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Abstract

Human physiological signals tend to exhibit
both global and local structures: the for-
mer are shared across a population, while
the latter reflect inter-individual variabil-
ity. For instance, kinetic measurements of
the gait cycle during locomotion present
common characteristics, although idiosyn-
crasies may be observed due to biomechan-
ical disposition or pathology. To better rep-
resent datasets with local-global structure,
this work extends Convolutional Dictionary
Learning (CDL), a popular method for learn-
ing interpretable representations, or dictio-
naries, of time-series data. In particular,
we propose Personalized CDL (PerCDL), in
which a local dictionary models local in-
formation as a personalized spatiotemporal
transformation of a global dictionary. The
transformation is learnable and can combine
operations such as time warping and rota-
tion. Formal computational and statistical
guarantees for PerCDL are provided and its
effectiveness on synthetic and real human lo-
comotion data is demonstrated.

1 INTRODUCTION

Dictionary learning (DL; Kreutz-Delgado et al., 2003;
Tošić and Frossard, 2011) is an unsupervised represen-
tation learning method for decomposing data into two
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components: a dictionary, i.e., a collection of reference
signals, each called an atom, and a set of mixing co-
efficients. Among the numerous variants of DL, Con-
volutional Dictionary Learning (CDL; Garcia-Cardona
and Wohlberg, 2018) assumes that the dataset can be
synthesized with atoms of relatively smaller length re-
peated at different positions. CDL is a well-established
method to represent various time-series modalities
(e.g., audio signals; Grosse et al., 2007) that excels at
learning interpretable representations of human phys-
iology (Dupré la Tour et al., 2018; Power et al., 2023;
Chen et al., 2023): many human activities are struc-
tured and tend to exhibit periodic patterns, which can
be captured by CDL. During locomotion for instance—
our illustrative example throughout this text—CDL
provides a principled way to statistically infer the gait
cycles directly from the data (Whittle, 2014), thereby
circumventing the need for experts to craft a dic-
tionary themselves (typically for template matching,
cf., Ying et al., 2007; Micó-Amigo et al., 2016; Oudre
et al., 2018; Dot et al., 2020; Voisard et al., 2024).

Nonetheless, vanilla CDL is unable to handle a key
characteristic of human physiological data, namely
their local-global structure. At the population-level,
global, shared, patterns may emerge due to simi-
lar anatomical traits or common neuronal circuits.
At the individual’s scale, local, personal variations
around these commonalities may exist due to various
idiosyncrasies, differences in perceptual-motor style
or pathology (Mantilla et al., 2020; Vidal and Lac-
quaniti, 2021; Webster and Darter, 2019). Naive ap-
plication of CDL to this type of data (hereafter re-
ferred to as PopCDL for “population-level CDL”)
will yield a globally shared population dictionary that
disregards individual-level structure, treating it as
noise. Conversely, applying CDL to each individual
independently (hereafter referred to as IndCDL for
“individual-level CDL”) precludes the learning of the
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Figure 1: Illustration of PerCDL for the Analysis of Human Locomotion Data. (left) The foot kine-
matic signals of two individuals ① and ② present a repeated structure called a gait cycle. (middle) PerCDL learns
the shared structures and subject-specific variability: the common shape (green) is “personalized” using a trans-
formation function f (parameterized by the personalization parameters a1 and a2). (right) PerCDL successfully
identifies all gait cycles and signal-specific shapes (blue and red), resulting in an accurate reconstruction.

shared structures in the data, and can be unreliable
under the presence of noise. Despite efforts to ad-
dress these challenges, the global-local structure has
not been fully leveraged to achieve meaningful repre-
sentations of human physiology (see Section 4.1).

To address these issues, we propose Personalized
CDL (PerCDL), which aims to infer both global
(population-level structures) and local (individual-
level peculiarities) patterns from a collection of time
series. The reconstruction process of PerCDL is illus-
trated in Figure 1. Briefly, PerCDL learns individual-
specific personalized atoms from a set of common
atoms shared across the population. Personalization
is achieved through spatiotemporal transformation of
the common atoms using Time Warping (TW; Müller,
2007). Specifically, we adapt the shape reparameter-
ization method of Celledoni et al. (2023) to the CDL
context. Unlike previous works that also investigated
the use of TW in DL (Xu et al., 2023; Yazdi and
Douzal-Chouakria, 2018), our approach does not re-
quire the manual selection of a set of increasing func-
tions (Xu et al., 2023) and is computationally more
efficient than that of Yazdi and Douzal-Chouakria
(2018), making it more robust, scalable, and usable.

While the proposed framework is general in nature,
particular consideration will be given to the analysis of
neurophysiological signals (e.g., heart rate, breathing,
walking, etc). Specifically, the analysis of gait. To bet-
ter model such signals, a common practice in CDL has
been to impose non-overlapping atoms to reflect the
underlying physiological origin of these events (Ger-
main et al., 2024; Zhu et al., 2016; Schäfer and Leser,
2022; Torkamani and Lohweg, 2017; Jas et al., 2017;
Dupré la Tour et al., 2018; Power et al., 2023). The
no-overlap assumption will be implicit in the remain-
der of this text. Besides being physiologically relevant,
it is also computationally convenient enabling closed-
form updates of the common dictionary (the exact so-
lution of the l0 sparse coding problem; Truong and

Moreau, 2024) and parallelism at each step. Further-
more, this constraint allows us to conduct an analysis
of the convergence rate of the associated Maximum
Likelihood Estimator (MLE). For applications where
the the no-overlap assumption is no longer realistic,
any alternative optimisation method that relaxes this
assumption (Song et al., 2018; Tolooshams et al., 2020)
can be used instead.
• We propose PerCDL1, a framework for learning in-
terpretable representations of time-series data that
highlight personal deviations from common struc-
tures (Section 2.2).

• We present a meta-algorithm for solving the Per-
CDL problem (Section 2.3). The algorithm is
modular in design, offering the flexibility to com-
bine various components from conventional CDL
(Garcia-Cardona and Wohlberg, 2018; Truong and
Moreau, 2024). A federated learning, fully paral-
lelizable variant specific to physiological time series
representation is also introduced (Appendix B). Its
complexity is O(N log(N)) per processor, where N
is the number of samples per time series.

• We provide statistical guarantees for PerCDL (Sec-
tion 2.5, Theorem 1): the estimated dictionary con-
verges towards the true common dictionary at a
rate of O(1/

√
Sp), with S the number of individ-

uals and p the number of pattern observations per
individual. This improves over the naive scheme,
IndCDL, which achieves a rate of O(1/√p).

• We evaluate PerCDL on synthetic and real-world
human physiology data, namely locomotion and
ECG signals (Section 3). The results demonstrate
that PerCDL reliably extracts interpretable global
and local motifs while being robust to noise.

2 PERSONALIZED CDL

Notations. The integer range {k, . . . , l} ⊂ P (Z) is
written [k : l], and by extension [l] = [1 : l], with

1https://github.com/axelroques/PerCDL.

https://github.com/axelroques/PerCDL
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1 Inputs X ∈ RS×N×P , f : (RP )L × RM 7→ (RP )L
2 Outputs Φ ∈ RK×L×P , A ∈ RS×K×M , Z ∈ RS×K×N−L+1

1 Φ,A,Z ← setInitialValues() // Initialization

// Obtain initial estimate for the common dictionary

2 while i ≤ ninit do

3 Z ← CSC (X,Z,Φ): for any s ∈ [S], argmin
Zs≥0

∥∥∥xs −∑K
k=1 z

s
k ∗ ϕk

∥∥∥2
2
+ λ ∥Z∥0;

4 Φ← CDU(X,Z,Φ): argmin
Φ:∥ϕ∥2=1

∑S
s=1

∥∥∥xs −∑K
k=1 z

s
k ∗ ϕk

∥∥∥2
2
;

5 end

// Personalization

6 while i ≤ nperso do

7 A← IPU (X,Z,Φ,A, f): for any s ∈ [S], argmin
A

∥∥∥xs −∑K
k=1 z

s
k ∗ f (ϕk,ask)

∥∥∥2
2
, ;

8 Z ← CSC
(
X,Z, Φ̂

)
;

9 Φ← PerCDU (X,Z,Φ,A, f) : argmin
Φ:∥ϕk∥2=1

∑S
s=1

∥∥∥xs −∑K
k=1 z

s
k ∗ f (ϕk,ask)

∥∥∥2
2
;

10 end

Algorithm 1: Meta-algorithm to Solve the PerCDL Problem in Equation (3). Φ̂ is the
personalized dictionary obtained from the transformation of the atoms in the common dictionary Φ.

k, l ∈ N. For any vector u = (ut)t∈[T ], we define

its l2-norm by ∥u∥2 =
√∑T

t=1 ∥ut∥2 and its l0-norm

by ∥u∥0 =
∑T
t=1 1 ̸=0 (ut). We denote by OP = {O ∈

RP×P : O⊤O = IP } and C1([0, 1]) the space of con-
tinuously differentiable functions g : [0, 1]→ [0, 1].

2.1 Convolutional Dictionary Learning

Consider a time-series dataset X ∈ RS×N×P of S P -
dimensional time series (xs)s∈[S] of equal size N . In
the context of human physiological signals, S may cor-
respond to the number of unique individuals, P may
refer to the number of sensor features, and N to the
maximum number of samples per individual. Given
a shared dictionary Φ = (ϕk)k∈[K] ∈ RK×L×P of K
common patterns of length L (L < N), their respec-
tive weights, and activations Z = (zsk)s,k∈[S]×[K] in

RS×K×(N−L+1), the CDL problem is stated as:

argmin
Z≥0, Φ:∥ϕk∥2=1

S∑
s=1

∥∥∥xs −∑K
k=1 z

s
k ∗ ϕk

∥∥∥2
2
+ λ ∥Z∥0 ,

(1)
where ∗ denotes the multivariate linear convolution
such that, for two time series z = (zi)i∈[N−L+1] ∈
RN−L+1 and y = (yj)j∈[L] ∈ (RP )L,

z ∗ y =
(∑L

l=1yl zm−l+1

)
m∈[N ]

∈ (RP )N .

