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Abstract
Large language models (LLMs) have shown promise in multivariate
time series classification (MTSC). To effectively adapt LLMs for
MTSC, it is crucial to generate comprehensive and informative data
representations. Most methods utilizing LLMs encode numerical
time series into the model’s latent space, aiming to align with the
semantic space of LLMs for more effective learning. Despite effec-
tiveness, we highlight three limitations that thesemethods overlook:
(1) they struggle to incorporate temporal and channel-specific in-
formation, both of which are essential components of multivariate
time series; (2) aligning the learned representation space with the
semantic space of the LLMs proves to be a significant challenge; (3)
they often require task-specific retraining, preventing training-free
inference despite the generalization capabilities of LLMs. To bridge
these gaps, we propose TableTime, which reformulates MTSC as
a table understanding task. Specifically, TableTime introduces the
following strategies: (1) utilizing tabular form to unify the format
of time series, facilitating the transition from the model-centric
approach to the data-centric approach; (2) representing time series
in text format to facilitate seamless alignment with the semantic
space of LLMs; (3) designing a knowledge-task dual-driven rea-
soning framework, TableTime, integrating contextual information
and expert-level reasoning guidance to enhance LLMs’ reasoning
capabilities and enable training-free classification. Extensive experi-
ments conducted on 10 publicly available benchmark datasets from
the UEA archive validate the substantial potential of TableTime to
be a new paradigm for MTSC. The code is publicly available1.
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Figure 1: Illustrating the core idea of TableTime: transform-
ing time series into tabular representations for universal
classification in a data-centric paradigm.

1 Introduction
Multivariate time series [15, 18] are commonly encountered in var-
ious domains, consisting of sequences of events collected over time,
where each event includes observations recorded across multiple
attributes. For example, the electrocardiogram (ECG) [35] signals
in electronic health records (EHRs) capture various aspects of heart
function through multiple sensors. Comprehensive analysis of such
data can facilitate decision-making in real applications [32], such
as human activity recognition, healthcare monitoring, and industry
detection. Particularly, as a fundamental problem in time series anal-
ysis, multivariate time series classification (MTSC) has attracted
significant attention in academia and industry [19].

Over the years, various approaches have been developed to ad-
dress the MTSC task [19, 30, 36]. Traditional methods like Dynamic
Time Warping (DTW) [24] with nearest neighbor classifiers [29]
align time series of varying lengths but struggle to capture hidden
features, leading to inaccurate modeling. Machine learning meth-
ods, such as Support Vector Machines [10] and Random Forests
[4], rely on handcrafted features and assume stationarity, which
hinders their effectiveness in handling dynamic and diverse time
series data. Deep learning [20] has since reduced the need for fea-
ture engineering, with CNN-based [7, 33] and transformer-based
[42, 48] approaches gaining significant attention. However, deep
learning methods rely on a large amount of labeled data, limiting
their application in practical scenarios.

Recent studies have demonstrated that large language models
(LLMs) exhibit robust pattern recognition and reasoning abilities
over complex sequences [31], which has spurred growing inter-
est in their application to time series analysis [16, 38]. LLM-based
methods for time series analysis can generally be classified into
two categories: prompt-based methods and retraining-based meth-
ods. Prompt-based methods, exemplified by PromptCast [26, 44],
directly apply LLMs to downstream tasks by constructing tasks in a
sentence-to-sentence format. In contrast, retraining-based methods
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involve modifying some or all parameters of the LLMs to adapt
them to specific tasks [5, 23]. Both approaches enable LLMs to lever-
age their advanced pattern recognition and reasoning capabilities,
utilizing pre-trained knowledge to capture temporal dependencies
and make more accurate and generalizable predictions.

While LLM-based methods have demonstrated effectiveness,
several bottlenecks remain when applying them to time series clas-
sification [22]. First, a mismatch exists between numerical time
series and the textual semantic space of LLMs, which restricts their
capacity to process numeric data effectively. Second, they struggle
to capture temporal dynamics and channel-specific features, which
are crucial for accurate modeling. Third, extensive fine-tuning in-
curs high computational costs, particularly in resource-intensive
applications. Lastly, they struggle to fully release the reasoning
capabilities of LLMs. These challenges highlight the need for more
efficient, generalizable, and domain-adaptive approaches for MTSC.

An effective LLM-based method for MTSC, in our view, should
possess several key attributes. First, it should align the numerical
time series with the textual semantic space of LLMs, since LLMs
are designed to process text-based inputs. Second, it should be ca-
pable of extracting both temporal consistency and inter-channel
features from the time series data. Third, the method should en-
able training-free classification, leveraging the world knowledge
acquired during the pre-training phase of the LLM. Finally, LLM-
based models should possess strong reasoning abilities to handle
complex tasks that require understanding both logical relationships
and intricate dependencies within the data.

To this end, we propose TableTime, a training-free classification
framework based on table understanding for MTSC task. We con-
vert the numeric time series into tabular format, preserving both
temporal consistency and channel-specific information. To align
the tabular time series with the semantic space of LLMs, we intro-
duce table encoding, which converts the tabular time series into
a textual representation. For training-free classification, we adopt
a table understanding approach, which reformulates the MTSC
task in a way that enables LLMs to classify without task-specific
retraining. To maximize the reasoning potential of the LLMs, we
develop a prompt incorporating neighbor-assisted enhancement
and multi-path reasoning, aiming to fully leverage the LLMs’ rea-
soning capabilities. As shown in Figure 1, TableTime provides a
new paradigm for MTSC. To summarize, our contributions include:

• We propose the table understanding paradigm for MTSC and
provide detailed explanations of how it helps alleviate the
bottlenecks of most existing methods.

• Under our proposed paradigm, we design a training-free
classification framework called TableTime, fully releasing
the reasoning capability of LLMs.

• We conduct comprehensive experiments on ten benchmark
multivariate time series datasets, validating the effectiveness
of our proposed table understanding paradigm and Table-
Time framework.

