceptionTime
algorithm [63], to the best of our knowledge, there are
no readily available implementations for this variant. Fi-
nally, HC2 is a meta-ensemble of classifiers, each built on
different time-series data representations (e.g., shapelets,
bag-of-words based dictionaries, among others). Recent
benchmarking studies have placed HC2 as the current
top-performing algorithm for TSC, evaluated across all
datasets in the UCR repository [63]. Further discussion
about the TSC baselines is provided in Appendix G. We
emphasize that our selection of HC2 and InceptionTime
as TSC baselines – both highly expressive and compu-
tationally intensive – establishes an especially challeng-
ing setting in which to compare the performance of MP-
STime.
To benchmark MPSTime against the various base-

lines, we evaluated classification accuracy using cross-
validation across 30 stratified train-test resamples, as per
Middlehurst et al. [63]. For the ECG and Power Demand
datasets, we used the original train-test split published
on the UCR repository as the first fold, and generated
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29 additional folds using reproducible random seeds. For
these datasets, we report the published 30-fold classifica-
tion accuracy results for the baselines (available at the
UCR repository [52]).

As the Astronomy dataset was derived as a two-
class subset of the standard KeplerLightCurves open
dataset (see Sec. III A 2), published results are not pub-
licly available for the baselines. Therefore, we eval-
uated reference implementations of 1NN-DTW, Incep-
tionTime and HC2 on the Astronomy dataset, following
the same 30-fold train-test resample approach outlined
above. Training details, including hyperparameter set-
tings and specific implementations for the baselines, are
in Appendix G. For MPSTime, we chose parameters that
performed well in our preliminary experiments on the
Astronomy dataset. We note that this particular choice
does not confer an unfair advantage: the 30-fold resam-
pling methodology safeguards against configuration bias,
as superior performance must be demonstrated consis-
tently across multiple evaluation contexts (i.e., different
train-test splits), rather than relying on fold-specific op-
timizations that may not generalize.

The classification results, shown in Fig. 6, highlight the
strong performance of MPSTime, which achieves TSC
accuracies competitive with state-of-the-art ML meth-
ods on our benchmarks. Notably, for both ECG and
Power Demand datasets, MPSTime achieves accuracies
that closely match (within statistical uncertainty) the
top-performing deep learning and ensemble methods, In-
ceptionTime and HC2, respectively, while outperform-
ing the classic 1-NN-DTW benchmark on these bench-
marks. On the Astronomy dataset, we observed the
greatest variability in performance differences across dif-
ferent methods, with MPSTime achieving a mean accu-
racy of 0.91±0.01, which was lower than both Inception-
Time (0.93 ± 0.01) and HC2 (0.96 ± 0.01). It is worth
noting that with the Astronomy TSC task, we did not
perform extensive hyperparameter tuning for MPSTime
as for ECG and Power Demand. The baseline methods,
while evaluated with default parameters, benefit from ex-
tensive prior optimization studies that inform these de-
fault configurations. A systematic exploration of MP-
STime’s parameter space, comparable to those conducted
for the baseline methods, could yield more competitive
results for the Astronomy dataset.

Interestingly, for the ECG and Power Demand TSC
tasks, hyperparameter tuning of MPSTime revealed op-
timal values of d in the range of 3-6, which is notably
lower than those required for accurate imputation (in the
range d = 10–12) on the same datasets in Sec. III B 2. On
the other hand, optimal values of χmax were comparable
across TSC (χmax = 15–25) and those yielding accurate
performance on imputation tasks (χmax = 20) for these
two datasets. These findings are consistent with the fun-
damental differences between classification and imputa-
tion tasks. In particular, we observe optimal classifica-
tion performance with lower d values (i.e., d = 3-6) as the
model only needs to learn the essential features that dis-
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FIG. 6. MPSTime outperforms a classic time-
series classification benchmark (1-NN-DTW) and is
competitive with modern state-of-the-art algorithms.
The mean classification accuracy and 95% CI (across cross-
validation folds) are shown for each of the three empirical
datasets: Power Demand, ECG, and the Astronomy dataset.
We compare our MPS classifier with three baselines: one near-
est neighbor with Dynamic Time-Warping (1-NN-DTW), In-
ceptionTime, and HIVE-COTE 2.0 (HC2).

tinguish between classes. Optimal imputation demands
a more expressive model and larger d value (i.e., d in
the range 10-12) to accurately capture and do inference
on the complex joint distribution underlying time-series
datasets. This requirement stems from the discretization
discussed in Sec. IIA: larger d enables a finer-grained dis-
cretization of the originally continuous time-series values,
which, leads to a more accurate approximation of the
original time-series joint distribution. When doing infer-
ence on the encoded distribution, a higher d thus allows
for a more accurate reconstruction of missing values. In
summary, our TSC experiments demonstrate that MP-
STime achieves competitive classification performance on
real-world time-series datasets when compared to state-
of-the-art methods. These findings recapitulate the ver-
satility of our approach in tackling multiple time-series
ML objectives under a single framework.