λ is a penalty term that balances the sparsity of the ac-
tivation matrix and the reconstruction error. Increas-
ing λ results in sparser activations and yields more in-
terpretable atoms but often at the cost of an increased
reconstruction error.

This problem formulation does not explicitly consider
the local-global structure of physiological signals: one
can either learn a dictionary for each individual by run-
ning CDL S-times (IndCDL) or, alternatively, learn a
single dictionary that is shared across the whole pop-
ulation (PopCDL).

2.2 Personalized Convolutional Dictionary
Learning

To accommodate inter-individual variability within
the CDL framework, we propose to learn population-
level atoms along with individual-level atoms. Each
personalized atom ϕ̂sk is derived from a common atom
ϕk in the global dictionary Φ via a transformation
function. More formally, denoting a parameterized
transformation as f : (RP )L×Θ→ (RP )L, where Θ ⊂
RM is the set of personalization parameters, the per-
sonalized version of the kth global atom ϕk for the sth

time series is expressed as, for any (s, k) ∈ [S]× [K],

ϕ̂sk = f (ϕk,a
s
k) (2)

with ask ∈ Θ, the personalization parameters. This
representation strictly generalizes both IndCDL and
PopCDL since they can be obtained by setting
f(ϕk,a

s
k) = ask ∈ (Rd)L or f(ϕk, a

s
k) = ϕk respec-

tively. The choice of a suitable transformation func-
tion f is discussed in Section 2.4.

With A = (ask)s,k∈[S]×[K] ∈ RS×K×M , the matrix of
all personalization parameters, PerCDL solves

argmin
Z≥0,Φ:∥ϕk∥2=1,A

S∑
s=1

∥∥∥xs −∑K
k=1 z

s
k ∗ ϕ̂sk

∥∥∥2
2
+ λ ∥Z∥0 .

(3)
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In brief, the common structures of a dataset X
are identified in a dictionary Φ, while time series-
specific variations of these global features are captured
through the parameters matrix A. Information about
the occurrence and magnitude of these personalized
motifs are contained in the activation matrix Z. Fig-
ure 1 illustrates the principles of PerCDL.

2.3 A Meta-Algorithm

This section introduces a general meta-algorithm for
solving the PerCDL problem in Equation (3) (Algo-
rithm 1). The algorithm comprises two steps: ❶ Ob-
tain an initial estimate of the common dictionary Φ;
❷ Refine Φ to yield the personalized dictionary Φ̂.

❶ Initial Estimates for Φ and Z (Lines 2-5).
The classical CDL problem (Equation (1)) is first
solved to obtain initial estimates for the common dic-
tionary and the associated activations. Any off-the-
shelf CDL algorithm can be used, such as a block-
coordinate descent schemes, which alternate between
a convolutional sparse coding step (CSC) and a convo-
lutional dictionary update step (CDU). Given a fixed
dictionary, the CSC step finds the best activations Z
subject to a sparsity-promoting penalization. In this
work, the l0-penalty method proposed in Truong and
Moreau (2024) is adopted as it is both robust and ex-
act for non-overlapping atoms. Other approximate l1-
penalized methods that relax this assumption could
be used (Kavukcuoglu et al., 2010; Boyd et al., 2011;
Moreau et al., 2018). Given a fixed set of activations
Z, the CDU step finds the dictionaryΦ that minimizes
the l2-reconstruction error. Once again, any dictio-
nary update scheme can be used (Garcia-Cardona and
Wohlberg, 2018).

❷ Personalization (Lines 6-10). Once sensible
initial estimates forΦ and Z have been found, the per-
sonalization parameters A are learned (Line 7), while
the activations Z (Line 8) and the common dictio-
nary Φ (Line 9) are refined in a block-coordinate de-
scent scheme. In the individual parameters update
(IPU) step, any constrained optimization algorithm
can be used to obtain an approximate solution, such
as projected gradient descent (Bubeck et al., 2015).
This work uses gradient descent with the Polyak step-
size (Hazan and Kakade, 2019), where the infimum
of the objective is substituted with its lower bound,
0 (Loizou et al., 2021). This can be run in parallel
on S processors. When updating the dictionary given
A and Z (PerCDU step), the transformation f may
introduce non-linearities that prohibit the use of con-
ventional CDU update schemes, a problem shared with
parametric DL methods (Ataee et al., 2010; Turquais
et al., 2018; Chen et al., 2023). In fortunate cases

where f is linear in ϕ, conventional CDU updates can
be exploited.

Federated Learning Implementation. Under
the no-overlap assumption, the CDU step reduces to
an average and can be computed efficiently as ϕk =∑pks
j ysk [j] /p

k
s , denoting by ysk [j] the j

th subpart of
xs where a pattern is recognized (a non-zero activa-
tion in zsk) and p

k
s the number of non-zero activations

in zsk. Furthermore, a closed formed solution is also
available for the PerCDU step (Theorem 2). These
observations support the implementation of a feder-
ated learning version of this meta-algorithm, especially
well-suited to the case of physiological data because of
the aforementioned constraint (additional details can
be found in Appendix B).

Initialization. Both the activations Z and the per-
sonalization parameters A are initialized to zero. This
is common practice for Z and empirical evidence sug-
gest that this results in good performance for A. In
contrast, it is known that DL and CDL are sensi-
tive to dictionary initialization (Garcia-Cardona and
Wohlberg, 2018; Agarwal et al., 2014; Ravishankar
et al., 2020). In the context of overcomplete DL, Arora
et al. (2013) and Agarwal et al. (2014) have provided
upper bounds on the distance between the initial es-
timate and the true underlying dictionary to ensure
complete recovery, as well as methods to achieve such
theoretically good initializations. Therefore, a dictio-
nary initialization with a reasonable estimate of the ex-
pected patterns is recommended whenever possible. In
our experiments, the common atoms in Φ were initial-
ized with a representative motif of the expected com-
mon structures (e.g., a complete gait cycle obtained
from a healthy participant).

Time Complexity. Given that a basic step
of CDL is an alternating minimization scheme
(CDU+CSC), the complexity of Nstep of CDL is
thus C[Nstep](CDL) = Nstep[C(CSC)+ C(CDU)], with
C(CSC) = O(SKLN(log(N) + P )) (Truong and
Moreau, 2024) and C(CDU) = O(SNKP ) (Garcia-
Cardona and Wohlberg, 2018). If the transformation
f is linear in ϕ, C(PerCDU) = C(CDU). There-
fore, the complexity of PerCDL can be written as
O (C[ninit + nperso](CDL) + npersoC(IPU)]). The ex-
tra cost of PerCDL compared to PopCDL is only the
parameter update (IPU), which can be computed in
parallel. C(IPU) is bounded by O(SKMNPTgrad)
with Tgrad the number of gradient steps. How-
ever, Lemma 2 on orthogonal transformation (Ap-
pendix A.1) proves that the IPU can be solved more
efficiently if structural assumptions can be made on f .
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Figure 2: Time Warping using Eqs. (4)-(5).

2.4 Transformation Function

The choice of the transformation function f is
paramount to the PerCDL framework and should be
regarded as an integral aspect of downstream problem
modelling. Since our framework is general, any trans-
formation function appropriate for the task at hand
can be used. This section will provide a family of
transformation functions that are well suited for, but
not exclusive to, human physiology data.

Time Warping Transformation. Let us consider
a continuous signal s : [0, 1] → RP . For t ∈ [0, 1], the
“time-warped” version of s is swarp (t) = s (ψa (t)),
where ψa : [0, 1] → [0, 1] is a time warping func-
tion parameterized by a ∈ RM . In our context, a
time-warp ψa : [0, 1] → [0, 1] is applied to each atom
ϕ = (ϕl)l∈[L] ∈ (RP )L (interpreted as a discrete-time

signal) as, for any i ∈ [L],

f (ϕ,a) = Tψa,σ (ϕ) , [Tψa,σ (ϕ)]i = ϕ̃ (ψa (ti)) ,
(4)

where ti = i/L is the ith sampling time, ϕ̃ : [0, 1] 7→(
RP
)L

is an interpolation of ϕ, and Tψa,σ : (RP )L →
(RP )L is the composition of the interpolation of ϕ and
the time warping ψa.

A smooth linear interpolation is used to interpolate ϕ.
Let cl(t) = (t− tl) for any (t, l) ∈ [0, 1]× [L]. Then,

ϕ̃ (t) =
∑L
l=1wl (σ, t) [ϕl + cl(t) (ϕl+1 − ϕl)] ,

where wl (σ, t) = exp
[
− cl(t)

2

2σ2

]
/
∑L
l′=1 exp

[
− cl′ (t))

2

2σ2

]
,

and σ is a regularization parameter such that
wl(σ, t) → 1(l− 1

2 ,l+
1
2 )

(L t) as σ goes to zero. Con-

veniently, the resulting transformation f is linear in
ϕ. Furthermore, wl allows for a smooth, differentiable
mapping (ϕ,a) 7→ f(ϕ,a) so that gradient-based op-
timization can be leveraged for the IPU update.

Time Warping Function ψα. We opt for the time
warping parameterization presented by Celledoni et al.