2 Related Work
2.1 Time Series Classification
Time series classification has attracted considerable attention in
both academia and industry [19, 28]. Early approaches primarily

relied on distance-based methods, such as Dynamic Time Warp-
ing (DTW) [24] in combination with K-Nearest Neighbors (K-NN),
which are effective in addressing temporal distortions in time se-
ries data. To overcome the limitations of these methods, ensemble
techniques were introduced to improve classification accuracy. For
instance, HIVE-COTE [25] is an ensemble learning algorithm that
enhances performance by combining multiple feature transforma-
tions and classifiers through hierarchical voting, thereby captur-
ing diverse aspects of the data. With the advent of deep learning,
more sophisticated models began to surpass traditional methods.
Early architectures, such as Fully Convolutional Networks [21, 40]
and Recurrent Neural Networks [17], directly learned hierarchical
representations from raw time series data. More recently, mod-
els like InceptionTime [21] have employed deeper networks with
multi-scale convolutions, significantly improving the ability to cap-
ture complex patterns across different time scales. Additionally,
Transformer-based models [6, 48] have emerged as powerful alter-
natives, excelling at capturing long-range dependencies and global
context, further enhancing classification performance.

2.2 LLMs in Time Series Analysis
Given the impressive capabilities of LLMs, researchers in the time
series classification community are increasingly exploring their ap-
plications in time series analysis [5, 49]. LLM-based approaches can
be divided into two categories: fine-tuning and generative model-
ing. Fine-tuning methods, such as Linear Fine-Tuning, combine pre-
trained LLMs with time series-specific encoders, leveraging their
linguistic capabilities to identify patterns. Generative models, like
GPT-based forecasting, predict future time series sequences, while
models like TEMPO integrate domain knowledge (e.g., seasonal-
trend decomposition) to enhance performance. Despite these ad-
vances, challenges remain, including the modality gap between
textual and numerical data, which hinders tokenization and seman-
tic understanding [5, 49]. Quantization techniques address this but
may fail to capture temporal dependencies. Fine-tuning for multi-
variate or long-horizon time series also incurs high computational
costs, and many approaches overlook domain-specific knowledge.

Despite effectiveness, LLMs in time series analysis encounter
several significant challenges [37, 43, 45]. First, they struggle to cap-
ture temporal dependencies and channel-specific features, which
are essential for accurate modeling. Second, a misalignment ex-
ists between numerical time series data and LLMs’ semantic space,
which complicates processing. Third, fine-tuning these models is
computationally expensive, particularly for large-scale applications.
Lastly, LLMs fail to fully leverage their reasoning capabilities, limit-
ing their potential. To address these issues, we propose TableTime,
a paradigm for time series analysis through table understanding.
3 Preliminaries
3.1 Problem Definitions
Let D =

{
(𝑋 1, 𝑦1), (𝑋 2, 𝑦2), ..., (𝑋𝑛, 𝑦𝑛)

}
be a dataset consisting of

𝑛 pairs
(
𝑋 𝑖 , 𝑦𝑖

)
, where each 𝑋 𝑖 ∈ R𝑡×𝑚 represents a multivariate

time series with 𝑡 time steps and𝑚 features, and𝑦𝑖 ∈ {𝑐1, 𝑐2, . . . , 𝑐𝑘 }
is the corresponding label. The goal of the classification task is to
learn a classifier on D that maps the input space 𝑋 to a probabil-
ity distribution over the class 𝑦. In the context of TableTime, we
propose using prompt engineering based on the characteristics of
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Figure 2: Illustration of the TableTime, i.e., a paradigm for MTSC based on table understanding

the dataset and task. Let 𝑃 denote the prompt, the model’s out-
put can be summarized as follows: 𝑇 𝑖 = LLM(𝑃,𝑋 𝑖 ) where 𝑇 𝑖 is
the text generated by the large language model in response to the
prompt and the input time series 𝑋 𝑖 . To predict the label 𝑦𝑖 for
each instance, we apply a text evaluation process (such as keyword
recognition) to 𝑇 𝑖 . The predicted label is then extracted as 𝑦𝑖 .

3.2 Large Language Models
Recent advancements in large language models (LLMs) have un-
veiled a broad range of powerful capabilities, enabling them to
address a variety of complex tasks. In this context, we propose
leveraging LLMs to enhance multivariate time series classification
(MTSC). Several key advantages arise from utilizing LLMs to ad-
vance classification techniques. World Knowledge: Pre-trained
on vast amounts of textual data, LLMs can integrate general world
knowledge into their predictions. This extensive knowledge base
enables LLMs to provide contextual insights that are often absent
in conventional methods, which typically rely on domain-specific
information; Reasoning: LLMs exhibit advanced reasoning and
pattern recognition abilities, which can potentially improve classi-
fication accuracy by capturing higher-level concepts. In contrast,
existing non-LLM methods are predominantly statistical and of-
ten lack inherent reasoning capabilities; Training-free Inference:
LLMs have demonstrated remarkable training-free inference capa-
bilities, showcasing their potential to generalize across domains
without the need for task-specific retraining. In contrast, exist-
ing classification methods are often highly domain-specific, which
limits their adaptability and generalization potential; Text Gener-
ation: LLMs also possess strong text generation abilities, which
can be harnessed to generate relevant features or even synthetic
data for training purposes, thereby enhancing the robustness of
classification models.

4 The Proposed TableTime
In this section, we will introduce the proposed TableTime in detail.
We begin by outlining its overall architecture, followed by an in-
depth discussion of its key designs. Finally, we compare TableTime
with relevant methods to highlight its unique advantages.

4.1 Model Architecture Overview
An overview of the TableTime is shown in Figure 2. TableTime
introduces an innovative approach to multivariate time series clas-
sification (MTSC) by leveraging large language models (LLMs). To
enhance reasoning capabilities, we first employ neighbor retrieval
to identify relevant neighbors, improving the understanding of
LLMs. These raw numerical time series are then converted into
tabular format, preserving both temporal and channel information.
To guide the LLM’s reasoning process, we design a comprehensive
prompt that includes contextual text, neighbor knowledge, and task
decomposition. In the final step, TableTime applies zero-shot reason-
ing to classify the data based on the provided information, without
requiring task-specific retraining. Compared to other LLM-based
models, our approach preserves both temporal and channel-specific
information, retaining more of the original data. Additionally, by
reformulating the time series as text format, our method aligns with
the LLMs’ semantic space, facilitating better integration. Further-
more, TableTime does not require any training, enabling stronger
generalization capabilities. These features demonstrate the power-
ful capabilities of TableTime.