IV. MPS INTERPRETABILITY

A compelling justification for using MPS to infer com-
plex joint time-series distributions directly from data lies
in their inherent interpretability, which sets them apart
from ‘black-box’ approaches. For example, the single-
site reduced density matrix (RDM) ρ, as in Eq. 14, can
be used to extract the learned conditional probability
distribution of time-series amplitudes at a given time
point t, directly from the MPS. If amplitudes of other
sites are known, this can be used to constrain the dis-
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FIG. 7. Sampling MPS joint probability distributions. At each time-point, the time-marginalized kernel density estimate
(KDE) of time-series amplitudes is visualized as a heat map, overlaid with individual training instances for reference. For each
dataset – (a) ECG, (b) Power Demand, and (c) the most complex Noisy, Trendy Sinusoid (NTS) dataset from Sec. III B 1
with 3 periods and 3 trends – we show two panels: in subplot (i), we show the ground-truth training data, with the KDE heat
map computed from the training instances and overlaid with examples of time series from the training set. Subplot (ii) shows
the synthetic data generated by sampling from a χmax = 80, d = 12 MPS trained on the corresponding dataset. Using inverse
transform sampling, we generate each time-series amplitude conditionally from the MPS-encoded distribution, computing the
KDE heat map from the synthetic dataset, and overlaying with representative examples of the synthetic single-shot trajectories.

tribution given by ρ by conditioning other sites on their
known values. As we have shown in Sec. III B, the RDM
forms the foundation of conditional site-wise sampling,
enabling us to effectively impute missing values in time
series by leveraging the temporal dependencies encoded
by the MPS during training. Beyond its role in sampling,
the RDM, which encapsulates all interactions between a
given subsystem and the rest of the MPS, serves as a
powerful tool for characterizing the local and global cor-
relation structures captured within the model.

In this section, we harness analytical tools and ma-
chinery from quantum information theory to showcase
the rich interpretability of MPSTime. Specifically, we
demonstrate how these tools provide meaningful insights
into the complex temporal correlations learned by the
MPS. In Sec. IVA, we study the generative distribution
learned by the MPS through sampling entire time-series
trajectories from the encoded joint distribution and com-
paring these to real-world instances from the training
set. Through this qualitative investigation, we aim to
determine whether the MPS is able to successfully cap-
ture complex temporal correlations from a finite number
of training instances, and as a result, produce plausible
synthetic data, as the sampling process explicitly relies
on the temporal dependencies learned at each MPS site.
In Sec. IVB, we show how the complex correlations en-
coded by the MPS can be understood through the lens of
entanglement entropy, extending fundamental concepts
from quantum information theory – traditionally applied
to analyze MPS in quantum many-body physics – to the
analysis of temporal correlation structures learned by the
MPS in a time-series ML setting.

A. Unveiling temporal correlation structures
learned by MPS through sampling

Building upon our earlier results in Sec. III B, where we
used partially observed time series to impute missing val-
ues from the conditional distribution represented by the
MPS, we now study how accurately MPSTime can cap-
ture the joint time-series distribution from which a given
time-series dataset is sampled. To this end, we gener-
ated single-shot trajectories (entire T -sample instances)
directly from the MPS-encoded joint distribution. Unlike
imputation, which begins with conditioning the MPS on
partially observed time series, we randomly sample values
directly from the unconditioned joint distribution using
inverse transform sampling. The sampling process begins
at the first MPS site, then proceeds sequentially from
left-to-right, at each site, selecting a random state from
the RDM, then updating the MPS to reflect the selected
state, until all sites have been sampled once. This yields a
single time-series instance of T samples. By returning to
the first site and sampling again, additional independent
trajectories can be generated from the modeled joint dis-
tribution. A discussion of the specific inverse transform
sampling method we use is given in Appendix E.

For our investigation, we focused on one synthetic
(NTS6) and two empirical datasets (Power Demand and
ECG). For the purposes of qualitative comparison, we
selected values of χmax and d that ensured the MPS
possessed sufficient expressibility to model the essential
temporal correlations (i.e., larger χmax), while produc-
ing trajectories from the encoded generative distribution
with small encoding error (i.e., larger d). To achieve this,
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we trained a χmax = 85 and d = 12 MPS for all three
datasets. From each MPS, we then generated the same
number of trajectories as there were time-series instances
in the training set, allowing for a direct comparison be-
tween realizations from the various modeled and original
data distributions. In Fig. 7 we qualitatively compare
the synthetically generated time-series instances from the
MPS to training instances from the ground-truth joint
distribution. In all cases, the MPS was able to replicate
the data distribution underlying a finite number of time-
series instances, as evidenced by its ability to generate
new time-series that closely resemble the training data.