(2023), which takes advantage of the Lie group struc-
ture of

Dψ =
{
g ∈ C1([0, 1]) : g(0) = 0, ; g(1) = 1, g′ > 0

}
,

the set of non-degenerate time warpings. (Degener-
ate time warpings allow g′ ≥ 0 such that g has not
necessary an inverse.) Dψ is a group for the compo-
sition: the composition of two time warps is a valid
time warp. Thus, an infinitesimal displacement around
g ∈ Dψ is not g + dg, but (Id + dg) ◦ g, where dg is
in TMg = {g ∈ C1([0, 1]) : g(0) = g(1) = 0}, the
tangent space at g (Celledoni et al., 2023). Given two
hyper-parameters D,W ∈ N and M = DW , we de-
fine, for any a = (adw)d,w∈[D]×[W ] ∈ Θ, t ∈ [0, 1], and
d ∈ [D], ψa = ψD,a ◦ . . . ◦ ψ1,a as a composition of
D displacements:

ψd,a = Id +

W∑
w=1

adw bw, bw(t) =
sin(wπt)

wπ
. (5)

In the following, we motivate the choice of Θ such that
ψa is in the set of time warping Dψ, i.e., ψa[0] = 0,
ψa[1] = 1 and ψ′

a > 0. Note that (bw)w≥1 is a Fourier
basis of TMg, thus by construction ψa[0] = 0, ψa[1] =
1. Moreover, bw is normalized such that |b′w| ≤ 1. As

such, if for any d ∈ [D],
∑W
w=1 |adw| < 1, then we have

ψ′
a,d ≥ 0 for any d ∈ [D] and therefore by composition

of time warping ψa ∈ Dψ. Hence, the parameter set
Θ is chosen as{(
adw
)
d,w∈[D]×[W ]

∈ RM :
∑W
w=1|a

d
w| ≤ 1, d ∈ [D]

}
.

The depth D and widthW of the transformation both
shape the extent of the variability around the com-
mon atoms. Tuning these hyper-parameters offers a
trade-off between flexibility and interpretability of the
transformation. D controls the Lipschitz constant of
ψ, i.e., global dilation, and W controls the high fre-
quency truncation, i.e., local dilation.

Figure 2 shows the effect of f(·,a) defined with (4)-
(5) for different choices of hyper-parameters D,W and
uniformly sampled a from (−1, 1)M projected onto
Θ. Higher values of D/W allow for greater flexibil-
ity, while lower values increase the granularity of the
transformation. As illustrated in Figure 1, this class of
transformation is general enough to recover patholog-
ical gait cycles from a healthy one. Additional exper-
iments on the sensitivity of the transformations with
respect to D and W are presented in Appendix C.2 of
the appendix.

2.5 Theoretical Guarantees: Toward
Mixed-Effects Models

PerCDL and mixed-effects models are naturally re-
lated since they both combine population-level and
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individual-level parameters. In mixed-effects models,
high-level structures in the population characteristics
have been shown to boost the convergence rate of the
MLE under mild assumptions, to a rate of O(1/

√
Sp)

for population parameters (Nie, 2007, Theorem 3), or
O(1/

√
p) for individual parameters, with S the number

of individuals and p the number of observations per in-
dividual. This section will prove a similar convergence
rate of O(1/

√
Sp) for the MLE related to PerCDL’s

common atoms, under reasonable assumptions.

Theoretical Setup. For the sake of clarity, our in-
terest will be limited to a single common pattern in
Φ = {ϕ∗} (i.e., K = 1), where ϕ∗ ∈ (RP )L is the true
common atom. This implies that, for any s ∈ [S], de-
noting the sth parameter as as∗ ∈ RM , the observation
is generated as

xs = zs ∗ f(ϕ∗,a
s
∗) + ϵs, ϵs

i.i.d.∼ N (0N , σ
2IN ). (6)

Let us denote by ys [j] the jth subpart of xs where
a pattern is recognized by a non-zero activation in
zs. Now, provided that there is no overlap be-
tween atoms—a realistic assumption in physiologi-
cal signals—and that zs is known—another weak as-
sumption since l0 penalization is used and its sparse-
coding solver is exact under non-overlapping condition
(Truong and Moreau, 2024)—for any s, j ∈ [S]× [ps],
ys [j] can be decomposed as

ys [j]=f(ϕ∗,a
s
∗)+ϵs [j] , ϵs [j]

i.i.d.∼ N (0L, σ
2IL), (7)

where ps is the total number of observations and

as∗
i.i.d.∼ P the distribution of individual parameters.

Even under these seemingly strong assumptions, the
analysis will prove to be non-trivial because the as-
sumptions on the distribution of individual parameters
P are weak and the transformation function may be
highly non-linear (TW). This work provides the first
theoretical analysis of DL with TW (cf., Yazdi and
Douzal-Chouakria, 2018; Xu et al., 2023). Identify-
ing the minimal set of necessary assumptions on P is
particularly important to gain insight into the group
structure necessary for the recovery of common atoms.

Case 1: Global structure is absent. If there is
no shared, global structure in the population (as as-
sumed by IndCDL, i.e., f(ϕ∗,a

s
∗) = as∗ ∈ (RP )L),

then the MLE estimator is the local empirical mean
1
ps

∑ps
j=1 y

s [j] and converges at a rate of O
(
1/
√
ps
)
.

Case 2: Global structure is present. In this case,
we consider the following hypothesis to derive a con-
vergence rate for the MLE on the common atom ϕ∗.

H 1. There exists a common atom ϕ∗ ∈ (RP )L
with individual parameters as∗ ∈ RM , and an oper-

ator L : RM → ML,L(R), such that for any s ∈
[S], ϕs∗ = L (as∗) ϕ∗. Moreover, P is a distribu-

tion on RM such that EP(|L (as∗)
⊤ L (as∗) |) < ∞ and

EP(L (as∗)
⊤ L (as∗)) is symmetric positive definite. Its

minimum eigenvalue is denoted by ρ > 0.

Under H1, the model is a linear mixed-effects model
if and only if P is Gaussian (Nie, 2007). In H1, P
needn’t be Gaussian, e.g., it can be a multimodal dis-
tribution. Therefore, H1 can be seen as a refinement
of Condition 2 by Nie (2007).

Lemma 1. The assumption H1 is met in the two fol-
lowing cases:

• Time warping transformations: For any a ∈ Θ ⊂
RM , L(a) = Tψa,σ where T·,σ and ψ are defined in
(4) and (5) with σ small enough. P is a distribu-
tion supported on Θ such that for any l ∈ [L], the
l-th sample of the common atom ϕ has a positive
probability to be seen in a personalized atom ϕs∗.

• Rotations: For any a ∈ Θ ⊂ RM , L(a) ∈ OP (R).

More formal statements and proofs are postponed to
Appendix A.

The following additional hypothesis is needed to in-
voke a weighted law of large numbers in Theorem 1
as it prevents an imbalance between the individuals’
observations.

H2. There exists a constant C < +∞ such that for
any s ∈ [S], 1 ≤ ps ≤ C.

Taking advantage of the fact that β ∈ (RP )L →
f(a,β) is linear, we derive the following theorem.

Theorem 1. Under H1, H2, and assuming that
the true parameters (a∗

s)s∈[S] are given, for S large

enough, ΣS,p =
∑S
s=1 ps L (as∗)

⊤ L (as∗) is invertible

and the MLE estimator ϕ̂mle ∼ N
(
ϕ∗, (ΣS,p)

−1
)
is

Gaussian. Moreover, ϕ̂mle converges toward ϕ∗ at a

rate of O
(
1/ρ
√∑S

s=1 ps
)
in probability.

When ps = p for any s ∈ [S], we obtain the same con-
vergence rate as for population parameters in mixed-
effect models O

(
1/
√
Sp
)
(Nie, 2007, Theorem 3). Fur-

thermore, the assumption that the true parameters
(a∗
s)s∈[S] are known can be relaxed by assuming that a√
p-consistent estimator (â∗

s)s∈[S] of (a
∗
s)s∈[S] is avail-

able. However, more technical conditions (Nie, 2007,
Condition 1) would have to be involved and compli-
cate the exposition. Nevertheless, Theorem 1 asserts
that, under suitable conditions, PerCDL offers identi-
cal statistical guarantees as mixed-effects models for
estimating the common parameters.
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3 EXPERIMENTS

The meta-algorithm presented in Section 2.3 was ap-
plied to synthetic (Section 3.1) and real-world datasets
(locomotion data in Section 3.2 and ECG data in Ap-
pendix C.6). When applicable, PerCDL was compared
with IndCDL and PopCDL. Implementation details
and additional numerical experiments can be found in
Appendix C.

3.1 Synthetic Data

We generate a synthetic dataset with S time series of
equal length N . Each time series contains r = 3 rep-
etitions of K = 2 common patterns of length L (Fig-
ure 7). Both patterns are personalized independently
for each signal through TW (Equation (4)), with pa-
rameters drawn uniformly random from (−1, 1)M and
projected onto Θ. The signal-specific patterns are then
placed at randomly chosen positions within each time
series, with no overlap. In all experiments, activations
and personalization parameters are initialized to zero,
while the dictionary is initialized with the personalized
atom of the first signal.

Identifiability. We investigate the ability of Ind-
CDL, PopCDL, and PerCDL to extract the common
structures with an increase in the number of signals.
All methods are applied to multiple synthetic datasets
that contains between S = 1 and S = 1024 time series
of equal length N = 500. For IndCDL, the common
structures are computed as the Euclidean barycenter
of the individual atoms found in each signal. While we
also considered a barycenter computed with the Soft-
DTW metric, this led to worse results. Thus, we only
consider the Euclidean barycenter to ensure a fair com-
parison against PopCDL and PerCDL. The distance
between the obtained common structures and the un-
derlying ground truths are shown in Figure 3. (The
shape of the common atoms estimated by the three
methods is shown in Figure 10 in the Appendix.)