4.2 Context Information Modeling
4.2.1 Reformulating Time Series as Tabular Data. LLM-based mod-
els either learn time series embeddings directly in their latent space
or align outputs from external models, often resulting in significant
information loss, including temporal dependencies and channel re-
lationships. The inherent mismatch between numerical time series
and textual semantic spaces introduces inefficiencies and limits the
LLMs’ ability to capture complex patterns in time series data.

To address these challenges, we propose table encoding, which
reformulates time series into tabular format. Table serves as a nat-
ural representation of time series, allowing for the preservation
of both temporal and channel-specific information. Through table
encoding, the original multivariate time series are converted into
a structured tabular form, which is then serialized into text for
further processing. This process can be formalized as follows:
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𝑡𝑡 𝑥𝑡,1 𝑥𝑡,2 · · · 𝑥𝑡,𝑚

ª®®®®®®¬
, (1)

where C⊤ =
(
𝑐1 𝑐2 . . . 𝑐𝑚

)
denotes the channel-specific in-

formation, T =
(
𝑡1 𝑡2 . . . 𝑡𝑡

)𝑇 denotes the temporal informa-
tion. Subsequently, we convert the tabular time series data into a se-
rialized textual format suitable for LLM input. This transformation
preserves both temporal and channel-specific information, allowing
the model to interpret the data within a natural language frame-
work. The process is formalized as follows: Text = Serialize(𝑋 ′),
where Text represents the serialized text, and Serialize() refers to
the serialization function, such as DFLoader or MarkDown [14].

Reformulating time series data into tabular format provides key
advantages by preserving temporal dependencies and representing
each channel separately, thereby enhancing both interpretability
and compatibility. In this format, each row corresponds to a time
step, and each column represents a channel, enabling independent
feature processing while maintaining sequential relationships. The
tabular structure also allows for the integration of metadata or
domain-specific knowledge, enriching themodel’s reasoning during
inference. This approach optimizes decision-making without the
need for task-specific architectures or retraining.

4.2.2 Contextual Text Information. LLMs inherently lack task-specific
knowledge and depend heavily on explicit prompts to guide their
reasoning. Ambiguous or incomplete prompts, in the absence of
clear instructions, can lead to misinterpretations, irrelevant outputs,
or deviations from task requirements. To mitigate this, we intro-
duce domain context as a core component of the prompt, explicitly
providing task-specific knowledge and essential context to ensure
accurate reasoning.

The generation of domain context follows a structured template,
ensuring both consistency and semantic richness. Key components
include: (1) task definition: a clear description of the task within a
specific domain; (2) dataset description: an explanation of dataset
characteristics, including data length, etc.; (3) class definition: a
detailed explanation of the meaning of each label; (4) channel infor-
mation: a thorough description of the significance of each channel
in the dataset. This systematic approach reduces ambiguity, aligns
the model’s reasoning with task requirements, and enhances both
accuracy and consistency.

4.3 Neighborhood-Assisted In-context Reasoner
A primary challenge of LLMs lies in their inability to effectively
classify unseen samples due to the lack of task-specific examples,
resulting in uncertainty and difficulty in capturing complex data
patterns. To address this, we introduce the neighborhood-assisted
in-context reasoning mechanism. By retrieving relevant neighbors
from the training data, we provide essential contextual guidance
to LLMs. These neighbors, including both positive and negative
samples that share key features or contrasting patterns with the
test sample, serve as reliable references to guide the generation of
more accurate predictions.

Specifically, we employ two neighbor retrieval strategies: (1) pos-
itive samples only; (2) contrast enhancement. For the former, we
apply similarity measurement algorithms to identify the 𝑘-nearest
neighbors from the training dataset for each test sample. The re-
trieval process can be formalized as follows:

Retrieval(𝑋 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 ,D, 𝑓 , 𝑘) = argmin
𝑘

[𝑓 (𝑋 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 , 𝑋 𝑖 )] |D |
𝑖=1, (2)

where 𝑋 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 denotes test sample; D denotes the training dataset; 𝑓
denotes the similarity measuring algorithm, e.g., euclidean distance
and 𝑘 denotes the number of the neighbors.

To further assist LLMs in classification, we introduce contrast
enhancement mechanism that incorporates negative samples into
the model’s reasoning process. We begin by clustering the training
dataset using algorithms such as K-means. Then, we select negative
samples from clusters that do not contain the test sample, ensuring
that these samples are sufficiently dissimilar. The process of K-
means clustering can be described by the following formula:

{𝐶𝑘 }𝐾𝑘=1 = argmin
{𝐶𝑘 }𝐾𝑘=1

𝐾∑︁
𝑘=1

∑︁
𝑥𝑖 ∈𝐶𝑘

∥𝑥𝑖 − 𝜇𝑘 ∥2, (3)

where 𝐶𝑘 denotes the 𝑘𝑡ℎ cluster of training dataset D, 𝜇𝑘 denotes
the centroid of the 𝑘𝑡ℎ cluster, 𝐾 denotes the numbers the clus-
ters. By introducing these negative examples, TableTime leverages
contrastive learning to help the LLMs better differentiate between
classes and refine its decision boundaries.

Contextual text information and neighborhood serve comple-
mentary roles in enhancing LLM reasoning. Contextual neighbors
provides task-specific, data-driven context by identifying samples
from the training data, directly guiding classification decisions
through pattern and feature alignment. In contrast, contextual text
description leverages the broad, pre-trained semantic understand-
ing of LLMs to establish task rules and logical frameworks, offering
a warm up for LLMs. By combining the precision of neighbor-based
contextual information with the generalization capabilities of do-
main context, TableTime achieves robust and accurate classification.
4.4 Multi-Path Ensemble Enhancement
Ensemble methods have demonstrated their effectiveness in time
series classification. Similarly, self consistency [39] leverages multi-
ple outputs from one LLM, selecting the most consistent response
to ensure coherence and accuracy. In the meanwhile, due to the
inherent randomness in LLMs’ responses, directly applying them
to classification tasks remains challenging.

Building on the aforementioned considerations, we introduce a
multi-path ensemble enhancement strategy. Multi-path inference
utilizes multiple distinct reasoning pathways to generate a diverse
set of outputs, thereby capturing a wider range of feature repre-
sentations. By aggregating these results, the approach mitigates
the potential biases inherent in any single inference path, improv-
ing both the robustness and accuracy of predictions. This makes
multi-path inference particularly well-suited for our task, as it effec-
tively handles the complexities of multivariate time series data. The
multi-path ensemble enhancement can be formalized as follows:

𝑦final = argmax
𝑦

𝑀∑︁
𝑖=1
I(𝑓𝑖 (𝑥) = 𝑦) . (4)
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indicates an upcoming right-hand movement.