B. Conditional entanglement entropy

In a quantum mechanical system, the single-site en-
tanglement entropy (SEE) quantifies the amount of en-
tanglement shared between a single site and the remain-
der of the system [28]. When adapted to MPS-based
time-series ML, the SEE determines the extent to which
the time-series amplitude at a single site depends on the
value of all other amplitudes (see Fig. 1(c)). If the SEE
is large, this implies strong correlations with the remain-
der of the MPS, i.e., determining the amplitudes at other
sites (time points) can reduce uncertainty about the am-
plitude at the site under consideration. On the other
hand, a small SEE suggests the site behaves more in-
dependently, and therefore, determining the amplitudes
of other sites does little to constrain its value through
uncertainty reduction.

Examining how the SEE changes after conditioning
on the time-series amplitude at one or more sites can
therefore provide insight into the conditional relation-
ships learned by the MPS. As a concrete example, con-
sider an unmeasured site B with SEEbefore > 0. We then
“measure” another site A, projecting the MPS onto a
subspace in which the local state at A is fixed to the ob-
served time-series value. If this conditioning reduces the
SEE at site B, i.e., SEEafter < SEEbefore, this implies
that B’s state is strongly influenced by knowledge of A’s
state. In other words, observing a particular time-series
amplitude xA at site A constrains the distribution of am-
plitudes xB can take at site B. Extending this approach
across multiple pairs or sets of sites can allow us to ‘map
out’ more complex correlation structures encoded by the
MPS.

For an MPS site Ai, the SEE is defined as the von
Neumann entropy of the single-site reduced density ma-
trix [65]:

S = −
r∑

k=1

λk lnλk , (24)

where λk are the eigenvalues of the single-site reduced
density matrix ρi with rank r.
To showcase the insights facilitated by the SEE, we

analyzed the same MPS trained on the Power Demand

dataset in Sec. IVA. For our analysis, we aimed to un-
cover the conditional dependencies learned by the MPS
by observing how its entanglement structure evolves
as increasingly many site-wise measurements are made.
Here, we chose to perform measurements in a sequen-
tial order, starting at the first site and incrementing the
number of measured sites by one. With each additional
measurement, we analyzed the SEE of the remaining un-
measured sites in order to isolate the influence of the
measurement on the resulting entanglement structure.
In Fig. 8(a)(i), we visualize the conditional en-

tanglement structure of the MPS by averaging the
measurement-dependent SEE over the entire Power De-
mand test set of 1029 instances. As a proxy for the
remaining entanglement encapsulated by the MPS after
cumulative measurements, we also computed the residual
entanglement entropy as the average SEE of the unmea-
sured sites. As expected, as more sites of the MPS are
conditioned, the SEE decreases throughout the MPS. In-
terestingly, there appear to be key sites where, after they
are conditioned, the SEE drops sharply. This occurs after
measuring sites (correspond to time values in the MPS)
1, 2, 8, and 18. This indicates that the values at these
points are likely crucial in determining the values of other
points within the MPS. Figure 8(b) shows the sampled
trajectories of the joint probability distribution learned
by the MPS conditioned on 0-18 sites being measured
with known amplitudes of a single time series. Moving
from (i)-(iv) we clearly observe a reduction in the fluc-
tuations in the trajectory amplitudes as more sites are
measured. The reduction in fluctuations is particularly
prominent between t = 15 and t = 23. This indicates
that the conditional SEE can be used as a proxy for
determining the certainty of the values of unmeasured
sites conditioned on the measurement outcomes of other
sites. The results illustrated in Fig. 8 highlight the util-
ity of the MPSTime, which can be used to compute the
conditional trajectories and conditional SEE. We empha-
size that such calculations would be highly challenging or
impossible to perform with the empirical dataset alone,
while they are naturally extracted from the MPS frame-
work.

V. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

Here we have presented MPSTime, an end-to-end
framework for training and applying matrix-product
states to time-series machine-learning problems. We
show that a generative model parameterized by an MPS
can effectively capture complex, high-dimensional joint
time-series distributions, making it particularly well-
suited to handling the challenges of time-series data.
Leveraging the joint distribution encoded by the MPS,
we demonstrate the versatility of our model by tackling
important problems in time-series ML – imputation and
classification – within a flexible and interpretable statisti-
cal framework. To our knowledge, this is the first frame-
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FIG. 8. Interpreting the joint probability distribution of the MPS using the single-site entanglement entropy
(SEE). By sequentially updating the MPS (d = 12, χmax = 80) with each additional measured site, the SEE reveals how the
entanglement in the remaining unmeasured sites evolves. This SEE structure provides insight into the contextual dependencies
captured by the MPS, which, as it is conditioned on each additional site, reflects an evolving conditional distribution. Panel
(a) shows the mean SEE across the Power Demand test set as a function of the number of sequentially measured sites (y-
axis), starting from the first site and progressing from left (site 1) to right (site 24). The accompanying bar plot depicts the
residual entanglement entropy – defined as the average unmeasured SEE – for varying numbers of measured sites. Panel (b)
shows representative time-series trajectories sampled from the MPS for varying numbers of measured sites. These trajectories
demonstrate how the conditional distribution of time-series amplitudes evolves as increasingly many points are measured: (i)
no sites measured, (ii) 4 sites measured, (iii) 12 sites measured, (iv) 18 sites measured. The solid red line indicates the ground-
truth time-series being used to condition the MPS.

work for inferring joint distributions directly from time-
series data. This provides a unified approach for tackling
important problems, including classification, imputation,
and synthetic data generation. Previously, existing ap-
proaches in the ML literature have treated these tasks
in a disjoint manner, lacking a clear and common con-
ceptual basis. Further, for the applications in this work,
our MPS-based generative model only requires moderate
bond dimension χmax and physical dimension d, striking
a compelling balance between model expressiveness and
computational efficiency.