As the number of signals in the dataset increases, the
quality of the common atoms identified by IndCDL
and PopCDL degrades. This suggests that the idiosyn-
crasies of each signal negatively affects estimation of
the common structures. Notably, IndCDL appears to
perform better than PopCDL as the number of sig-
nals increases. We suspect that the common structures
identified by PopCDL, by construction, do not match
the local variations of the individual signals induced
by the time warps, which could affect the segmentation
performance of the CSC step. This segmentation error
may in turn lead to CDU updates that drift further
and further away from the true underlying common
structures when the amount of individual atom vari-

Figure 3: Convergence Toward the Common
Structures. Average distance between the com-
mon atoms identified in the synthetic experiment and
the ground truth as a function of the dataset’s size.
Shaded regions represent the 95% confidence interval.

Figure 4: Reconstruction Error Under Impulse
Noise Contamination. Error bars represent two
standard deviations.

ability increases. With IndCDL, segmentation is nec-
essarily accurate since it uses the personalized struc-
tures of each signal directly. In contrast with IndCDL
and PopCDL, PerCDL ensures a good identifiability of
the common shapes in the data that improves as the
size of the dataset increases.

Robustness to Noise. We now evaluate the recon-
struction accuracy of PerCDL under impulse noise.
(Additional experiments with Gaussian noise can be
found in Appendix C.4). To that end, we generate a
synthetic dataset of S = 32 time series of equal length
N = 1000. In each time series, r = 3 patterns of
length L = 50 are placed at random positions, with no
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overlap. A quarter of the signals are then corrupted
with impulse noise: p percent of all samples—chosen at
random—are polluted with either a positive or nega-
tive spike of uniformly random amplitude in the range
[2, 2.5). The reconstruction errors as a function of the
proportion of corrupted samples are presented in Fig-
ure 4.

While the performance of all methods degrades with
an increase in noise, PerCDL proves more robust
than IndCDL and PopCDL. Our results indicate that
population-level structure information combined with
the superior representation possibilities offered by the
personalization step better withstand noise and arte-
facts in the input data.

3.2 Application to Gait Analysis

We now apply PerCDL to real-world healthy and
pathological locomotion data (Truong et al., 2019)
(more details are provided in Appendix C.5). 150 par-
ticipants were instructed to walk at their preferred
speed in a straight line on a leveled surface for 10
meters, while an inertial measurement unit measured
their foot angular velocity in the sagittal plane. Par-
ticipants were divided into three equal-sized groups of
size n = 50 (Healthy, Orthopedic, and Neurological)
according to their health status. The common dictio-
nary was initialized with the gait cycle extracted from
a randomly chosen healthy participant.

One of the first task in gait analysis is to identify the
gait cycles within each locomotion signal. PerCDL’s
ability to successfully recover the gait cycles, through
the activation matrix Z, is summarized in Table 1.
We obtain results comparable to the state-of-the-art
gait segmentation method introduced in Voisard et al.
(2024). More details on this experiment can be found
in Appendix C.5.

Table 1: Segmentation Performance of PerCDL
vs. SOTA. FPR: False Positive Rate.

Voisard et al. PerCDL
Sensitivity 0.959 0.988
FPR 0.004 0.033

However, PerCDL is not only capable to efficiently seg-
ment locomotion signals, it can also be used to rep-
resent, interpret and analyze such data. Figure 5(a)
shows that the common atom identified (grey line) is
similar to the average of the personalized atoms in
the healthy population. Intuitively, the shared char-
acteristics within a population should roughly resem-
ble the average of its healthy constituents. Thus, the
shared structure identified by PerCDL carries an in-
trinsic meaning and serves as a coherent foundation

for signal-specific personalization through time warps.
This finding is promising as it could facilitate the mon-
itoring of fine deviations from a “healthy baseline”
that may be indicative of the start of a pathologi-
cal process (König et al., 2016; Vidal and Lacquaniti,
2021).

We then examine the personalized atoms found by Per-
CDL in the different pathology groups (Figure 14).
While all groups present similar gait cycles, discernible
inter-individual differences can be identified in the foot
kinematics during specific phases of the gait cycle. Fig-
ure 5(b) highlights this point via the representation of
the normalized relative difference in local gait variabil-
ity between each pathological group and the healthy
population. Our results suggest that the Orthopedic
group diverges from a healthy gait cycle mainly at
the beginning of the swing phase (”Toes off”), while
the neurological group differs mainly at the end of the
stance phase (between ”Heel off” and ”Toes off”) and
right before the end of the swing phase (”Heel on”).

More experiments, including a comparison between In-
dCDL, PopCDL and PerCDL, are available in the Ap-
pendix (Appendix C.5). Overall, our findings demon-
strate the effectiveness of PerCDL for gait analysis in
the identification of both common and personal struc-
tures.

Furthermore, experiments on an ECG dataset in Ap-
pendix C.6 reveals that personalization parameters ex-
tract relevant characteristics from the input signals,
such that they can be used as features in pathology
classification.

4 DISCUSSION

4.1 Related Works

CDL (Grosse et al., 2007; Zheng et al., 2016; Mørup
et al., 2008) is a well-established method for time
series representation that incorporates translation-
invariance to the DL framework (Kreutz-Delgado
et al., 2003; Tošić and Frossard, 2011). Interestingly,
CDL shares common roots with Convolutive Non-
Negative Matrix Factorization (cNMF or cNMFsc,
the latter imposing sparseness constraints; Smaragdis,
2006; O’Grady and Pearlmutter, 2008; Wang et al.,
2009), which has been employed in speech separa-
tion and the analysis of articulatory movement primi-
tives during speech production (Ramanarayanan et al.,
2013). Specifically, Ramanarayanan et al. (2013);
Smaragdis (2006) have analyzed individual speech pat-
terns by examining their constituent atoms using a
method similar to IndCDL. Theoretical connections
can also be made with the deep learning litterature:
PopCDL may be understood as a very specific Vec-
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(a) PerCDL’s common atom. (b) Comparison between healthy and pathological participants.

Figure 5: Application of PerCDL to Locomotion Data. (a) Common atom identified by PerCDL (grey) and
averaged personalized gait cycle of the healthy population (blue). The shaded region represents two standard
deviations. (b) Population-averaged personalized atoms learned by PerCDL in the Orthopedic (brown) and
Neurological (green) groups, with two standard deviations (shaded areas). The red-colored curves represent the
normalized relative variability in the gait cycle for the current population compared with the Healthy group.

tor Quantized Variational Auto-Encoder (VQ-VAE)
model (Van Den Oord et al., 2017) if the common dic-
tionary Φ ∈ RK×L×P is interpreted as the discrete
latent space. Nonetheless, the projection step onto
the closest vector is performed in the latent space in
VQ-VAE but occurs during the sparse-coding step in
CDL. Consequently, after the sparse coding step, we
only need to learn the discrete embeddings (the atoms)
from the observations.

Multiple extensions of CDL were developed to fur-
ther enforce structure into the atoms. For instance,
Soh proposed group-invariant DL, which complements
the shift-invariance property with rotation invariance.
Others have introduced parametric forms on the atoms
to analyze seismic data (Chen et al., 2023; Turquais
et al., 2018) or sketch vectorization (Shaheen et al.,
2017). Parameterisation of the atoms is also central
to PerCDL, though specifically to model global and
local structures.

In parallel, the advent of individual-level data has pre-
cipitated the development of methodologies designed
to create personalised representations in a plethora of
applications from federated learning and unsupervised
learning (Dinh et al., 2020; Huang et al., 2023). In rep-
resentation learning in particular, personalized vari-
ants of principle component analysis (Ozkara et al.,
2023; Shi and Kontar, 2024), matrix/tensor decom-
position (Hu et al., 2023; Shi et al., 2023), and dic-
tionary learning (Liang et al., 2024) were introduced.
Although our work follows the aforementioned trend
by proposing a personalized variant of CDL, it differs
in that it considers personalizations that are specific
to time-series data. The most closely related approach
is perhaps the Generalized Canonical Time Warping

method (GCTW; Xu et al., 2023). GCTW was pro-
posed as a means of resolving temporal misalignment
between the input data and the atoms by jointly learn-
ing the dictionary and time warping matrices. Unlike
PerCDL, however, GCTW is a DL method that fo-
cuses on counteracting temporal variability and there-
fore does not attempt to learn an interpretable repre-
sentation of the local variations.

4.2 Conclusion

This work introduced Personalized Convolutional Dic-
tionary Learning (PerCDL), a framework for learning
interpretable representations of time-series datasets
that captures both global structures and local vari-
ations around these commonalities. A meta-algorithm
was proposed and its theoretical performance was eval-
uated. Theoretical consistency guarantees were ob-
tained under the typical conditions used in the mixed-
effects models literature. The performance of PerCDL
was empirically demonstrated on synthetic and real-
world human physiological signals.

The proposed framework is general in nature and
could be extended to other time-series-related tasks
by adapting the transformation function. The perfor-
mance of PerCDL on other modalities, (such as im-
ages; (Shaheen et al., 2017)), is an interesting avenue
for research and is left to future works.

The primary limitation of the proposed method is that
of computational cost associated with the IPU step.
To alleviate any potential scalability issue, a federated-
learning variant of PerCDL was proposed. This repre-
sents a promising research direction that will be fur-
ther refined in subsequent work.
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Checklist

1. For all models and algorithms presented, check if
you include:

(a) A clear description of the mathematical set-
ting, assumptions, algorithm, and/or model.
Yes. A clear description of the mathemat-
ical setting, assumptions and algorithm are
presented throughout Section 2.