**Channel Information: There are 28 EEG channels recorded using the

international 10-20 system electrode positions

**Training Samples: Here are some sample data from the training set: 

<data_encoding>, Label:’1’

**Testing data: Below is the test sample data that needs to be predicted.

<data_encoding>

**Please follow the steps to reason:

**Step1: Perform frequency analysis on the data of each sample;
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consistent patterns.

#LLMs Output

**Final Result: 1

**Rationale and Reasoning: To classify the test sample, we need to analyze

the frequency features

Figure 3: Prompt template of TableTime. There are three
components of input from top to bottom.

where 𝑀 denotes the number of models, 𝑓𝑖 denotes the i𝑡ℎ classi-
fier, 𝑦final denotes the final classification result and I denotes the
indicative function. Each classifier is an LLM. We can use different
parameters to integrate, or integrate results from different LLMs.
By generating multiple results using varied models and aggregating
them through voting mechanism, we ensure that the final classifica-
tion reflects the model’s most confident and consistent reasoning.

4.5 Prompt of Zero-shot LLM Reasoning
4.5.1 Task Decomposition. Traditional prompts often lack the struc-
tured guidance needed for LLMs to handle complex tasks effectively.
This absence of clear instructions forces LLMs to interpret the task
independently, which can result in errors, inconsistencies, or ir-
relevant reasoning. Without a step-by-step framework, the model
risks overlooking critical aspects of the problem or focusing on
less relevant details. To address these challenges, we introduce task
decomposition, which breaks the complex time series classification
task into a series of smaller, manageable steps, allowing the model
to reason more effectively. This step-by-step process ensures that
the LLMs gradually converges to a more accurate classification,
enhancing both decision quality and interpretability.

4.5.2 Prompt Design. The LLM-based approach involves fine-tuning
specific components within the LLMs, such as the multi-head self-
attention mechanism or the linear output mapping layer. Although
easy to implement, the fine-tuning process is still time-consuming
and labor-intensive. This is obviously not aligned with our expec-
tations for LLMs. We argue that LLM-based methods should have
the ability of zero-shot classification.

In TableTime, a structured prompt is crucial to achieve zero-
shot reasoning. The contextual text information provide LLMs with
professional knowledge to warm them up. Neighbor information
provides crucial context by linking the test sample to similar labeled
examples from the training set. Task decomposition guides LLMs
to implement step-by-step reasoning. The template is shown in 3.

Table 1: Statistics of each dataset in the experiments.

Dataset Train Size Test Size Dimensions Length Classes
AWR 275 300 9 144 25
AF 15 15 2 640 3
BL 500 450 4 510 2
CR 108 72 6 1,197 12
ER 30 270 4 65 6
FM 316 100 28 50 2
RS 152 152 6 30 4
SRS2 200 180 7 1,152 2
SWJ 12 15 4 2500 3
UWG 120 320 3 315 8

4.6 Remark and Discussion
In the following, we summarize the characteristics of TableTime
and discuss its relations to LLM-based and Dist-based models.

Relation to LLM-based Models. LLMs have shown great superi-
ority in sequence modeling tasks. However, the huge number of
parameters in LLMs makes training very difficult. Therefore, how
to efficiently use LLMs has become an urgent problem. Existing
methods learn embeddings for time series in LLMs’ latent space
from scratch or map from external models to align with LLMs. Al-
though effective, they cannot represent the original time series in a
lossless manner. In contrast, TableTime can encode the raw time
series fully and achieve zero-shot classification.

Relation to Traditional Models. Distance-based methods are tra-
ditional but effective and highly interpretable. However, distance-
based methods are sensitive to noise and outliers and have difficulty
identifying local patterns. They also lack the ability to effectively
represent the features of the sequence and cannot fully explore
the potential structural information in the sequence. In TableTime,
we retain the advantages of distance-based methods and leverage
LLMs to achieve understanding of raw time series. Compared with
ensemble learning methods, TableTime obtains the final result by
integrating the generated results of the same LLM under different
parameter settings. Instead of using multiple models, we introduce
multi-path ensemble strategy, which can enhance the robustness
of the model and make the final result more accurate.

5 Experiments
In this section, we first evaluate TableTime on a variety of datasets,
comparing its performance with several baseline methods. Next, we
conduct further investigations to assess the effectiveness of each
module, drawing insights from the experimental results.

5.1 Experimental Setup
5.1.1 Datasets. We perform experiments on ten representative
datasets from the well-known UEA multivariate time series classifi-
cation (MTSC) archive [1]. In reality, the UEA archive has become
nearly the most widely used multivariate time series benchmarks.
Due to computational constraints, we use a set of 10 multi-
variate datasets from the UEA archive, which exhibit diverse
characteristics in terms of the number and length of time
series samples, as well as the number of classes. Specifically,
we use the following datasets: ArticularyWordRecognition (AWR),
AtrialFibrillation (AF), Blink (BL), Cricket (CR), Ering (ER), Fin-
gerMovements (FM), StandWalkJump (SWJ), SelfRegulationSCP2
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Table 2: Multivariate time series classification performance of TableTime and baseline models across ten datasets. The best are
highlighted in bold, while the second-best are underlined. "Best" indicates the frequency of achieving the highest accuracy.