In conclusion, we first validated our method on a range
of synthetically generated datasets, showcasing its re-
markable ability to recover missing data under diverse
and challenging conditions. Our results underscore the
model’s capacity to impute values in datasets with com-
plex temporal correlations, achieving near-ground-truth
accuracy even when faced with noisy and limited obser-
vations. We further benchmarked the method on three
real-world datasets, where it demonstrated competitive
and often superior performance relative to several clas-
sical and state-of-the-art imputation algorithms. Hav-
ing demonstrated the promising imputation capabilities
of the MPS, we then showcased its flexibility to adapt
to classification tasks on the same real-world datasets.
The MPS classifier exhibited robust performance across
all three datasets, achieving mean classification accura-
cies comparable to those of state-of-the-art classification
algorithms.
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Appendix A: Data pre-processing details

Here we discuss the details of the data transformations
we applied to each raw time-series dataset prior to encod-
ing them with the feature map. For a given time-series
dataset of N instances and T data points (samples) per
instance, represented by an N × T data matrix X, the
outlier-robust sigmoid transformation is given by [36]:

X′ =

(
1 + exp

{
−X −mX

rX/1.35

})−1

, (A1)

where X′ is the normalized time-series data matrix, X
is the un-normalized time-series data matrix, mX is the
median of X and rX is its interquartile range. In the
case of a scaled robust sigmoid transform, an additional
linear transformation, commonly referred to as MinMax,
is applied to X′ such to rescale it to the target range
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[a, b]:

X′′ = (b− a) · X′ − x′min

x′max − x′min

+ a, (A2)

where X′′ is the scaled robust-sigmoid transformed data
matrix, x′min and x′max are the minimum and maximum of
X′, respectively. In cases where we only apply the linear
rescaling, we use the same transformation in Eq. A2, but
applied to the raw data matrixX rather than the sigmoid
transformed data matrix X′.
When we evaluated a trained model on unseen data,

the unseen data was preprocessed with the values mX ,
rX , x′min, and x

′
max extracted from the training dataset.

An undesirable implication of this is that occasionally
test time series were preprocessed to map outside of the
range [a, b]. For each of these time-series instances:

i) If the minimum was less than a, the time series was
shifted up so it had a minimum value of a.

ii) After that, if the maximum was larger than b, the
time series was rescaled so it was at most b.

These outliers had no meaningful bearing on the re-
sults. For example, for the default UCR train/test split
of the ECG dataset, only 5 out of the 100 time series in
the test set were shifted up by 0.1%, 0.1%, 0.2%, 1%,
and 1.7%, respectively. No time series were rescaled. For
the default UCR train/test split of the Power Demand
dataset, only 34 out of the 1029 test time series were
altered: 13 were shifted up, the five largest shifts were:
1.9%, 2.1%, 2.1%, 4.4% and 5.1%. A total of 23 time
series were rescaled, with the five largest rescales being
by 2.6%, 3.0%, 4.1%, 4.5% and 8.8%.
When evaluating imputation performance in Sec. III B,

the mean absolute error (Eq. (23)) was computed on the
raw (non-preprocessed) data.

Appendix B: Impact of artificial broadening from
finite basis representation on conditional imputation

In this work, we train an MPS to encode a probability
distribution of time-series amplitudes. As these ampli-
tudes are originally real-valued and continuous (xt ∈ R),
they must first be mapped to discrete quantum states
(|xt⟩) to be compatible with the MPS framework. To
achieve this discretization, we project the amplitudes
onto a truncated basis set of d functions, ϕt(xt) =
{b1(xt), b2(xt), . . . , bd(xt)}t. Here, the choice of d deter-
mines the resolution of the discretization, with larger d
providing a finer approximation of the original continu-
ous time-series amplitudes.

Notably, when discretizing with a finite d, the reduced
density matrix (RDM) at each site can assign artificially
inflated probabilities to states that would otherwise be
unlikely under the true distribution. This results in an
artificial broadening of the encoded probability distribu-
tions, as depicted in Fig. 9. In the context of imputation,
such broadening can lead to errors, as randomly sam-
pling from the distribution may include unrepresentative

states, disproportionately skewing quantities such as the
expectation.

d = 4
d = 8
d = 12
d = 16
Mean
Median
Mode

x' = 0.3

FIG. 9. Distribution broadening due to the finite basis
representation of a continuous value. Given a continu-
ous value in the compact domain x′ ∈ [−1, 1], e.g., x′ = 0.3,
represented by the dotted black line, the corresponding con-
ditional distribution under the finite Legendre basis repre-
sentation is shown for varying d. Summary statistics (mean,
median and mode) derived from each distribution are shown
as colored markers.