(b) An analysis of the properties and complexity
(time, space, sample size) of any algorithm.
Yes. The convergence rate of the method is
presented in Section 2.5 and detailed in Ap-
pendix A. The complexity of the algorithm
(the federated learning version) is given in
Section 1 and detailed in Appendix B.

(c) (Optional) Anonymized source code, with
specification of all dependencies, including
external libraries. Yes. Source code for the
methods presented will be made fully avail-
able online.

2. For any theoretical claim, check if you include:

(a) Statements of the full set of assumptions of
all theoretical results. Yes. The no-overlap
between atoms assumption is first presented
at the end of Section 1 and then at the begin-
ning of Section 2.5. The second assumption
(known activations) is presented at the be-
ginning of Section 2.5. The final assumption
(known personalization parameters) is given
in Theorem 1.

(b) Complete proofs of all theoretical results.
Yes. Informal proofs are provided in the
main text (Section 2.5), and complete proofs
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A COMPLETE PRESENTATION OF THEORETICAL GUARANTEES

A.1 Rotations

Section 2.3 mentioned a complexity of the IPU step in O(SKMNPTgrad) for the general case, with Tgrad the
number of gradient steps. However, this complexity can be decreased if more structure is assumed on f .

Let us consider the particular case of orthogonal transformations. Some multivariate time series, for example
hand-writing-related signals (Vayer et al., 2022), naturally exhibit rotations in space. To model such data in the
PerCDL framework, let us define the rotation transformation of ϕ, fr(ϕ,a) = aϕ, for any ϕ,a ∈ (RP )L ×OP .
Let xs be a signal whose segments with non-zero activation are written Xi. Lemma 2 shows that the IPU update
can be solved directly.

Lemma 2. Given an atom ϕ ∈ (RP ) and raw data Xi ∈ (RP ) for any i ∈ [Q], where Q is the number of
repeated noisy patterns in an individual time series, the solution of argmin

O∈OP

∑m
i=1 |Xi − Oϕ|2 is V U⊤ where

ϕ
∑m
i=1X

⊤
i /m = UΣV ⊤ is a singular values decomposition.

Proof. We have,

m∑
i=1

|Xi −Oϕ|2 =

m∑
i=1

|Xi|2 + |Oϕ|2 − 2 tr(X⊤
i Oϕ) (8)

=

[
m∑
i=1

|Xi|2 + |ϕ|2
]
− 2 tr

(
ϕ

m∑
i=1

X⊤
i O

)
, (9)

where we used that |Oϕ|2 = |ϕ|2 since O ∈ OP . Then,

argmax
O∈OP

tr

(
ϕ

m∑
i=1

X⊤
i O

)
= argmin

O∈OP

m∑
i=1

|Xi −Oϕ|2, (10)

and

tr

(
ϕ

m∑
i=1

X⊤
i O

)
= tr

(
ΣV ⊤OU

)
, (11)

which gives O = V U⊤ since Σ is a non-negative diagonal and O is orthogonal.

Given Lemma 2, the complexity of IPU drops from O(SKMNPTgrad) to O(SKP 3). A similar update rule was
shown in Soh (2021) for group-invariant DL.

A.2 Toward Mixed-Effects Models

A.2.1 Alternative Formulation of Lemma 1 and Proof

Section 2.5 introduced H1, the foundation hypothesis used to derive a convergence rate for the MLE on the
common atom ϕ∗. Lemma 1 then proved that H1 is met most of the time in practice.

In what follows, we propose an alternative, more formal statement of this Lemma.

Lemma 3. Assumption H1 is met in the two following cases:

• (Time warping transformations) For any a ∈ Θ ⊂ RM , L(a) = Tψa,σ where T·,σ and ψ are defined in

Equations (4) and (5) with σ small enough. For any s ∈ [S], as∗
i.i.d.∼ P where P is a distribution supported

on Θ such that for any l ∈ [L],

Sl =

L∑
i=1

P(Lψ(a)(i/L) ∈ (l − 1/2, l + 1/2)) > 0. (12)

• (Rotations) For any a ∈ Θ ⊂ RM , L(a) ∈ OP (R).
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Proof. The case of rotations is trivial since for any s ∈ [S], L (as∗)
⊤ L (as∗) = IL.

The case of discrete temporal reparameterizations is less obvious. For any x ∈ (RP )L, we have,(
Ea∼P

(
T ⊤
ψa,σ Tψa,σ

)
x
)⊤
x = E

(
(T ⊤
ψa,σ Tψa,σ x)

⊤x
)
= E

(
(Tψa,σ x)

⊤ Tψa,σ x
)
. (13)

We have E
(
(Tψa,σ x)

⊤ Tψa,σ x
)
=
∑L
i=1 E

(
[Tψa,σ x]

2
i

)
. For any i ∈ [L], denoting by Ul = xl + (Lψa(i/L) −

l)(xl+1 − xl),

E
(
[Tψa,σx]

2
i

)
= E

( L∑
l=1

wl(ψa, σ, i)Ul

)2
 (14)

= E

(
L∑
l=1

L∑
m=1

wl(ψa, σ, i)wm(ψa, σ, i)UlUm

)
(15)

=

L∑
l=1

L∑
m=1

E (wl(ψa, σ, i)wm(ψa, σ, i)UlUm)︸ ︷︷ ︸
=∆k,m,i

. (16)

With Cl =
(
l − 1

2 , l +
1
2

)
for any l ∈ [L], note that wl (ψ(a) , σ, i) ≈ 1Cl

(Lψa(i/L)) for any i ∈ [L]. Therefore,
computing ∆∗

l,m,i = E (1Cl
(Lψa (i/L))1Cm (Lψa (i/L))UlUm) for any (l,m, i) ∈ [L]3 is interesting. The proof

of ∆∗
l,m,i ≈ ∆l,m,i is postponed to the end of the current proof.

We have,

∆∗
l,m,i = E

(
1l(m)1Cl

(Lψa (i/L))U2
l

)
(17)

= 1l(m)E
(
U2
l |Lψa (i/L) ∈ Cl

)
P (Lψa (i/L) ∈ Cl) . (18)

Then, denoting by Pi,l = P (Lψa (i/L) ∈ Cl), Sl =
∑L
i=1 Pi,l > 0 (by (12)) and P̄i,l = Pi,l/Sl for any (i, l) ∈ [L]2,

L∑
i=1

L∑
l=1

L∑
m=1

∆∗
l,m,i =

L∑
i=1

L∑
l=1

E
(
U2
l |Lψa (i/L) ∈ Cl

)
Pi,l (19)

≥
L∑
l=1

Sl

L∑
i=1

[xl (1− αi,l) + xl+1αi,l]
2 Pi,l
Sl

, (20)

where we applied the Jensen inequality and wrote αi,l = E (Lψa (i/L)− l | Lψa(i/L) ∈ Cl) for any (i, l) ∈ [L]2.
Note that αi,l ∈ (−1/2, 1/2) since the expectation is taken on the event Lψa (i/L) ∈ Cl.

L∑
i=1

L∑
l=1

L∑
m=1

∆∗
l,m,i ≥

L∑
l=1

Sl

L∑
i=1

(xl(1− αi,l) + xl+1αi,l)
2
P̄i,l (21)

≥
L∑
l=1

Sl

(
xl(1−

L∑
i=1

P̄i,lαi,l) + xl+1

L∑
i=1

P̄i,lαi,l

)2

= x⊤D̄⊤SD̄x, (22)

where

B1 =

(
1−

L∑
i=1

P̄i,1αi,1

)
, D̄ =

B1

∑L
i=1 P̄i,1αi,1 0 (0)

0
(
1−

∑L
i=1 P̄i,2αi,2

) ∑L
i=1 P̄i,2αi,2 (0)

0 0 . . . . . .

 (23)

S = diag
(
(Sl)l∈[L]

)
. (24)

S is a positive diagonal matrix by (12) and D̄ is a bi-diagonal matrix with a positive diagonal, thus x⊤D̄⊤SD̄x > 0
is positive.
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Then, coming back to ∆∗
l,m,i ≈ ∆l,m,i, for any x ∈ (RP )L,

L∑
i=1

L∑
l=1

L∑
m=1

∆k,m,i = x⊤W̃σx (25)

where W̃σ is a matrix with coordinates which are functions of element of the form
E (wl (ψa, σ, i) wm (ψa, σ, i) Ei,l,m) with |Ei,l,m| ≤ L2. Using that wl (ψa, σ, i) ∈ [0, 1] converges almost

surely toward 1Cl
(Lψa (i/L)) as σ → 0+, we have, using the Dominated Convergence Theorem, that W̃σ

converges toward a matrix W̃∗ such that:

x⊤W̃∗x =

L∑
i=1

L∑
l=1

L∑
m=1

∆∗
l,m,i ≥ x⊤D̄⊤SD̄x > 0 (26)

Therefore, since the space of invertible matrix is open, there exists σ0 > 0 such that for any σ > σ0, we have
that EA∼P(T ⊤

ψa,σ
Tψa,σ) is a symmetric positive definite matrix.

A.2.2 Circling Back to Lemma 1

Let us define Tψ
l = (∃i ∈ [L] : Lψa (i/L) ∈ (l − 1/2, l + 1/2)) for any l ∈ [L]. For any ϵ > 0,

P ϵId = P(∩i∈[L] (Lψa (i/L) ∈ (i− ϵ, i+ ϵ))) ≤ P(∩Ll=1Tψ
l)L ≤

L∏
l=1

P(Tψl) ≤
L∏
l=1

Sl, (27)

and P ϵId > 0 as long as P has enough mass around zero since (a = 0) = (ψa = Id).

Therefore, condition (12) from Lemma 3 can be considered as very weak. Informally, on the event
(Lψa(i/L) ∈ (l − 1/2, l + 1/2)), we have [Tψa,σ(ϕ)]i ≈ ϕl + (Lψa(i/L)− l)(ϕl+1 − ϕl) ≈ ϕl as σ ≪ 1.