Model AWR AF BL CR ER FM RS SRS2 SWJ UWG Average Best
nn-DTW 0.9667 0.2667 0.7267 0.9444 0.9333 0.5500 0.8158 0.4833 0.200 0.8563 0.6743 0

HIVE-COTE 0.9767 0.1333 0.9978 0.9583 0.9926 0.5600 0.9013 0.5333 0.1333 0.8781 0.7065 3
MLP 0.9822 0.3556 0.7259 0.9954 0.7642 0.5933 0.8750 0.5611 0.4889 0.6281 0.6970 0

MiniRocket 0.9433 0.4444 0.8793 0.9537 0.9728 0.5567 0.8706 0.5370 0.6444 0.9365 0.7739 1
MCNN 0.9767 0.3778 0.9556 0.9259 0.9222 0.5567 0.8311 0.5648 0.5333 0.8563 0.7500 0

MCDCNN 0.9789 0.4444 0.9763 0.9583 0.9358 0.5800 0.8377 0.5407 0.6000 0.8552 0.7707 0
TCN 0.9033 0.4000 0.7904 0.9537 0.5667 0.5100 0.8070 0.5148 0.3778 0.7531 0.6577 0

AutoFormer 0.5733 0.4667 0.5881 0.2917 0.6296 0.5600 0.7939 0.5167 0.4444 0.4906 0.5355 0
ConvTimeNet 0.9844 0.4444 0.9844 0.9769 0.8111 0.6100 0.7522 0.5852 0.3333 0.8635 0.7345 0

Informer 0.9811 0.2889 0.9378 0.9444 0.9432 0.5867 0.8728 0.5611 0.4667 0.8656 0.7448 0
TimesNet 0.9800 0.3333 0.9474 0.9213 0.9185 0.5700 0.8662 0.5574 0.4222 0.8656 0.7382 0
GPT4TS 0.9778 0.3778 0.9296 0.9352 0.9358 0.5867 0.8268 0.5611 0.4444 0.8542 0.7429 0

CrossTimeNet 0.9367 0.3333 0.9521 0.9761 0.8296 0.6058 0.7303 0.5709 0.4667 0.7750 0.7176 0
Time-LLM 0.7333 0.4000 0.5556 0.7083 0.7519 0.6000 0.6645 0.5667 0.6000 0.4438 0.6024 0
Time-FFM 0.9733 0.3333 0.6911 1.0000 0.8667 0.5600 0.7697 0.5722 0.4000 0.8688 0.7035 1
TableTime 0.9733 0.6667 0.9222 0.9722 0.9518 0.6400 0.8684 0.5889 0.7333 0.8906 0.8207 5

(SRS2), RacketSports (RS), UWaveGestureLibrary (UWG). In these
original dataset, training and testing set have been well processed.
We do not take any processing for a fair comparison. We summarize
the main characteristics of dataset in Table 1.

5.1.2 Baselines. To conduct a comprehensive and fair comparison,
we selected baseline methods which is highly related to TableTime.
Traditional methods: nn-DTW [24] and HIVE-COTE [25]. Deep-
learning-based methods: MLP [19], MiniRocket [12], MCNN [11],
MCDCNN [47], TCN [3], AutoFormer [42], ConvTimeNet [9], In-
former [48] and TimesNet [41]. LLM-basedmethods: GPT4TS [49],
CrossTimeNet [8], Time-LLM [23] and Time-FFM [27]. We adopt
accuracy as the metric.

5.2 Classification Results Analysis
Table 2 summarizes the classification accuracy of all compared
methods, and Figure 4 reports the critical difference diagram as pre-
sented in [13]. Compared to other baselinemodels, the experimental
results demonstrate that our proposed TableTime achieves com-
petitive performance and notable advantages on several datasets.
For each dataset, the performance of TableTime is either the most
accurate one or very close to the best one. These existing proposed
models typically cannot always achieve the most distinct results.
One may wonder whether the TableTime can be effective enough.
However, the experimental results are largely consistent with previ-
ous empirical studies [2, 34], i.e., one singlemodel cannot always
achieve superior performances in all scenarios.

In particular, we observe that TableTime could surpass other
baselines by a large margin in datasets like AF and SWJ, in which
the size of the training and the testing dataset are both small. This
also indirectly confirms the powerful zero-shot reasoning ability
of LLMs, since deep learning-based methods are difficult to opti-
mize due to insufficient data. Moreover, our method consistently
outperforms Time-LLM and Time-FFM, further demonstrating that

Figure 4: Critical difference diagram over the mean ranks of
TableTime, baseline models.

TableTime effectively leverages the reasoning capabilities of LLMs
to achieve superior classification performance. We also observed
that TableTime lags behind the optimal methods on the BL and
UWG datasets. We speculate that this discrepancy arises from the
large scale of these datasets, which allows deep learning methods
to capture more comprehensive and intricate features.
5.3 Study of Context Information Modeling
5.3.1 Effectiveness of Temporal and Channel Information. To assess
the importance of temporal and channel information, we conducted
three ablation experiments: ablation of temporal information, ab-
lation of channel information, and ablation of both at the same
time. As shown in Table 3, it is evident that both temporal and
channel information play a crucial role in the performance of the
TableTime model. Among temporal and channel information, the
former is more important, which further confirms the importance
of temporal information in time series modeling.
5.3.2 Effectiveness of Contextual Text Information. To assess the ef-
fectiveness of contextual text information in TableTime, we conduct
its ablation study. As shown in Table 3, we reveal the importance of
in assisting LLM reasoning, which is an integral part of TableTime.
5.3.3 Various Table Format. The impact of table format cannot
be overlooked, and it manifests in two key aspects. First, for the
same dataset, different encoding methods result in varying token
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Table 3: Experimental results of ablation results for five key modules. Evaluated by accuracy.

Methods AWR AF CR FM SRS2 Average IMP(%)
w/ all 0.9733 0.6667 0.9722 0.6400 0.5889 0.7627 –

w/o temporal information 0.9700 0.5333 0.9583 0.5500 0.5388 0.7101 -7.56
w/o channel information 0.9633 0.5333 0.9444 0.5700 0.5500 0.7122 -7.29

w/o temporal&channel information 0.9633 0.5333 0.9444 0.4200 0.5000 0.6722 -12.49
w/o contextual text information 0.9700 0.4000 0.9722 0.6000 0.5278 0.6940 -9.66
w/o problem decomposition 0.9700 0.4667 0.9583 0.5733 0.4888 0.6914 -9.99

counts, which directly limits the number of neighboring samples
the model can process. Second, different encoding methods lead
to significant differences in LLMs’ generation. The same LLM may
produce significantly different semantic interpretations of texts
when processed using various encoding methods. This discrepancy
could be attributed to the differing levels of structural information
captured by each encoding approach.