For the purposes of imputation, however, the goal is
to obtain a single representative estimate from the condi-
tional distribution at a particular time point. To this end,
we chose to investigate deterministic summary statistics
derived from the conditional distribution, as opposed to
individual random samples. We then defined an ‘encod-
ing error’ ϵd to quantify the discrepancy introduced by
the finite basis approximation:

ϵd = |xi − x̂i,d| , (B1)

where xi is a continuous value in the encoding domain,
and x̂i,d is a summary statistic derived from the condi-
tional probability distribution at site i, after encoding
xi as a discrete quantum state (via the encoding ϕi(xi))
using a finite basis with dimension d. In Fig. 10, we
compare the encoding error for three summary statis-
tics – the expectation (mean), median, and mode – as a
function of d and the continuous value in the Legendre
encoding domain xi ∈ [−1, 1]). As expected, the mean,
shown in Fig. 10(a), exhibits large encoding errors across
the domain, particularly for smaller d, as a result of its
sensitivity to the artificial broadening of the distribution.
The mode (Fig. 10(b)), while competitive for higher d,
exhibits significant error spikes near the domain bound-
aries which can lead to erroneous imputations. The me-
dian, shown in Fig. 10(c), was found to consistently out-
perform other summary statistics, providing the lowest
average error across the encoding domain. Motivated by
these empirical findings, we chose to adopt the median,
given that it best mitigates the effects of artificial broad-
ening and ensures the most representative single point
estimate from the encoded distribution.
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Legendre expectation error Legendre mode error Legendre median error

FIG. 10. Encoding error over the Legendre domain. The absolute error between a known value x′ in the encoding domain,
and a summary statistic for the probability distribution corresponding to the conditional density matrix ρ = ϕ†(x′)ϕ(x′) (note
that the Legendre feature map ϕ is time independent), which we refer to as the encoding error ϵd (as in Eq. (B1)) is shown for
(a) the mean (expectation); (b) the mode; and, (c) the median. In subplot (i) of each main panel, the encoding error when
using the summary statistic as the single point estimator, is shown for varying d and x′ across the compact Legendre encoding
domain x′ ∈ [−1, 1]. In each subplot (ii), we show the encoding error for a few selected values of d.

Appendix C: Hyperparameter tuning for
classification

For classification, the physical dimension d, maximum
bond dimension χmax and learning rate η were deter-
mined by hyperparameter tuning. The particular hyper-
parameter ranges we searched for each empirical dataset
are summarized in the table below:

Hyperparameter ECG Power Demand Astronomy
d [2, 15] [2, 4] 3
η [0.001, 10.0] [0.001, 10.0] 1.0

χmax [15, 50] [15, 30] 30
encoding Legendre Legendre Fourier

To carry out hyperparameter tuning for ECG and
Power Demand, we used an off-the-shelf Julia implemen-
tation of the adaptive particle swarm optimization algo-
rithm [66] with stratified 5-fold cross-validation. Since
the Astronomy dataset was derived as a subset of the
original KeplerLightCurves UCR dataset, no published
results exist for the baseline methods. To ensure a fair
comparison in this context, we evaluated the baseline
methods using their default configurations, i.e., their
out-of-box performance. While these default parameters
are typically based on extensive hyperparameter stud-
ies, such investigations are not the focus of the present
work. Instead, for our MPS-based classifier, we selected
a parameter set that performed well in our preliminary

experiments. It is important to note that this choice of
parameters does not confer an unfair advantage: our 30-
fold resampling strategy ensures that any given config-
uration performing well on one fold may not necessarily
do so in others, as is the case for the default parameters
of the baseline methods.

Appendix D: Imputation algorithm details

Here we provide details on the specific steps of the im-
putation algorithm used in the main text. To elucidate
the key steps of the proposed algorithm, consider a 6 site
MPS trained on time-series instances of length T = 6
samples from class C, shown in Fig. 11. Given an unseen
time-series instance of data class C that is incomplete, for
example, only the values x2, x4, x6 are known, the goal of
imputation is to estimate the unknown values (i.e., to ‘fill
in the gaps’) - in this case, x1, x3, x5. Our approach is
performed in two main steps: (i) the trained MPS is con-
ditioned on known values by first transforming them into
quantum states and then projecting the MPS onto these
known states; (ii) using the conditioned MPS, the un-
known values are then determined by sequentially com-
puting and sampling from a series of single-site reduced
density matrices.
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FIG. 11. A toy imputation problem involving six time-
series samples. Here, we consider three observed data
points (solid pink markers) x2, x4, x6, and three unobserved
(missing) data points, x1, x3, x5. Observed values in the en-
coding domain xt ∈ [a, b] are mapped to discrete quantum
states (pink vectors) via the encoding ϕi(xi) i.e., si = ϕi(xi).
The MPS is then conditioned on the observed values by mak-
ing a series of projective measurements at the sites corre-
sponding to the observed states, s2, s4, s6. The unobserved
states (orange vectors) are determined from the conditional
probability distribution encoded by the partially conditioned
MPS, and transformed back to time-series values in the encod-
ing domain (orange markers) by an inverse transformation.