Thus, equation (12) states that, for any l ∈ [L], the l-th sample of the common atom ϕ has a positive probability
to be seen in a personalized atom ϕs∗. This statement is the one presented in Lemma 1 from the main text.

A.2.3 Proof of Theorem 1

For completeness sake, this section will reason on a slightly more complete version of Theorem 1. The following
exposition naturally directly transposes to Theorem 1.

Theorem 2. Under H1, H2, and assuming that the true parameters (a∗
s)s∈[S] are given, there exists almost

surely an integer S̃, such that for any S ≥ S̃, ΣS,p =
∑S
s=1 ps L (as∗)

⊤ L (as∗) is invertible. Then, for any S ≥ S̃,
the MLE of the common atom ϕ∗ is

ϕ̂mle = (ΣS,p)
−1YΣ, YΣ =

S∑
s=1

ps∑
j=1

L (as∗)
⊤
[j]ys[j], (28)

and thus we have ϕ̂mle ∼ N
(
ϕ∗, (ΣS,p)

−1
)
. Moreover, ϕ̂mle converges toward ϕ∗ at a rate of O

(
1/ρ
√∑S

s=1 ps

)
in probability.

Proof. First, by (Jamison et al., 1965, Theorem 3), which is an extension of the Strong Law of Large Numbers

(SLLN) to the weighted averages, we have that almost surely ΣS,p/
∑S
s=1 ps → EP

(
L (as∗)

⊤ L (as∗)
)
as S goes to

infinity. Indeed, (Jamison et al., 1965, Theorem 3) states that SLLN applies if and only if lim supx→∞ S(x)/x <∞
with S(x) = #{n ≥ 0 :

∑n
s=1 ps/pn ≤ x}, (as∗)s∈[S] i.i.d. and EP

(∣∣∣L (as∗)⊤ L (as∗)∣∣∣) <∞. This condition is met

since for any n ∈ [S], S(
∑n
s=1 ps/(C + 1)) ≤ n because by H2, for any n ∈ [N ],

n∑
s=1

ps/C ≤
n∑
s=1

ps/pn ≤
n∑
s=1

ps. (29)



A. Roques, S. Gruffaz, K. Kim, A. O. Durmus, L. Oudre

Thus, for any n ∈ [S], (C+1)S(
∑n
s=1 ps/(C+1))/

∑n
s=1 ps ≤ C+1. This ensures lim supx→∞ S(x)/x <∞ since

x→ S(x) is not decreasing.

Moreover, the set of invertible matrices ofML,L(R) is open. Therefore, there exists almost surely S̃ such that,

for any S ≥ S̃, ΣS,p/
∑S
s=1 ps is invertible since EP

(
L (as∗)

⊤ L (as∗)
)

is invertible (H1). In addition, ΣS,p is

symmetric positive as a sum of symmetric positive matrices. Therefore, for any S ≥ S̃, ΣS,p is symmetric definite

positive and the minimum eigen values of ΣS,p/
∑S
s=1 ps converges to ρ almost surely.

Secondly, the log likelihood related to ϕ∗ in (7) is

F : ϕ∗ ∈ (RP )L 7→
S∑
s=1

ps∑
j=1

|ys[j]− L (as∗) ϕ∗|2 /
(
2σ2
)
+ L log

(
2πσ2

)
/2. (30)

Then, writing ∇F (Φ̂) = 0 yields,

ΣS,pϕ̂mle = YΣ. (31)

For any S ≥ S̃, ΣS,p is invertible. Therefore, we have (28).

Hence,

ϕ̂mle − ϕ∗ = (ΣS,p)
−1YΣ − ϕ∗ (32)

= (ΣS,p)
−1

[
S∑
s=1

ps L (as∗)
⊤ L (as∗) ϕ∗

]
− ϕ∗ + (ΣS,p)

−1
S∑
s=1

ps∑
j=1

L (as∗)
⊤
[j]ϵs[j] (33)

=

S∑
s=1

ps∑
j=1

(ΣS,p)
−1 L (as∗)

⊤
[j]ϵs[j]. (34)

We sum independent normal variables of covariance matrix σ2 (ΣS,p)
−1 L (as∗)

⊤
[
(ΣS,p)

−1 L (as∗)
]⊤

, which yields,

ϕ̂mle − ϕ∗ ∼ N
(
0, (ΣS,p)

−1
)
. (35)

Asymptotically, the largest eigen value of (ΣS,p)
−1

is 1/
(
ρ
∑S
s=1 ps

)
, resulting in a convergence rate of

1/
(
ρ
∑S
s=1 ps

)
in probability.

B FEDERATED LEARNING META-ALGORITHM

The expression of the MLE from Theorem 2 was used to adapt the meta-algorithm algorithm 1 to a Fed-
erated Learning framework under the non-overlapping assumption In Algorithm 2, the Global Server aggre-
gates information from the Local Servers through a weighted average. Each communication, from the Local
Servers to the Central Server or vice versa, has a memory footprint of O(L) since the the transmitted vec-
tors have nearly the same shape as the common atom. At each step, the complexity on the Local Server is
C(IPU) + C(CSC) = O(max(KMTgradN,KLN(log(N) + P )). In our experiments, M = DW ≈ 50 < L = 100
and P < 20. Moreover, ninit = nperso = 5 is enough to reach convergence. Hence a final complexity per Local
Server of O(N log(N)).

Robustness improvement The personalization step might not be robust when the individual parameters are
poorly estimated (recall that the update formula of the personalized common atom in (28) assumes a perfect
estimation of the individual parameters). To increase its robustness, we follow (McMahan et al., 2017) to replace
the update on the Local Servers by a gradient descent on both the individual parameters as and the personalized
dictionaries ϕ̃sk at the same time. The common dictionary can then be updated as ϕk ←

∑S
s=1 ϕ̃

s
k/S for any

k ∈ [K].

In order to avoid over-adaptation of the personalized dictionaries, the individual parameters should be initialized
with a preliminary step of IPU before running the joint update on each Local Server. Such amendments result
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1 Inputs xs ∈ RS×N×P , f : (RP )L × RM 7→ (RP )L
2 Outputs Φ ∈ RK×L×P , A ∈ RS×K×M , Z ∈ RS×K×N−L+1

1 Φ,A,Z ← setInitialValues(), for any k ∈ [K], ck = 1 // Initialization

// First estimates

2 while i ≤ ninit do
3 In each Local Server for 1 ≤ s ≤ S do
4 For any k ∈ [K], zsk ← zsk × ck ;
5 zs ← CSC (xs, zs,Φ);

6 For any k ∈ [K], ϕ̃sk ←
∑pks
j=1 y

s
k [j] /p

k
s (Individual Barycenter) and ϕ̃sk is sent to the global

server
7 end
8 [Central Server];

9 For any k ∈ [K], ϕk ←
∑S
s=1 ϕ̃

s
k/S (Global Barycenter), ϕk, ck ← ϕk/|ϕk|, |ϕk| (Normalization),

and Φ = (ϕk)k∈[K], (ck)k are sent to each local server.

10 end

// Personalization

11 while i ≤ nperso do
12 In each Local Server for 1 ≤ s ≤ S do
13 zs ← CSC (xs, zs,Φ);

14 As ← IPU (Xs, z
s,Φ,As, f); For any k ∈ [K], Σ̃ks ← pks L (ask)

⊤ L (ask),
ϕ̃sk ←

∑pks
j=1 L (ask)

⊤
ysk [j] and p

k
s ,a

s
k, ϕ̃

s
k is sent to the global server

15 end
16 [Central Server]

17 For any k ∈ [K], Σ̃k ←
∑S
s=1 p

k
s L (ask)

⊤ L (ask), ϕk ← Σ̃−1
k

∑S
s=1 ϕ̃

s
k (Weighted Global

Barycenter),
18 ϕk, ck ← ϕk/|ϕk|, |ϕk| (Normalization), and Φ = (ϕk)k∈[K], (ck)k are sent to each local server.

19 end

Algorithm 2: A Federated Learning algorithm to find an approximated solution of (3). Remark

that Φ̂ is the personalized dictionary defined in (2) and Φ is the common dictionary. We denote by
ysk [j] the j

th subpart of xs where a pattern is recognized by a non-zero activation in zsk and pks the
number of non-zero activation in zsk. This algorithm works under the assumptions of Section 2.5.
The notations of H1 are used.

in a final complexity per local server asymptotically identical as the one of Algorithm 2, with an even smaller
communication cost.
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C ADDITIONAL NUMERICAL EXPERIMENTS

Unless otherwise stated, all experiments were conducted on a computing server equipped with an Intel® Xeon®

Gold 5220R processor at 2.20GHz. The code used for the experiments can be found at the following online
repository2.

As is customary in the field of time series representation (Dupré la Tour et al., 2018; Power et al., 2023; Liang
et al., 2024; Jas et al., 2017; Moreau et al., 2018; Mørup et al., 2008; Shaheen et al., 2017; Song et al., 2018),
no data separation into training/validation/test sets was implemented. The ambition was to reconstruct a given
dataset as truthfully as possible rather than investigate the generalization capabilities of the method (within-
signal generalization is somewhat assumed implicitly due to the structured nature of the physiological activity
recorded).

Interesting Implementations Detail. We have observed that slightly centering the common atoms after the
IPU step by considering ϕnew = Tψ̄,σϕold with ψ̄ =

∑S
i=1 ψai has a regularizing effect: it smooths the common

atom. This optional additional step was employed in the experiments.

Time Complexity. In order to give a better idea of the temporal complexity of the different methods described
in this work, the next paragraph details the actual computation times observed on a personal laptops (MacBook
Pro, M3 Max chip) for a subset of the experiments presented in this section.