We conduct experiments on encoding methods. In general, we
calculate the mean accuracy for all the neighbors under the same
encoding. As shown in Table 4, we can intuitively see that DFLoader
tend to be the best encoding method. As we show in the hyper-
parameters table, we can see that DFLoader is the best encoding
method. We guess it is because that each channel is expressed sepa-
rately in DFLoader format instead of being mixed with other chan-
nels. In contrast, in JSON, the value at each time step is expressed
separately, which may limit the model’s ability to understand the
JSON format. HTML contains a large number of irrelevant char-
acters, such as "</thread>", etc. We believe that this will interfere
with the reasoning process of the LLMs. For MarkDown encoding,
the time index and feature channel cannot be clearly distinguished,
and these features affect the reasoning process of the LLMs.
Table 4: Comparison of four table formats on three datasets.
Evaluated by average accuracy of all neighbors.

Table Format AF FM AWR
DFLoader 0.3567 0.5356 0.9233
HTML 0.3095 0.5337 0.9124
JSON 0.3164 0.5197 0.9096

MarkDown 0.3200 0.5251 0.8907

5.4 Analysis of Neighborhood Retrieval
Strategies

5.4.1 Analysis of Neighbor Retrieval Methods. Although there is
no universal distance function that achieves SOTA on all datasets,
we can conduct a comprehensive analysis of neighbor retrieval
functions. As shown in Figure 5, experimental results indicate that
the choice of neighbor retrieval method significantly affects the
TableTime model’s performance. Manhattan distance (MAN) out-
performed Dynamic Time Warping (DTW), Euclidean (ED), Stan-
dardized Euclidean Distance (SED). We think MAN is more robust
in high-dimensional feature spaces as it focuses on the absolute
differences in each dimension, making it less sensitive to noise
or fluctuations. Additionally, by summing the differences across
dimensions without squaring them, MAN avoids the amplification
of large discrepancies, enhancing stability and accuracy. However,
it can be seen that the difference is large on AF dataset, but not on

Figure 5: Experimental results of four different neighbor
retrieval methods: DTW, ED, SED, MAN.

Figure 6: Classification accuracy results under different
neighbor number settings.

other larger datasets, which may reflect that the smaller datasets
are more sensitive to the retrieval methods.

5.4.2 Study of Neighbor Number. In order to further explore the
impact of the number of nearest neighbors on the final classification
accuracy, we counted the classification accuracy under different
neighbor samples. As shown in Figure 6, classification accuracy
initially increases as the number of neighbors (k) grows, but be-
yond a certain point, it begins to decline. This pattern suggests that
while a moderate increase in neighbors can enhance performance
by providing relevant context, too many neighbors may introduce
noise, leading to decreased accuracy. We attribute this decline to
potential "model hallucination," where excessive contextual infor-
mation makes it challenging for the model to filter out irrelevant
data, thus reducing classification accuracy.

5.4.3 Study of Negative Samples. By retrieving negative samples,
we can provide negative examples to the LLM and guide it to per-
form comprehensive reasoning. In our experiments, we find that:
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when a single negative sample is provided, the classification accu-
racy initially declines as the number of positive samples increases.
This phenomenon likely arises from the model struggling to estab-
lish meaningful patterns or clear boundaries with limited positive
samples. However, as the number of positive samples continues to
increase, the accuracy improves significantly, eventually surpassing
SOTA performance. This improvement suggests that the model ben-
efits from richer and more diverse positive sample representations,
which enhance its ability to generalize and classify effectively, even
in the presence of a negative sample. This demonstrates the impor-
tance of sufficient positive sample diversity for robust classification.

5.5 Analysis of Multi-path Ensemble Module
The multi-path ensemble module aims to enhance classification
robustness and accuracy by aggregating predictions from diverse
inference paths generated through varying the temperature of the
LLM. The ensemble method addresses the variability and uncer-
tainty in single-path outputs by combining multiple predictions,
effectively mitigating errors and improving generalization. By lever-
aging the diversity among predictions, the module ensures more
reliable and robust classification outcomes.

To generate diverse paths, the module varies the LLM’s tempera-
ture parameter, exploring a range from deterministic outputs at low
temperatures to more diverse predictions at higher temperatures.
These outputs are aggregated using techniques such as majority
voting, where the final prediction reflects the most consistent re-
sult across paths. This approach incorporates uncertainty analysis
to capture diverse perspectives, ensuring consistent and accurate
reasoning even in complex or ambiguous tasks.
5.6 Effectiveness of Problem Decomposition
To evaluate the impact of problem decomposition, we conduct
ablation experiments by removing this component from the prompt.

Problem decomposition systematically breaks down complex
tasks, such as time series classification, into smaller, manageable
steps. This ensures that the model effectively processes temporal
consistency, evaluates channel-specific features, and integrates rel-
evant information for decision making, thereby reducing the risk
of misallocating attention to irrelevant patterns.

As shown in Table 3, results indicate that removing this mecha-
nism leads to noticeable drops in both accuracy and consistency,
particularly on datasets with high-dimensional and complex tempo-
ral patterns. The structured reasoning enabled by problem decom-
position not only enhances interpretability but also strengthens
the model’s ability to generalize, demonstrating its critical role in
achieving robust and reliable performance.
5.7 In-depth Evaluation w.r.t the Performance

of TableTime
This investigation aims to reveal the relationship between LLMs’
predictions and the labels of its nearest neighbors. Understanding
this relationship is essential because it provides insights into how
much the model relies on nearest neighbors for accurate classifi-
cation and how it performs independently when there is disagree-
ment. Such an analysis helps to assess the model’s robustness and
decision-making ability, especially in cases where the reference
(nearest neighbor) label might not align with the LLMs’ prediction.

In our study, we divide the model’s classification results into two
groups: those that matched the nearest neighbor’s label and those
that did not. For each group, we analyzed the proportion of correct
and incorrect classification results.

As shown in Figure 7, the results highlight that our model ef-
fectively leverages the reasoning capabilities of LLMs. Even when
inconsistent neighbors are retrieved, the classification accuracy
remains above 50% (60.0% for FM, 58.3% for SRS2), demonstrat-
ing the robustness of our proposed TableTime. This indicates that,
while consistent neighbors enhance performance, our model can
still achieve reliable predictions through LLM reasoning, even in
the presence of noisy or incorrect neighbor samples.
6 Conclusion and Limitation
In this work, we highlight the critical importance of explicitly mod-
eling temporal and channel-specific information in raw time series
data. By converting time series into tabular time series, we natu-
rally preserve the two information. Then we designed a reasoning-
enhanced prompt to stimulate the reasoning ability of LLMs to
zero-shot classification. From this perspective, we naturally refor-
mulate the multivariate time series classification(MTSC) problem
as a table understanding problem, providing a new paradigm for
MTSC. We propose the TableTime, a zero-shot time series clas-
sification reasoning framework. The classification results on 10
datasets demonstrate the superior performance of our method and
the possibility to become a new paradigm in the field of MTSC.