1. Projecting the trained MPS onto known states

The first step of the algorithm is to project the MPS -
through a sequence of iterative site-wise measurements -
into a subspace which can then be used to impute miss-
ing data. We assume the MPS W , which is trained to
approximate the underlying joint PDF of class C time-
series data, is L2 normalized. This normalization condi-
tion can be shown diagrammatically in Penrose graphical
notation [49]) as:

W s1 s2 s3 s4 s5 s6

A1

W

A3 A4 A5 A6

1

A2

A1 A3 A4 A5 A6A2

where s1, s2, . . . , s6 correspond to the physical indices
at each site. Using the feature-mapped state associated
with the first known value of the time series, ϕ2(x2),
a projective measurement is made at the corresponding
MPS site A2 by contracting its physical index with that
of the state vector ϕ2(x2) (shown in pink): To ensure
the updated MPS continues to represent a valid condi-
tional probability distribution, the entries in the tensor

s1 s3s6

A3

s6

A6A6

... ...

s6

A6

...

A1 A2

s1

s3

A3

A1

s1

A1

A2

corresponding to the measured site (dashed circle) are di-

vided through by the factor
√
P (s2), yielding a normal-

ized MPS. To compute the marginal probability P (s2),
we perform a contraction operation with two copies of
the MPS (one conjugated), first tracing over all remain-
ing sites, and then contracting the state vector of interest
ϕ2(x2) with its corresponding MPS site (on both copies),
shown diagrammatically as:

s3

s3 s4

s4

s5

s5

s6

s6s1

s1

A1 A3 A4 A5 A6A2

A1 A2 A3 A4 A5 A62 

Note that in the main text, we refer to P (xi) =
P (ϕi(xi)) in order to reduce notational clutter. The
rescaled tensor is then contracted over the bond index
with the adjacent site to yield an updated MPS that is
one site shorter. Having projected the MPS onto the
known state at the first site, the updated MPS now
approximates the PDF conditioned on the known time-
series value at t = 2:

' ' ' ' '

s3

s3 s4

s4

s5

s5

s6

s6s1

s1

A1 A3 A4 A5 A6

A1 A3 A4 A5 A6

1,3,...,6 

Here, we use open physical indices to represent the en-
tire structure of the joint probability distribution over all
possible configurations that s1, s3, . . . , s6 can take. Us-
ing the known value of the time series at t = 4 (pink
vector), one then proceeds to make a second projective
measurement of the MPS onto its corresponding state at
the fourth site A4 (now the third site), before normaliz-

ing the updated tensor by dividing through by
√
P (x4)
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and contracting with its neighboring site:

A1 A3 A4 A5 A6

s1 s3 s5 s6

A1 A3 A5 A6

s1 s3 s5 s6

Here, we show the resulting 4 site MPS which ap-
proximates the PDF conditional on having measured the
states s2, s4.
This process of making projective measurements, nor-

malizing, and contracting with the neighboring site pro-
ceeds recursively for all remaining known data points,
yielding a final MPS which approximates the PDF con-
ditioned on all known time-series values:

1,3,5 

A1 A3 A5

A1 A3 A5

s1 s3 s5

' ' 's3 s5s1

with sites corresponding to the unknown states (time-
series data points) that are to be imputed.

2. Imputing missing time-series data

The second step of the imputation algorithm involves
determining the values of the unknown data points by
estimating their respective values from the conditional
PDF represented by the MPS. Here we use a sequential
sampling approach which involves computing d×d single-
site reduced density matrices.

We obtain the reduced density matrix ρ1 of the first
imputation site A1 by tracing out the remaining sites A3,
A6, shown diagrammatically as:

1 

A1 A3 A5

A1 A3 A5

s1
s1

s3

s3

s5

s5's1

's1

The probability density function (pdf) of the contin-
uous variable X is evaluated using the reduced density
matrix ρ as follows:

pdfX(x) = ϕ†(x)ρ ϕ(x). (D1)

To sample a value for x1 from the continuous distribution
with this pdf, i.e., x1 ∼ pdfX(x), one would typically re-
sort to inverse transform sampling (see [21] and [20] for
more details). However, for the purposes of imputation,
our primary focus is on obtaining the best single-point
estimate and its associated uncertainty, given the known
data. This allows us to work directly with the reduced
density matrix ρ, circumventing the need to generate in-
dividual samples. Using ρ1, we calculate the median of

the continuous random variable X, which serves as our
best point estimate for x1:

median(X) = x̂ such that
1

Z

∫ x̂

−∞
fX(x) dx = 0.5,

(D2)
where pdfX(x) is defined in Eq. D1 and Z is a normal-
ization factor:

Z =

∫ b

a

pdfX(x)dx, (D3)

which ensures the pdf remains normalized over the sup-
port of the encoding domain [a, b] ([−1, 1] for Legendre).
For details about our choice of the median as the best
single point estimate, see Appendix. B.
To quantify the uncertainty in our point estimate x̂

we use the weighted median absolute deviation
(WMAD):

WMAD(x̂) = median(|xi − x̂|, wi), (D4)

where x̂ is the median (our point estimate for x1), xi are
discretized values of the random variable X within the
encoding domain [a, b], and the weights wi are propor-
tional to the probability densities wi ∝ pdfX(xi).
Using the value of the point estimate x1 and the as-

sociated state ϕ1(x1), a projective measurement is made
at the corresponding MPS site A1, completing one step
of the imputation algorithm. The process then contin-
ues recursively – at each step, obtaining the single site
reduced density matrix ρ1, computing the point estimate
x∗1, and performing a projective measurement – until all
remaining unknown values have been determined:

'
'

A3 A6

...

s3 s6

s6

A1 A3 A6

s3 s6

s3

s3

A3

A3A3

A6

A6 s3

s3

s3

A6

s6

s3 s6s1

s6

To transform the imputed states (yellow vectors) back
to their rescaled time-series values, one can apply the
inverse of the feature map ϕ−1

t (x). An additional trans-
formation can be applied to convert the rescaled time-
series (in the encoding domain) back to their respective
amplitudes in the original data domain, i.e., .
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Appendix E: Inverse transform sampling

To generate single-shot time-series trajectories, as in
Fig. 7, we used an inverse transform sampling (ITS) ap-
proach augmented with a rejection scheme to mitigate
the effects of the encoding error discussed in Sec. B.
Specifically, due to the finite basis approximation of (orig-
inal continuous) time-series values, we observe an error
which manifests as an artificial broadening of the con-
ditional distribution of time-series values at each MPS
site. As a consequence of this broadening, the condi-
tional distribution can assign non-negligible probabilities
to time-series values that would otherwise be highly im-
probable, as depicted in Fig. 9. When generating trajec-
tories through conditional site-wise sampling – starting
at the first site and proceeding sequentially to the end
– these errors can propagate and compound, potentially
leading to trajectories that are not representative of the
underlying joint distribution. While increasing d, the
number of basis functions in the encoding (as in Eq. (3)),
can mitigate this error in principle, achieving meaningful
reductions in distribution broadening would require val-
ues that render ITS computationally intractable for most
applications. Instead, we use a rejection scheme to dis-
card highly improbable values based on their deviation
from the median (WMAD) of the conditional distribu-
tion. Our choice of the median was motivated empirically
from the analysis presented in Appendix B.

To perform inverse transform sampling (ITS), given
an MPS site Ai corresponding to an unobserved time-
series value xi, we use the following procedure to sample
the value from the corresponding conditional distribu-
tion, i.e., xi ∼ pdfi(x). First, we evaluate the cumulative
distribution function, Fi(x), as:

Fi(x) =
1

Z

∫ x

a

ϕ†(x′)ρiϕi(x
′)dx′ , (E1)

with Z chosen so that Fsi(b) = 1, and where a is the
lower bound on the support of the encoding domain [a, b].
Next, we sample a random value from a uniform distri-
bution defined on the interval [0, 1]:

u ∼ U(0, 1). (E2)

Using the inverse cumulative distribution function,
F−1
i (u), we select the value xi such that Fi(xi) = u. We

then apply the WMAD-based rejection criteria described
in Alg.1.

The selection of the rejection threshold factor α re-
quires careful consideration. A threshold that is overly
restrictive (i.e., small α) would constrain the sampling
space, potentially introducing bias by suppressing vari-
ability that is a feature of the true encoded distribution.
Conversely, a less stringent threshold (i.e., large α) would
fail to adequately address the artificial broadening effects.
Through empirical investigation, we identified α = 2.0
(i.e., 2 ·WMAD) as an effective heuristic, which provides
a balance between the two extremes.

Algorithm 1 Single-shot time-series generation.

1: Compute the conditional PDF, pdfi(x), at MPS site Ai.
2: Compute the conditional CDF as in Eq. (E1).
3: Generate a uniform random number u ∼ U(0, 1).
4: Find xi = F−1

i (u) such that Fi(xi) = u.
5: Compute the median mi and WMAD wmi of the condi-

tional distribution pdfi(x).
6: Evaluate the deviation of xi from mi:

∆i = |xi −mi|.

7: while ∆i > α · wmi do ▷ Rejection step
8: Generate a new u ∼ U(0, 1).
9: Find xi = F−1

i (u).
10: Evaluate ∆i

11: end while
12: Accept xi as the i-th value in the trajectory.