1. Synthetic dataset (K = 2, N = 500, nsteps = 5):

(a) S = 2; IndCDL: 0.29s; PopCDL: 0.17s; PerCDL: 5.86s.

(b) S = 16: IndCDL: 2.20s; PopCDL: 0.32s; PerCDL: 7.33s.

(c) S = 128: IndCDL: 17.57s; PopCDL: 2.79s; PerCDL: 21.50s.

(d) S = 1024: IndCDL: 138.57s; PopCDL: 18.46s; PerCDL: 127.25s.

2. Gait dataset (S = 150, N = 15457, nsteps = 5); IndCDL: 26.86s; PopCDL: 5.94s; PerCDL: 48.37s.

3. ECG dataset (S = 4465, N = 1000, nsteps = 20): IndCDL: 2465.09s; PopCDL: 292.67s; PerCDL: 1731.81s.

C.1 Validation on Synthetic Data

An extensive list of experiments were conducted on synthetic data to verify the theoretical findings presented
above. The toy dataset consisted of S time series of equal-length N containing r = 3 repetitions of K = 2
common pattern of length L, distributed randomly within each time series under the no overlap condition.
The shared structure was transformed using random personalization parameters drawn uniformly random from
(−1, 1)M and projected onto Θ in each time series with the transformation function described in section 2.4. In
the remainder of this section, the personalization hyper-parameters were fixed with D = 3 and W = 10. The
sparsity balance parameter was fixed at λ = 10−2.

Finding the Activations. In this section, the CSC step of PerCDL was evaluated. PerCDL was initialized
with the true common atoms and personalization parameters, which remained fixed for the duration of the
experiment. Figure 6 presents the results of the optimization process.

Our findings suggest that PerCDL can effectively recover a set of known activations when the common atoms
and the personalization parameters are fixed.

Finding the Common Atom. In this section, the CDU step of PerCDL was evaluated. PerCDL was ini-
tialized with the true activations and personalization parameters, which remained fixed for the duration of the
experiment. The common dictionary was initialized with the personalized atoms of the first signal. Figure 7
presents the results of the optimization process.

Our findings suggest that PerCDL can effectively recover a set of known common atoms when the activations
and the personalization parameters are fixed.

2https://github.com/axelroques/PerCDL.

https://github.com/axelroques/PerCDL
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Figure 6: Recovery of the Activations with Fixed Common Atoms and Personalization Parameters.
Starting from known common atoms and personalizations parameters, PerCDL successfully recovers the true
activations (A, solid and transparent vertical lines). Reconstruction of the dataset, as well as the common and
personalized dictionaries are shown in B. Dataset parameters: N = 500, S = 3, L = 50, D = 3, W = 10.
Optimization parameters: nsteps = 250, step size of 10−3.

Figure 7: Recovery of the Common Atoms with Fixed Activations and Personalization Parameters.
Starting from known activations and personalization parameters, PerCDL successfully recovers the true common
atoms (A, solid and dashed colored lines). Reconstruction of the dataset, as well as the common and personalized
dictionaries are shown in B. Dataset parameters: N = 500, S = 3, L = 50, D = 3, W = 10. Optimization
parameters: nsteps = 250, step size of 10−3.

Finding the Personalization Parameters. In this section, the IPU step of PerCDL was evaluated. PerCDL
was initialized with the true activations and common atoms, which remained fixed for the duration of the
experiment. Figure 8 presents the results of the optimization process.

Our findings suggest that PerCDL can effectively recover a set of known personalization parameters when the
activations and the common atoms are fixed.



A. Roques, S. Gruffaz, K. Kim, A. O. Durmus, L. Oudre

Figure 8: Recovery of the personalization Parameters with Fixed Activations and Common Atoms.
Starting from known activations and common atoms, PerCDL successfully recovers the true personalization
parameters (A, solid and dashed colored lines). Reconstruction of the dataset, as well as the common and
personalized dictionaries are shown in B. Dataset parameters: N = 500, S = 3, L = 50, D = 3, W = 10.
Optimization parameters: nsteps = 250, step size of 10−3.

C.2 Sensitivity Analysis

The sensitivity of the transformation f (4) with respect to its hyper-parameters D,W was investigated. A
synthetic dataset was generated (N = 500, S = 3) with (D,W ) = (3, 10) by applying a transformation f(·,a)
on the two fixed common atoms shown in figure 7, with random parameters a uniformly sampled in the interval
[−1, 1)M . PerCDL was then initialized with the known common atoms and fixed activations, and the effect of
both hyper-parameters on the reconstruction error was studied using a grid search. Results are presented in
Figure 9.

Figure 9: Sensitivity Analysis. Reconstruction er-
ror (Euclidean distance) versus the choice of time warp-
ing hyper-parameters D,W on a synthetic dataset. The
correct hyper-parameters used to generate the data are
(D,W ) = (3, 10), marked with a yellow box.

Our results indicate that larger D reduces the sensitivity to W , and generally leads to good performance. This
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is unsurprising given the known benefits of over-parameterization Zhang et al. (2023).

C.3 Convergence Toward the Common Atoms

The ability of the different methods in identifying the common structures was evaluated on synthetic datasets.
All datasets tested contained a varying number of time series, from S = 1 to S = 1024, of equal length N = 1000,
with r = 3 repetitions of K = 2 common atoms of length L = 50, without overlap. Quantification results were
presented in the main text. Figure 10 illustrates qualitatively the convergence toward the common atoms with
an increase in the number of signals.

Figure 10: Recovery of the Common Atoms in Synthetic Data as a Function of S.

PerCDL efficiently recovers the shared information with an increase in the dataset’s size, contrary to PopCDL.

C.4 Robustness to Noise

The robustness of the different methods was evaluated on synthetic data contaminated with Gaussian or impulse
noise. All synthetic datasets tested contained S = 32 times series of equal lengthN = 1000, with r = 3 repetitions
of K = 2 common atoms of length L = 50, without overlap. Results with impulse noise were presented in the
main text. The following paragraph will investigate the impact of Gaussian noise.

Figure 11(A) presents the evolution of the distance to the personalized atoms as a function of the signal to
Gaussian noise ratio (SNR). Two distance metrics were tested: the Euclidean distance and the DTW. Only the
latter was included to ensure a fair comparison between methods despite potential discrepancies in temporal
offset between the true and the learned atoms, which may arise due to different activation matrices. We observe
that no matter the metric or the SNR level, the atoms learned through PopCDL and PerCDL are closer to the
true underlying atoms compared to IndCDL under noisy conditions (SNR< 20).

Figure 11(B) presents the evolution of the reconstruction error—computed as the Euclidean distance between
the input signal and the reconstruction using the activations and atoms identified following the optimization
process—as a function of the SNR. Our results indicate that both PopCDL and PerCDL degrade relatively less
than IndCDL under high noise levels (SNR < 20).

C.5 Application to Locomotion Data

The interested reader may find the complete dataset used for the experiment at the following online repository3

and a detailed description of the experiment conducted in the original article (Truong et al., 2019). Briefly,
three groups of participants (Healthy, Orthopedic, and Neurological) underwent the same basic walking protocol

3https://github.com/deepcharles/gait-data.

https://github.com/deepcharles/gait-data
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(a) Distance to the personalized atoms (b) Reconstruction error

Figure 11: Robustness of the Different Methods in the Presence of Gaussian Noise. Personalization
hyper-parameters: D = 3, W = 10.

while wearing an inertial measurement unit (IMU) on the dorsal face of their foot. Two brands of IMUs were
employed (XSens™: 100 Hz, device dimensions 47× 30× 13 mm; Technoconcept®: 100 Hz, device dimensions
49 × 38 × 19 mm). Participants in the orthopedic group suffered either from lower limb osteoarthrosis or from
cruciate ligament injury. The neurological group was composed of four specific pathologies: hemispheric stroke,
Parkinson’s disease, toxic peripheral neuropathy and radiation-induced leukoencephalopathy.

During testing, 50 participants from each group were chosen at random. For each, we focused specifically on the
angular velocity of the right foot in the sagittal plane, as is customary in gait analysis (Voisard et al., 2024).
This resulted in a dataset of size S = 150, with N = 15457. A single common atom (K = 1) was searched for, of
size set to L = 100 to match the length of the gait cycle. Personalization hyper-parameters were set to D = 4,
W = 15 following a brief fine-tuning process. Optimization parameters were left to default, i.e., nsteps = 25
with a step size of 10−3, and λ = 10−2. The common dictionary was initialized with the gait cycle of a random
participant from the Healthy group.

Gait Segmentation. PerCDL’s gait segmentation performance (i.e., the location of its activations) was com-
pared to the state-of-the-art gait segmentation method (Voisard et al., 2024). Briefly, Voisard et al. used a
sophisticated template-based matching algorithm to identify gait cycles event in accelerometry signals. To com-
pare the two methods in a fair manner, we assessed whether they could identify the start of a gait cycle, with a
tolerance margin set relatively high (τtol = 100 samples or roughly one second) as the precise beginning of a gait
cycle is an ambiguous concept. The number of true positives, i.e., the number of correctly identified gait cycles,
the number of false negatives, i.e., the number of gait cycles that were undetected, and the number of false
positives, i.e., the number of wrong detection, were computed. The dataset contained expert annotations which
acted as a ground truth. Finally, we observed that PerCDL was sometimes too sensitive to small movements of
the body preceding and succeeding locomotion: to prevent bias in the results, activations with an absolute value
smaller than τact = 2% of the average of non-zero values were removed. Results are presented in Table 2.