Despite the strengths of our model, we acknowledge several
limitations that warrant further investigation. First, it is impor-
tant to explore efficient methods for encoding tabular time series
within our framework. As discussed earlier, certain encoding tech-
niques may hinder the interpretability of LLMs. Second, the nearest
neighbor retrieval process presents opportunities for optimization.
Beyond performing retrieval directly on the original time series
data, an alternative approach involves embedding the original data
first and then conducting nearest neighbor retrieval. This method
allows for a more comprehensive exploration of the features, en-
abling deeper insights.
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(a) FM dataset (b) SRS2 dataset

Figure 7: Result of nearest neighbor consistency analysis. The results show the classification results when the nearest neighbor
is selected and not selected.
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Appendix
A Study of LLMs
The primary experiments in this study utilized the Llama-3.1-405B-
Instruct model, chosen for its advanced capabilities and impressive
128k context length, which allows for capturing complex contextual
information. However, performance variations can arise among
different LLM-basedmethods, including TableTime, when evaluated
across various LLMs. Therefore, we investigate and analyze the
potential impacts of using Llama-3.1-405B-Instruct, Llama-3.1-70B-
Instruct, Llama-3.1-8B-Instruct, Qwen-2.5-72B-Instruct, andGPT-4o
mini in combination with TableTime. As shown in Figure 8, the
results demonstrate that TableTime coupled with Llama-3.1-405B-
Instruct outperforms the other LLM-based configurations. This
outcome aligns with our expectations, as TableTime prompts LLMs
to understand tabular time series and reason precisely through
problem decomposition, requiring diverse reasoning mechanisms.
Llama-3.1-405B-Instruct, known for its superior reasoning abilities,
performs better compared to the other models tested.

Figure 8: Accuracy under different LLMs.

B Study of Magic Words
In our study, we identified a phenomenon in large language models
that we term as "laziness" [46]. This refers to the tendency of LLMs
to generate responses that are superficial or overly generalized, even
when more detailed and specific information is available within
their training data. To mitigate this issue, we experimented with
targeted prompts, which we refer to as "magic words," designed to
encourage the model to fully utilize its capabilities. One example
of such a "magic word" prompt is: "If you do your best to provide
the correct answer, I will reward you with 10 billion dollars." As
demonstrated in Figure 9, the use of "magic words" resulted in slight
performance improvements, suggesting that these prompts may
encourage the model to engage more deeply, even in the absence
of true understanding. This finding underscores the importance of
prompt engineering in enhancing the quality of model outputs.

C Case Study
Figure 10 shows one example of correct answer. From this, we can
clearly see that the choice of LLM is not an ordinary clustering, but
reflects rigorous thinking. This further proves the effectiveness of
TableTime. At the same time, we also see that LLM’s answers are
clear and make full use of professional knowledge, which further
improves the interpretability of our proposed TableTime.

Figure 9: Accuracy with and without magic words.

·

Llama-3.1-405b-instruct

**Final Result:** right*
*Training Dataset Labels:**

  1. Sample 1: left  2. Sample 2: left  3. Sample 3: left 4. Sample 4: left 

  5. Sample 5: right 6. Sample 6: right
**Rationale and Reasoning:**To classify the test sample, we need to analyze the frequency features of each channel and 

compare them with the training dataset. Since the training dataset labels are provided, we can identify patterns and correlations 

between the frequency features and the labels.

In general, the alpha band (8-13 Hz) is associated with relaxation, closed eyes, and decreased cortical activity, while the beta band 

(13-30 Hz) is associated with motor activity, attention, and sensory processing. The theta band (4-7 Hz) is associated with 

drowsiness, sleep, and meditation, while the delta band (0.5-4 Hz) is associated with deep sleep and unconsciousness. The gamma 

band (30-50 Hz) is associated with high-level cognitive processing, attention, and working memory.

Analyzing the frequency features of the test sample, we can observe that:
* The alpha band power is relatively high in channels F3, F1, and Fz, indicating relaxation and decreased cortical activity.

* The beta band power is relatively high in channels C3, C1, and Cz, indicating motor activity and sensory processing.

* The theta band power is relatively low in all channels, indicating that the subject is not drowsy or asleep.

* The delta band power is relatively low in all channels, indicating that the subject is not in a state of deep sleep or unconsciousness.

* The gamma band power is relatively high in channels F4, FC5, and FC6, indicating high-level cognitive processing and attention.

Comparing these frequency features with the training dataset, we can observe that the test sample is more 

similar to Sample 5 and Sample 6, which are both labeled as "right". Specifically, the alpha band power in channels F3, F1, and Fz, 

and the beta band power in channels C3, C1, and Cz, are similar to Sample 5 and Sample 6. Additionally, the gamma band power in 

channels F4, FC5, and FC6 is also similar to Sample 5 and Sample 6.

Therefore, based on the frequency features and the labels of the training dataset, we can classify the test sample as "right".

You are an expert in electroencephalogram (EEG) signal analysis, neuroscience, and clustering analysis. You will classify 

samples based on provided EEG time-series data by extracting frequency features (such as alpha waves, beta waves, etc.) and 

using these features. Below is a detailed description of the dataset.

'-**EEG Channels:** There are 28 EEG channels recorded using the international 10-20 system electrode positions:

**Biological Significance of Frequency Analysis:**

For each test sample, we use <dist> to select the most similar samples from the training set.

Test 

Sample

Neighbor 1

Label 1

Neighbor 6

Label 6
…

**Step 1: Frequency Analysis Requirements**You need to perform a Short-Time Fourier Transform (STFT) or Wavelet 

Transform on the EEG data for each sample to calculate the power in different frequency bands for each channel:’

- Perform the analysis on the 50 time steps data of each channel using a sliding window.

- Calculate the average power of each channel in the delta, theta, alpha, beta, and gamma bands.’

**Step 2: Training Set Data and Their Labels:**

Here are some sample data from the training set. Each sample contains data from 28 channels, and each channel has 50 time 

steps. Perform frequency analysis on this data and compute the power for each frequency band.