Appendix F: Real world time-series datasets

Here we provide further details on the three UCR time-
series datasets used for the classification task in Sec.III C,
each representing key domain of application: (i) ECG
(medicine), (ii) Power Demand (energy) and (iii) Astron-
omy (physics). Representative time-series examples from
each dataset are shown in Fig. 12.
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FIG. 12. Representative time-series instances for each
empirical dataset. Several time-series instances from each
class are plotted on the same axis, and in the original data
domain, for the three datasets: (a) Astronomy (2-class subset
of KeplerLightCurves), (b) ECG (ECG200), and (c) Power
Demand (ItalyPowerDemand). In each panel, we plot repre-
sentative instances from (i) class 0, and (ii) class 1, for the
various binary classification problems.
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FIG. 13. MPS imputations on unseen Astronomy time series with real data gaps caused by satellite transmission
downlinks. The panels depict examples of MPS (χmax = 35, d = 12) and 1-NNI on held-out instances with real data gaps
from four classes of star system: (a) RR-Lyrae variable, (b) contact eclipsing binary (contact EB), (c) non variable, and (d)
γ Doradus variable. The flat horizontal lines in light gray correspond to real missing data which has been imputed with the
time-series mean in the original UCR dataset.

1. Imputation on real-world data gaps

For our investigation of the Astronomy dataset in
Sec. III B of the main text, we excluded time-series win-
dows with true data gaps for which ground-truth values
are unavailable. For completeness, to showcase how our
method may perform with real missing data, we trained
a d = 12, χmax = 35 MPS on clean windows from four
classes of star system: (i) RR-Lyrae variable; (ii) con-
tact Eclipsing Binary (contact EB); (iii) non variable;
and, (iv) Gamma Doradus variable (γ Doradus variable).
We then imputed real missing values on two held-out in-
stances from each class and plotted a visual comparison
with the 1-Nearest Neighbor Imputation (1-NNI) base-
line in Fig. 13. Notably, while MPS and 1-NNI produce
similar predictions for uniformly repetitive periodic light
curves, such as RR-Lyrae and contact EB (Fig. 13a, b,
respectively), they diverge for less uniform patterns, such
as non variable and γ Doradus variable (Fig. 13c, d, re-
spectively).

Appendix G: Time-series classification baselines

For classification performance baselines we selected
three models, each representing a key category of time-
series classifier; (i) distance-based, (ii) deep learning en-
semble, (iii) hybrid:

• 1-NN-DTW: Nearest neighbor using a Dynamic
Time Warping (DTW) similarity measure. Con-
sidered to be the most commonly used standard
classical benchmark in much of the time-series clas-
sification literature [60].

• InceptionTime [61]: State-of-the-art deep learn-
ing classifier which consists of an ensemble of five
Convolutional Neural Network (CNN) models.

• HC2 [62]: HC2 (HIVE-COTE V2.0) is an ensem-
ble of classifiers, each built on different time-series
data representations including phase-independent
shapelets, bag-of-words based dictionaries, among
others. HC2 is considered to be state-of-the-art for
classification accuracy on the UCR repository.

For the Astronomy dataset, we used off-the-shelf im-
plementations of the 1-NN-DTW, InceptionTime, and
HC2 classifiers that are accessible at the Python aeon
(v0.11.1) library [67]. For the InceptionTime baseline,
we used the recommended hyperparameter values from
the original implementation [61], which are set as de-
faults in aeon, and trained the model for 250 epochs on
an NVIDIA L40S GPU. To facilitate a fair comparison,
we allowed HC2 the same computational resources as In-
ceptionTime by setting the build-time contract to match
the maximum time taken to train InceptionTime on the
same hardware. We also used default hyperparameters
for HC2 provided in the aeon implementation.

Appendix H: Time-series imputation baselines

In the main text, we compare our imputation algo-
rithm with several state-of-the-art methods, each repre-
senting a unique architecture of time-series imputation
model: (i) classical (1-NNI), (ii) diffusion model (CSDI),
(iii) recurrent neural network (BRITS), and (iv) matrix
completion method (CDRec):

• 1-NNI [46]: A special case of k-NNI (k-Nearest
Neighbours Imputation), where k = 1. 1-NNI sub-
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stitutes missing data points in unseen time series
with those from the Euclidean nearest neighbour
time series in the training set.

• CSDI [56]: CSDI (Conditional Score-based Diffu-
sion Imputation) is a generative approach to impu-
tation which uses a neural network-based diffusion
model to generate new data points that are consis-
tent with the underlying data distribution.

• BRITS [57]: BRITS (Bidirectional recurrent im-
putation for time series) uses a recurrent neural net-

work (RNN) architecture to handle missing values
in time series.

• CDRec [55]: A matrix-based technique for mem-
ory efficient centroid decomposition (an approxima-
tion of SVD) of long time series.

For our benchmarking investigations, we used off-the-
shelf implementations of the aforementioned algorithms
which are readily available in the Python PyPOTS (v0.8)
library [59]. Hyperparameters for each model were set to
the default values provided with the implementation.
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