Table 2: Segmentation Performance of PerCDL vs. SOTA. The gait signals of 150 participants were used.
True positive rate: rate of correctly identified gait cycles. False negatives rate: rate of undetected gait cycles.
Proportion of false positives: number of wrong detection divided by the total number of gait cycles.

Voisard et al. PerCDL
True positives rate 0.959 0.988
False negatives rate 0.040 0.012
Proportion of false positives 0.004 0.033
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Our findings suggest that PerCDL is competitive with the state-of-the-art in detecting the gait cycles. In the
dataset evaluated, it offers a better detection than Voisard et al. (2024), although with a slight increase in
the number of false detection. Note that this effect could be improved by fine-tuning the activation threshold
τact = 2%, which was not done in this simple experiment.

IndCDL vs. PopCDL vs. PerCDL. This section compares the three methods on the gait dataset. Ini-
tialization was identical for IndCDL, PopCDL and PerCDL. Normalized reconstruction errors for the different
methods are as follows: IndCDL = 0.055, PopCDL = 0.109, PerCDL = 0.063, IndCDL barycenter = 0.116. In-
dCDL’s barycenter corresponds to the reconstruction of the dataset with the Euclidean barycenter of IndCDL’s
results.

Because IndCDL essentially over-fits each signal, it presents the smallest reconstruction error. However, it fails
to capture the global structure, as a reconstruction of the dataset with the averaged atom identified with IndCDL
yields the highest reconstruction error (referred to as IndCDL’s barycenter). By construction, PopCDL captures
the shared structure but lacks reconstruction power. Finally, PerCDL builds from the shared structured to
fit each signal specifically, thus maintaining both global and local information, i.e., harnessing the structure
representation capabilities from PopCDL while reaching reconstruction results similar to IndCDL.

In Figure 12, we observe that the average of IndCDL individual atoms and the common atoms of PopCDL are
similar.

(a) Healthy group. (b) Orthopedic group. (c) Neurological group.

Figure 12: Comparison of IndCDL and PopCDL on the Healthy, Orthopedic and Neurological
Groups. The shaded region corresponds to 2 standard deviations of the individual atoms returned by IndCDL,
and the vertical colored lines timestamp the different phases of the gait cycle. The solid lines of IndCDL are its
Euclidean barycenter on a given group (Healthy, Orthopedic, Neurological).

IndCDL. Let us try to conduct a similar analysis as the one presented in Section 3.2 with IndCDL. Initialization
was identical to that of PerCDL. Figure 13 presents the group variability analysis of the atoms identified.

A striking result is the presence of “parasitic variability” at the start and end of each atom. This variability is
uninformative of the gait cycle, and simply corresponds to an overfit of each signal caused by IndCDL’s learning
scheme. This observation suggests that PerCDL is better suited than IndCDL for this kind of analysis.

Group-level analysis with PopCDL. When explicit groups can be identified in a dataset, one may be
tempted to apply CDL to each group independently. This reduces to applying PopCDL to each sub-population
in the data separately and should intuitively yield a result somewhere between IndCDL and PopCDL. To test
this idea, we ran PopCDL on each group from the gait dataset (Table 3).

Table 3: Group-level Analysis with PopCDL. The values correspond to the DTW distance between the
common atoms from the two groups estimated independently using PopCDL.

Healthy - Orthopedic Healthy - Neurological Orthopedic - Neurological
DTW distance 0.0531 0.0542 0.0367

Our results suggest that the common structures found by PopCDL on the different groups are highly similar
(similar distance between Healthy vs. Orthopedic and Healthy vs. Neurological, and small distance between
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Figure 13: Application of IndCDL to Locomotion Data. Atoms learned by PerCDL in the Orthopedic
(solid brown line) and Neurological (solid green curve) groups, with two standard deviations (shaded areas).
Below each gait cycle, the red-colored curve represents the relative variability in the gait cycle for the current
population compared with the Healthy group.

Orthopedic and Neurological). This emphasizes the idea that in the context of physiological, it is often the
variation around the common structures that gives interesting information about an individual; something that
only PerCDL can capture, not PopCDL.

PerCDL’s Personalized Atoms. The personalized atoms found by PerCDL were investigated. Figure 14
shows an example of the personalized atom found in a single participant per pathology group.

(a) Participant from the Healthy group. (b) Participant from the Neurological group.

Figure 14: Example of the Personalized Atom Found in a Single Participant per Pathology Group.
Personalized atoms identified by PerCDL (colored lines) in a single participant, average personalized atom per
pathology group (bold black line), and all raw occurrences of the gait cycle in the participant’s signal (light grey
lines). PerCDL efficiently captures individual-specific variability.

We observe that the personalized atoms differ from the population’s average and instead accurately match the
raw gait cycles manually extracted from an expert’s annotation. Thus, PerCDL is able to efficiently capture
participant-specific variability in their gait cycle.

This results was further quantified in Table 4. As expected, the personalized atoms have the smallest distance
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to the true gait cycles, compared to the common atoms or the population average. This further demonstrates
the efficiency of PerCDL’s personalization step.

Table 4: Euclidean Distance Between the True Gait Cycles and the Atoms. The personalized atom
corresponds to the personalized atom learned by PerCDL for the given subject. The cohort personalization mean
corresponds to the atom obtained after averaging all personalized atoms for the given pathology group. The
distance between the true cycles and the personalized atom is smaller than with all other atoms.

Healthy Orthopedic Neurological
True cycles vs. Personalized atom 0.160 0.143 0.184
True cycles vs. Cohort personalization mean 0.305 0.274 0.302
True cycles vs. Common atom (PerCDL) 0.299 0.350 0.330
True cycles vs. Common atom (PopCDL) 0.192 0.481 0.554



A. Roques, S. Gruffaz, K. Kim, A. O. Durmus, L. Oudre

C.6 Application to ECG Data

IndCDL, PopCDL and PerCDL were evaluated on a public ECG dataset4 (PTB-XL; Wagner et al., 2020). A
subset of S = 2650 signals, each of dimension = 12 (due to the 12 ECG leads: I, II, III, AV L, AV R, AV F ,
V 1− V 6) and sampled at 100 Hz, were randomly selected.

Prior to the experiments, the hyperparameters for PerCDL were briefly tuned on a separate set of 20 total
subjects. The selected parameters set is as follows: D = 4, W = 7, nsteps = 20, K = 1, L = 65. All methods
were initialized with activations set to zero and the common dictionary was populated with a single ECG motif
from a random subject from the healthy group (superclass “NORM”).

Atoms and Reconstruction. IndCDL, PopCDL and PerCDL were applied to the dataset. Figure 15 presents
the atoms identified by IndCDL and PerCDL for the II derivation, while Figure 16 illustrates the reconstruction
of three II signals with the different methods for patients in the “Myocardial Infarction” (MI) pathology group.

(a) Atoms identified with IndCDL.

(b) Personalized atoms identified with PerCDL.

Figure 15: Atoms Identified by IndCDL and PerCDL in the Different Pathology Superclasses.
(grey) Subject-specific atom. (blue) Euclidean barycenter of all individual atoms. (red) DTW barycenter of all
individual atoms.

All methods were able to identify the ECG events efficiently. The dataset presented great variability within
each superclass, as they contained multiple specific sub-pathologies. This explains the relatively cluttered plots
for the atoms in Figure 15. This effect is strikingly apparent for IndCDL, which has a tendency to overfit each
signal, resulting in very “volatile” atoms that may contain noise (see Figure 16, a). Consequently, any effort
to average all of the individual atoms is a recipe for failure. On the complete opposite side of the spectrum,
PopCDL only learns a common structure that cannot be used directly to model each signal, hence resulting in
poor reconstructions. PerCDL constitutes an appealing middle ground, as it captures enough population-level
structure to maintain a coherent shape across its atoms, while also capturing enough personal information to
reconstruct efficiently each signal. On Figure 16, PerCDL appears to be more robust to noise than IndCDL,
although at the price of smoother atoms. Normalized reconstruction errors for the different methods are as
follows: IndCDL = 0.176, PopCDL = 0.370, PerCDL = 0.282, IndCDL barycenter = 0.417.

Personalization Parameters. We then wondered whether the personalization parameters learned by Per-
CDL could efficiently extract meaningful information from the dataset. To that end, we tested whether each
signal could be classified into its corresponding pathology superclass (5-class classification task) using only the
personalization matrix.

The parameters matrix was separated into train and test sets (70% − 30% split). A simple SVM (scikit-learn

4The dataset is available online: https://doi.org/10.13026/kfzx-aw45.

https://doi.org/10.13026/kfzx-aw45
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(a) Reconstruction with IndCDL. (b) Reconstruction with PopCDL.

(c) Reconstruction with PerCDL.

Figure 16: Reconstruction of Three Example Signals from Three Different Subjects in the MI
Group. (grey) Input signals. (green) Reconstruction. (blue curves) Atoms. (blue, vertical bars) Activations.

Python library, parameters C = 1, gamma=’scale’, kernel=’rbf’) was then trained on the personalization pa-
rameters to classify each signal. We obtained an AUC score (macro, ovo) of 0.864. This result is comparable
to the result of some deep learning techniques, namely Wavelet+NN (cf., Strodthoff et al., 2020) that had an
AUC score of 0.874.

In order to try and provide a baseline for comparison, we used a k-nearest neighbor classifier (scikit-learn
Python library, default parameters) with the raw personalized patterns as inputs. This method obtained an
AUC score of 0.728 with the Euclidean distance metric and 0.699 for the DTW distance metric. Thus, PerCDL’s
personalization parameters offer a better classification performance than using the personalized atoms directly.
Although the primary goal of our paper is not classification-related, our findings suggest nonetheless that the
temporal warps employed in PerCDL effectively capture pathology-specific features.

All in all, our findings suggest that the personalization parameters discover relevant characteristics of the input
signals.
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