Figure 10: One example of correct answer.

D Detail of Datasets
To assess the effectiveness of the proposed TableTime for time series
classification, we perform experiments on several datasets from
the UEA time series classification repository. These datasets span
a wide variety of domains, offering a thorough evaluation of the
model’s performance across different types of time series data. The
datasets used in this study are as follows:

ArticularyWordRecognition (AWR): This dataset contains
time-series data of tongue and lip movements during speech, col-
lected from multiple English speakers producing 25 words, with 9
dimensions from 12 sensors sampled at 200 Hz.

AtrialFibrillation (AF): This dataset includes two-channel ECG
recordings for predicting the termination of atrial fibrillation (AF),
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with 5-second segments sampled at 128 Hz. The classification target
is to distinguish between non-termination, self-termination, and
immediate termination.

Blink (BL): This EEG dataset classifies short and long blinks,
recorded from six patients over 20 trials. Each sample consists of 510
values across four EEG channels at 255 Hz, with the classification
target distinguishing between short and long blinks.

Cricket (CR): This dataset provides accelerometer data of um-
pires performing cricket signals, with data from four umpires and
two wrist-mounted accelerometers. It includes six-dimensional se-
ries at 184 Hz and classifies different umpire signals.

ERing (ER): This dataset captures electric field sensing data
for hand and finger gestures using the eRing device, including
six posture classes for the thumb, index, and middle fingers, with
four-dimensional measurements over 65 observations.

FingerMovements (FM): The FM dataset provides EEG record-
ings from a normal subject performing self-paced key typing, cap-
tured during a no-feedback session. The dataset covers 28 EEG
channels measured at positions following the international 10/20
system, downsampled to 100 Hz. The classification target is pre-
dicting upcoming left-hand or right-hand movements.

RacketSports (RS): The RS dataset provides x-y-z gyroscope
and accelerometer data from a smart watch during badminton and
squash play. It includes strokes like forehand/backhand in squash
and clear/smash in badminton. The classification target is to identify
the sport and stroke performed.

SelfRegulationSCP2 (SRS2): This EEG dataset from a subject
with ALS performing self-regulation tasks contains 200 training
trials and 180 test trials, recorded at 256 Hz from 7 EEG channels.
The target is the binary direction of cursor movement (up or down).

StandWalkJump (SWJ): This ECG dataset from a healthy male
subject performing physical activities (standing, walking, jumping)
aims to study motion artifacts. It was sampled at 500 Hz, with the
classification target being the activity type.

UWaveGestureLibrary (UWG): This dataset includes accelerom-
eter data capturing 8 simple gestures, with 4480 gestures recorded
over three weeks from eight participants. The target is recognizing
user-performed gestures.
E Experimental supplement
E.1 Compared Baselines
To demonstrate the effectiveness of our proposed TableTime for
time series classification, we compare its performance against sev-
eral strong baseline models from various categories. The baseline
models used in our experiments are as follows:

NN-DTW is a distance-based method that uses dynamic time
warping to measure similarity between time series and applies
neighbor clustering for label assignment. It is particularly effective
for time series datasets where temporal alignment is crucial.

HIVE-COTE is a hybrid ensemble method that combines mul-
tiple classifiers, including Bag-of-Patterns (BOP), Canonical Time
Warping (CTW), and others, to improve classification performance.
It aggregates the outputs through a votingmechanism, which works
well for datasets with diverse patterns.

MLP is a feedforward neural network consisting of input, hidden,
and output layers, with fully connected nodes between layers. It is
commonly used for various classification tasks.

MiniRocket is an efficient algorithm for time series classifica-
tion, based on the ROCKET model. It significantly reduces compu-
tation time while maintaining high accuracy.

MCNN is a deep learning model that applies multiple convo-
lutional layers with different kernel sizes to capture patterns at
various scales within the time series data.

MCDCNN is designed for multivariate time series classification,
applying convolutional layers to each data channel independently
and combining the features to improve accuracy.

TCN is a deep learning model for sequence modeling tasks,
particularly time series. It uses causal convolutions to preserve
the temporal order of data, with dilated convolutions that enable
efficient capture of long-range dependencies.

AutoFormer is a model for time series forecasting that uses
self-attention mechanisms to separately capture trend and seasonal
components. It efficiently models long-term dependencies, making
it effective for diverse time series data.

ConvTimeNet is a convolutional neural network (CNN) de-
signed for time series classification. It extracts local features from
the time series data using convolutional layers, eliminating the
need for manual feature engineering.

Informer is a deep learning model designed for time series
forecasting, leveraging self-attention mechanisms and probabilistic
selection to efficiently capture long-range dependencies.

TimesNet is a model for time series forecasting that employs a
hybrid attention mechanism, combining global and local attention
to capture both short-term and long-term dependencies in the data.

GPT4TS is an approach that utilizes large pre-trained language
models like GPT for various time series tasks, including classifica-
tion, forecasting, anomaly detection, and imputation.

CrossTimeNet is a self-supervised learning model that extracts
transferable features from time series data across multiple domains.
It tokenizes the data and uses a bidirectional token prediction task
to improve generalization.

Time-LLM is a time series classification model that transforms
time series data into a textual format, leveraging the reasoning and
pattern recognition capabilities of LLMs to tackle complex tasks.

Time-FFM is a federated foundation model for time series that
transforms time series data into text tokens, uses dynamic prompt
adaptation, and employs personalized federated training, outper-
forming state-of-the-art models in few-shot and zero-shot scenarios.

E.2 Implement Details
For nn-DTW and HIVE-COTE, we adopt the code in 2. For theMCD-
CNN, MCNN, MiniRocket, MLP, and TCN, we adopt the publicly
available code in 3. For the Informer, TimesNet, and AutoFormers,
we use the code from 4. For other baseline methods, we directly
adopt the official implementation code and strictly follow the au-
thor’s parameter settings. For a fair comparison, all models are
trained on the training set and report the accuracy score on the
testing set. All models are trained until achieving the best results.

2https://github.com/aeon-toolkit/aeon
3https://github.com/timeseriesAI/tsai
4https://github.com/thuml/Time-Series-Library

https://github.com/aeon-toolkit/aeon
https://github.com/timeseriesAI/tsai
https://github.com/thuml/Time-Series-Library
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